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This study tried to determine the errors in writing samples to clarify the 

proficiency and deficiency of writing in the mother tongue of Turkish 

children who live in France. Participants in the study included 25 students 

who studied Turkish and Turkish culture at the level of primary and 

secondary public schools in Lyon, France. In the research, document 

analysis method was used within the framework of the qualitative 

research model. Twenty-five writing papers collected after a writing task 

assigned by Turkish and Turkish culture teachers during the class 

including 4,695 words, constitute the data set of the research. Writing 

samples obtained from students were accepted as documents and 

subjected to content analysis. Content analysis was done through Nvivo 

12 qualitative data analysis program, which is frequently used in 

qualitative research. Within the scope of the research, a total of 1669 

error codes were obtained in four categories from the documents. It was 

seen that the highest number of errors occurred in the category of writing 

errors with the error code 656, followed by spelling errors with the error 

code 622, inter-language transfer errors with the error code 248, and 

punctuation errors with the error code 143. The result is that students in 

France should go through a more qualified learning process in their native 

language writing skills. 

 

Key words: 

Bilingualism;  

Turkish language teaching; 
France 

Introduction 

Teaching Mother Tongue in Europe 

People have been displaced for many reasons throughout the history. According to the 

International Organization for Migration's report, the migrants were identified as refugees, 

victims of their cultural roots, or internally displaced persons (IOM, 2004), and as being 

interchangeable with economic reasons. After the Second World War, there was a 

reconstruction process of France, and immigrants from many states emigrated to France as 

workers on economic grounds. After the signing of the first international migration treaty 

between Turkey and France in 1965, Turks started their departure for France (Yardim, 2017). 

From then on, Turks who had briefly stayed and returned after earning money eventually 

settled there (Kaya, 2008; Kocak & Gunduz 2016; Yavuz, 2013). Over time, there has been a 
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tendency for the second- and third-generation children to forget their mother tongue, and they 

have been oriented towards a second language since there have been less number of 

environments to use their mother tongue (Ozdemir, 2016; Pilanci, 2009). A number of 

transition models and instructional programs have been introduced in Europe in the interest of 

immigrant children, to teach the language of the host country and to ensure the language 

adjustment of immigrant children. These can generally be expressed as follows (Baldik, 

2018): 

• Support measures for compensating the language needs of immigrant students whose 

mother tongue was not their language of education: In general, it corresponds to the 

lessons of "linguistic diving" in which, during the regular school hours, students are 

directly exposed to the target language and took intensive courses (special language 

support) individually or in small groups. "Bilingual" classes are taught partially in the 

language of education and partially in the mother tongue of the students. 

• Support measures aimed at addressing the learning needs of immigrant students in 

specific areas of the curriculum in their learning status. Under these circumstances, the 

content and teaching methods of the primary teaching program can be changed on a 

specific basis. Curriculum support can be organized, and immigrant students are 

sometimes not evaluated like other students. 

• Classes can be reduced for a more favourable student/teacher ratio. 

Based on these models, it is intended to increase compliance and teaching of the second 

language only. But with political concerns regarding the mother tongue of immigrant 

children, no steps have been taken in this sense, or they have been prevented. However, this 

situation differs according to the countries. While some countries approach to this subject 

positively and allow for the teaching of the mother tongue, some countries prohibit mother 

tongue teaching in schools. For example, in Germany, mother-language teaching varies 

somewhat by state, but it is led by teachers who are assigned under the responsibility of the 

German Authority of Education or bound to the agreements with the countries the immigrants 

come from (Teachers of Turkish and Turkish Culture) (Yildiz, 2012). Contrary to these 

practices, Denmark, Norway and the Netherlands have completely eliminated their mother 

tongue courses from primary schools since 2004 (Yagmur, 2006). In France, Turkish mother 

tongue teaching activities can be carried out in two ways in schools. Lessons can be held 

under the name of ELCO (Learning the language of origin and culture) or foreign language 

teaching (Akinci, 2007). Turkish and Turkish culture teachers are appointed by the Turkish 

Republic each year to give such lectures in France.  

Writing Learning Area 

Turkish language courses are taught within the areas of reading, writing, listening and 

speaking. Writing has an important place in these areas. Writing is the activity of organizing 

thoughts on paper and presenting them to the reader in paragraphs and sentences (Meyer, 

2006; Nunan, 2003). It can be said that writing requires a more systematic process of 

knowledge acquisition and includes a set of rules in itself compared to other language 

learning areas. It also requires mental efforts due to its communicative and productive nature, 

so it entails a much more difficult and complex development than other learning areas 

(Akkaya & Doyumğaç, 2020; Evans, 2001; Harris & Cunningham, 1994; Zoubi, 2018). 

Therefore, writing contains top-level cognitive steps, undertakes a manufacturing and 

communicative function, and requires a productive and active process like speech (Graham & 

Perin, 2007; Lv & Chen, 2010; Weinstein & Hume, 1998). 
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Figure 1. Four Language Learning Skills (Rao, 2019) 

Writing includes many special skills such as thinking, organizing, and drafting within itself 

and a language coordination process that works simultaneously with a working memory 

(Brown, 2001; Berninger, 2009). Achieving this skill takes an important role in conveying 

ideas and emotions as desired, and it provides the person with an important learning 

mechanism (Graham, 2008; Gunes, 2007). For this reason, it is possible to state that the 

writing learning area has positive effects on learners in many aspects of learning. If a child's 

writing skills in their mother tongue are strong, it is easier to reach literacy skills in their 

second language (Reyes, 2006). It is known that the knowledge learned in the mother tongue 

is transferred to the second language without causing any confusion and has positive 

contributions to the second language like in early childhood, such as the use of uppercase and 

lowercase letters, and the pronunciation of letters (Lanauze and Snow, 1989; Gort, 2006; 

Jared and others, 2011; Dweik and others; Alsamadani, 2010). It is considered that leaving 

this area incomplete will have negative effects on bilingual students in terms of language and 

intellectual development. Considering the studies on the language skills of Turkish children 

living abroad, it is seen that the lack of writing skills has an important place among the 

language learning areas. It is seen that Turkish children living abroad make mistakes in many 

subjects such as alphabet, phonetics, spelling and punctuation and have insufficient learning 

in this area (Sari, 2001, Kalfa ve Mete, 2020; Sen, 2016; Ortakoylu and others, 2020). It is 

certain that studies in this field will contribute to the writing skills of children living abroad. 

Detection of Writing Errors 

Committing errors is an inevitable circumstance that occurs in human learning, 

including language (James, 1998). A good article has some important features such as draft, 

capitalization, punctuation, vocabulary, spelling and grammar (El-Aswad, 2002). For these 

components to come together in a qualified way, it is important to examine students' writing 

samples, identify and evaluate errors (Ferris, 1999; Gascoigne, 2004; White et al., 1991).  

Detection of errors will also guide the preparation of an individualized plan and material 

(Hendrickson, 1978). Hourani (2008) emphasizes that writing errors are important in three 

ways: 

• They tell the teachers how far the students have progressed to the goal and what is left 

to learn.  

• They give researchers the signs of the strategies and procedures that students apply 

when exploring or learning the language. 

• They are indispensable signs for students’ mislearning. 

In particular, incorrect analysis of bilingual students' writings will guide teachers and 
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researchers in the detection and elimination of transfers from the mother tongue (L1) or the 

second language (L2) (Doff, 1993; Gass & Selinker, 2001; Nguyen, 2018; Schachter & 

Mrianne, 1977; Zafar, 2016), because the moment an individual is trapped in writing in two 

languages, he makes errors in syntax, grammar, word,  and in other elements of the language 

by transferring several elements of his mother tongue or second language (Wang & Wen, 

2002).   

The usage of different methods in many studies on spelling analysis of bilinguals is observed 

through the relevant literature. In some studies, a structured approach is adopted by 

addressing the elements such as grammar, spelling, and punctuation (Ahmad et al., 2015; 

Altiparmak & Demir, 2020; Ardila et al., 2017; Polad, 2018; Shousha et al., 2020), while a 

broader scope was created by including the (Cetinkaya, 2015; Yilmaz & Demir, 2020), 

cognitive and communicative elements in others. The errors were analyzed by categorizing 

them separately in terms of the related mother tongue and target language in some studies 

(Kaweera, 2013; Kosasih, 2019; Sijonu, 2018). As a consequence, an error is perceived as the 

evidence resulting from the language learning process in which the learners use various 

strategies in learning a new language as well as test the hypotheses (Rattanadilok Na Phuket 

& Othman, 2015). Therefore, it is required to state that instead of disputing a de facto method 

in writing analysis, a mixed approach has been adopted.  In the research, headings are created 

based on the mistakes that emerged in the writing samples obtained from the participants, 

rather than acting on the previously determined titles. Throughout the research, the answers to 

the following questions are sought: 

(1) What headings do bilingual children from Lyon, France, who speak Turkish as their 

first language make spelling mistakes? 

(2) What is the frequency and intensity of the spelling errors? 

Method 

This section includes the research model, data collection, participants and data 

analysis. 

Research Model 

In the research, document analysis method was used within the framework of the 

qualitative research model. We can describe qualitative research as research using qualitative 

information collection methods such as monitoring, interviewing and analysis of documents, 

tracing perceptions and a qualitative process for presenting events in a realistic and holistic 

way naturally (Yildirim & Simsek, 2008). In this context, students' writing papers were 

considered documents and subjected to a systematic procedure of processing for review and 

assessment of the writing errors in the papers (Bowen, 2009).  

Data Analysis  

Content analysis was carried out/performed/conducted to identify linguistic errors 

contained in student documents, trying to identify and make sense of the data (Gulbahar & 

Alper, 2009). The data were given meanings and visualized using the Nvivo 12 program. 

Nvivo is an analysis program used in the qualitative analysis process (Halicioglu & Tasgın, 

2015). Within the scope of the research, a total of 1669 error codes were obtained. Coding is 

about creating a system by labeling parts to facilitate understanding in the data text 

(Cresswell, 2013; Miles & Huberman, 2014). The codes obtained at the end of the process 
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were given meanings by combining them under categories and categories under themes. At 

the end of the process, four themes such as writing errors, inter-language transfer, punctuation 

errors and misspellings were obtained. 

Participants 

Participant group of the research consists of primary and secondary school students 

living in Lyon, France. The participants are comprised of twenty-five people, from four 

different schools. While determining students, an attempt was made to select the students 

from different education levels and schools in order to provide the maximum diversity 

(Patton, 2014). As per the research ethics, the names of the participants were not used. 

Participating students were named with codes such as S1, S2, S3…S25. The school and 

education levels of the participants are given in the table below. 

Table. 1. Participants' Characteristics 
Participants Schools Classes 

S1-S4 Ecole Elementaire Clermond 4, 5 
S5-S12 Ecole Elementaire Mulsant 4, 5 
S13-S18 College Jules Ferry 6, 7, 8 
S19-S25 College Jean de la Fontaine 6, 7, 8 

Data Collection 

The written documents, which are subject to analysis within the scope of the research, 

consist of the texts produced by the students as part of a writing task in class held by the 

Turkish and Turkish culture teacher SH, who works in Lyon. In the course, the teacher asked 

the students to write an essay containing the memories they listened to from their families. 

Within the scope of this task, 25 written documents were obtained. When all the documents 

were examined, it was determined that the articles consisted of a total of 4,695 words.  

Findings and interpretation  

As a result of the content analysis, the errors made by the students were gathered in 

four top categories as seen in the table below. 

Table 2. Content Analysis Top Codes   

Content Analysis Top Codes Frequency (f) Percentage (%) Rank 
Resource Persons 
Number (S) 

Writing Errors 656 39,3 1 25 

Misspellings 622 37,26 2 21 
Inter-language (From French to 
Turkish) transfers  248 14,85 3 15 

Punctuation Errors 143 8,56 4 17 

Total 1669 99,97 4 25 

Errors were mostly in the “writing errors” category with the rate of (%39.3) and the code 

number 656. Secondly, "misspellings" followed them with (37.26%) and the code number 

622. The "Inter-language transfer" heading comes third with the code 248 code and the rate of 

(14.85%). The punctuation errors category ranked last with 143 errors and the rate of (8.56%). 

Detailed explanations about the resulting subcategories are provided and codes of the main 

headings are interpreted below. 
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Writing Errors  

As a result of the content analysis, it is seen that most of the codes are gathered under 

the category “Writing Errors” (39.05%) and a total of 656 codes were formed under this 

heading. 

 

 

Figure 2.  Writing Errors Codes and Numbers 

When the main code headings are viewed, vowel harmony, consonants specific to Turkish, 

omission, addition “ve” conjunction problem, genitive suffix, superiority and supremacy 

structures, possessive suffix, subject verb mismatch, consonant harmony (assimilation), buffer 

consonant, alternation of vowel (vowel constriction), negativity suffix and reduplication 

problems appear to be at the forefront.   

It is seen that there are quite a few problems about vowel harmony. u-ü, ı-i and o-ö errors are 

especially common. It is considered that this results from incomplete learning of vowels 

specific to Turkish and vowel harmony rules or lack of practice. 

S14 - § 8 references coded  [2,25% Coverage] 

,     

S16 - § 4 references coded  [1,01% Coverage] 

 
S4 - § 3 references coded  [0,72% Coverage] 
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The consonants, ç, ğ, ş, which are unique to Turkish, take the second place in the most 

common errors. Instead of these letters, the letters c, g, s, which are mostly in French, were 

preferred. 

S12 - § 3 references coded  [0,44% Coverage] 

,   

S17 - § 10 references coded  [1,79% Coverage] 

,   ,    

S6 - § 2 references coded  [0,62% Coverage] 

,   

When reductions are analyzed, it is seen that letter and syllable reductions occur in the style 

of writing as heard. 

 S1 - § 1 reference coded  [0,23% Coverage] 

 

 

 

S14 - § 9 references coded  [2,01% Coverage] 

,     ,  

Sometimes, there is a case of not using the buffer consonant letter. 

 S17 - § 1 reference coded  [0,15% Coverage] 

 

While writing the predicative verbs, a number of reductions were made. Especially in the past 

tense suffix in which a predicative verb is seen, the auxiliary sound “y” is usually not used. 

S13 - § 1 reference coded  [0,22% Coverage] 

 

 

 

S3 - § 1 reference coded  [0,22% Coverage] 

  

Looking at the additions, two types of addition arise. As the first one, the use of local dialect 

properties can be expressed. 

S11 - § 1 reference coded  [0,31% Coverage] 

 

Secondly, it is seen that there are errors caused by not knowing how to write what is heard 

during the writing.  

S5 - § 1 reference coded  [0,10% Coverage] 
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S7 - § 1 reference coded  [0,30% Coverage] 

    

Students are generally considered successful in using conjunctions. However, problems about 

the “ve” conjunction come to the fore. These were mostly used where commas should be used 

or after the verbal suffixes. 

S1 - § 1 reference coded  [1,26% Coverage] 

 

The genitive suffixes "-in, -in, -un, -ün" constitute another group of errors. This suffix was not 

used, rather created as an indefinite noun phrase. 

S2 - § 1 reference coded  [0,21% Coverage] 

 

Comparison and supremacy structures were created from time to time using both of them in a 

mixed form, and sometimes, they were used interchangeably. 

S16- § 1 reference coded  [0,44% Coverage] 

 

Possessive suffix errors are rather in the form of not using the suffix. 

S10 - § 1 reference coded  [0,48% Coverage] 

 
 

Misspellings 

As a result of the content analysis, the codes were gathered in the second place in the 

categorical main heading “misspellings” (37.26%) and a total of 622 codes were formed 

under this heading.  
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Figure 3.  Misspellings Codes and Numbers 

When the main code headings are viewed, it is seen that the problems of capitalization, 

writing special names, writing "ki", writing "de, da", writing the word "şey", and writing 

headings come to the fore.  

The fact that the most errors occur in capitalization signifies a confusion. Many students 

experienced this confusion (eighteen people). It is seen that some students prefer uppercase 

instead of lowercase letters while writing in lowercase. 

S11 - § 1 reference coded [0,21% Coverage] 

 

S7 - § 2 references coded [0,59% Coverage] 

 

In some uses, there is a mixed spelling in the form of a few uppercase letters and a few 

S6 - § 14 references coded [5,81% Coverage] 

 

 

This form of use sometimes appears after some punctuation, such as commas. 

S2 - § 1 reference coded [0,28% Coverage] 
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The second most common error was with the use of special names, but the use of special 

names is the same, despite minor differences in all the languages. It is thought that the high 

number of errors in this regard indicates that similar errors were made in the second language. 

S19 - § 3 references coded [0,79% Coverage] 

 

S22 - § 3 references coded [0,74% Coverage] 

 

 

Some of these errors were made by students who did not know the uppercase or lowercase 

form of the letter, even though they knew the rules about special names, or because of 

handwriting. In the example below, the student's separation of the in flexional suffix with the 

apostrophe in a special name indicates that he knows that the word is a special name, but 

since he does not know the uppercase (Y) form of the letter, or it was considered misspelling 

because it was handwritten in lowercase (y). 

S21 - § 4 references coded [1,09% Coverage] 

 

Errors were made in writing "ki", which is a conjunction, suffix, or relative pronoun.  

S23 - § 1 reference coded [0,25% Coverage] 

  

S16 - § 1 reference coded [0,19% Coverage] 

 

A similar misuse is observed in the letter “de, da”, which is a suffix of presence or 

conjunction. 

S19 - § 2 references coded [0,48% Coverage] 

 

S23 - § 1 reference coded [0,27% Coverage] 

 

 

Inter-language (From French to Turkish) transfers 

As a result of the content analysis, the codes were gathered in the third place under the 

main heading “Inter-language (From French to Turkish) transfers” (14.85%) and a total of 

248 codes appear under this heading.  
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Figure 4.  Inter-language (From French to Turkish) Transfer 

When the main code headings are viewed, it is seen that transfers to Turkish are accomplished 

in the headings of letters, words and pronunciation. It is seen that the most transfers are in the 

form of taking letters or borrowing words (using French instead of the Turkish equivalent of 

the word). It is seen that the students sometimes mix the spelling of two languages or use the 

two languages in common. In some letters, errors were made more often. The first one is the 

letter "m" (eight students). Since the letter in question was written as in handwriting, it seems 

like it has the letter "n" beside it. 

S2 - § 4 references coded [1,46% Coverage] 

 

When the lowercase "l" was written in handwriting and used similarly, it was written like the 

letter "P". 

S5 - § 1 reference coded [0,18% Coverage] 

 

 

 

Another letter transfer took place on the letter “e” whose sound value in Turkish is different 

from that of French. In response to the "e" sound in Turkish, some students used the letter 

format called "l'accent aigu" in the French accents section.  

S11 - § 1 reference coded [0,20% Coverage] 
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In some cases, the sound equivalent of the letter "k" in Turkish is met by writing "c" as in 

French.  

S12 - § 1 reference coded [0,59% Coverage] 

 

 

 

Although it is in Turkish, it was accepted as if there was no uppercase “İ”, and instead, “l” 

was used as in French. 

S12 - § 1 reference coded [0,12% Coverage] 

 

 

 

When word transfers are viewed, although it is not as characteristic as using letters, it is seen 

that it takes place in the form of writing the French equivalent instead when the Turkish one is 

not known. 

S17 - § 1 reference coded [0,62% Coverage] 

  

 

The second obvious use is that the word is written as it is written in French or close to it. 

S7 - § 1 reference coded [0,66% Coverage] 

 

 

 

In some examples, an error was made by writing down the pronounced version of the word in 

French. 

S14 - § 1 reference coded [0,47% Coverage] 

 

a) Punctuation Errors 

 

Punctuation Errors 

As a result of the content analysis, the codes were gathered in the fourth place under 

the main heading "punctuation errors" (8.56%), and 143 codes in total appear under this 

heading 
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Figure 5.  Punctuation Errors 

Main code headings followed a line as a comma, question mark, full stop, apostrophe, and 

colon. There are punctuation marks in every language, and it should be stated that these 

marks, when used correctly in all languages, play an important role in ensuring the integrity 

of the meaning. Despite some differences, these marks are thought to have basically similar 

uses, and thus, the least errors occur under the heading of punctuation marks. Despite the 

errors, presence of very successful examples points at the importance given to punctuation. It 

is seen that the errors on commas are led by using a comma after the words 'yes' or 'no', which 

are used depending on the sentences after them and mean rejection-acceptance. 

 

S8 - § 1 reference coded [0,98% Coverage] 

 

In some writing examples, there are errors resulting from the out-of-rule or unnecessary use 

of a comma. 

S12 - § 1 reference coded [0,29% Coverage] 

 

 

 

In some examples, the rule of placing commas between coordinated statements listed in a 

similar manner in many languages has been violated.  

S19 - § 1 reference coded [0,35% Coverage] 

 

 

It is possible to see similar errors in the use of the question mark. The examples mostly 
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emerge in the form of not knowing where to use a question mark or sometimes mistaking it 

with the exclamation mark. 

S6 - § 5 references coded [2,22% Coverage] 

 

 

The fact that the full stop that was not put at the end of the sentence caused an error in many 

writing examples. 

S10 - § 1 reference coded [0,42% Coverage] 

 

 

It is also possible to come across examples where the full stop was mixed with commas. 

S22 - § 1 reference coded [0,38% Coverage] 

 

It is noteworthy that the apostrophe errors are less in number than other punctuation marks. 

Errors are often seen in the form of not separating the suffixes brought to the country and city 

names. 

S11 - § 1 reference coded [0,30% Coverage] 

 

 

In some cases, an out-of-rule and unnecessary use of apostrophe is observed. 

S25 - § 1 reference coded [0,24% Coverage] 

 

 

 

In some places, it has been determined that the apostrophe used to separate the suffixes 

brought to the numbers was not used. 

S21 - § 1 reference coded [0,18% Coverage] 

 

 

The use of colons is not often included in writing examples. This situation is thought to arise 

from not knowing where to use the aforementioned mark. In some examples, it is seen that 

colons were not used where they should have been used. 

S23 - § 1 reference coded [0,15% Coverage] 

 

 

However, it is possible to see examples where colons were used successfully, albeit very 

little. 

S20 - § 1 reference coded [2,23% Coverage] 
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Student Error Density 

As a result of the content analysis, it was evaluated that it would be wrong to make 

inferences about the students only by considering the number of students' errors. It was then 

concluded that it would be more accurate to calculate student errors by using the total number 

of words used in the document to make some inferences. For example, it is thought that the 

“twenty” errors made by a student with forty-two words (S3) and a student with two-hundred 

and eighty-nine words (S18) in total should not be evaluated in the same proportion. For this 

reason, the following formula is used for the error density. 

 

The formula was applied to all the papers and the following results were obtained. Notable 

issues have been interpreted and given. 

Table 3. Error Densities of Students 

Persons 
Total Number of Words 
Used in the Document 

Total Number of 
Error Codes 

Error Density (%) Rank 

S1 243 36 14,81 22 

S2 127 42 33,07 13 

S3 42 22 52,38 9 

S4 122 22 18,03 19 

S5 78 50 64,1 6 

S6 191 338 176,96 1 

S7 92 67 72,82 5 

S8 209 28 13,39 23 

S9 161 34 21,11 17 

S10 36 22 61,11 7 

S11 44 22 50 10 

S12 226 83 36,72 12 

S13 34 28 82,35 3 

S14 189 100 52,91 8 

S15 95 95 100 2 

S16 230 70 30,43 14 

S17 169 139 82,24 4 

S18 289 20 6,92 24 

S19 291 56 19,24 18 

S20 327 22 6,72 25 

S21 264 58 21,96 16 

S22 258 124 48,06 11 

S23 376 97 25,79 15 

S24 308 50 16,23 20 

S25 294 44 14,96 21 

Total 4695 1669 35,54 25 

When the error densities are analyzed, it is seen that the highest rate is in students with codes 

S6 (176.96%) and S15 (100%). It is understood that the lowest rate belongs to S20 (6.72) and 

S18 (6.92) students. When the paper of the student with the code S15 was checked, it was 



Determination of The Writing Errors of Bilingual Turkish Students in France (Example of Lyon)  V.Halitoğlu 

 

Participatory Educational Research (PER)  

-312- 

determined that everything was written in French.  The fact that the student cannot write in 

Turkish at all is considered as not knowing Turkish at all. The code comparison of the 

students S20 and S18 with the least error codes is made below because the common error 

codes of these two students are thought to be important for teachers and researchers. 

 

Figure 6. Error Code Comparison of the Students S18 and S20 

When the error codes are viewed, it is seen that common errors are about special names, 

addition and capitalization. It is understood that even the most successful students made errors 

in this regard. In addition, it is seen that the student numbered S20 carries the local dialects to 

the article, and that he has deficiencies in the separate writing of the genitive suffix and the 

word “şey”. It is seen that S18 does not pay attention to the vowel harmony, although not so 

often, in his paper. It is thought that this situation should be evaluated as an unintended error 

instead of an error because it was not repeated and transferred to similar situations. Besides, it 

appears that he made errors in using unnecessary conjunctions, "ve", and writing the "de, da" 

conjunction separate. It is believed that another comparison should be made between the 

student with the most error codes and the student with the least error codes. It is important to 

note under which headings the error code difference occurs. 
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Figure 7. Error Code Comparison of the Students S6 and S20 

In the code comparison of the student with the most error codes and the student with the least 

error codes, it is seen that S6 also made errors under many headings besides the common 

errors related to the use of special names, addition and capitalization. These headings consist 

of comma, reduction, apostrophe, vowel harmony, consonants specific to Turkish (ç, ğ, ş), 

blending letters, writing “ki”, writing m-n, question mark, transfer from French to Turkish 

(letter, word, pronunciation). These matters are considered to be important issues that should 

be emphasized while teaching. 

Discussion and conclusion 

Considering the errors made by the students, it is seen that the codes are mostly 

concentrated in the writing of consonants (ç, ğ, ş) specific to Turkish and vowels (ü, ö, ı) 

which are in Turkish but not in French. It is observed that the difficulties in writing Turkish 

letters are overcome with the closest letters available in the second language, and the vowel 

harmony rule cannot be used properly despite the vowels in Turkish. A study by Arslan & 

Sasmaz (2016) on the mother tongue use of Turkish children whose mother tongue is Turkish 

and who live in Bosnia and Herzegovina contains similar findings. As a result of the research, 

it was concluded that misspellings of the letters specific to Turkish are at a high level, 

students cannot use these letters or do not know how to use them even if they use them, so 

they need to constantly ask help from their families. In addition, when the results of the 

research conducted by Halitoglu (2020), who examines the writing samples of Turkish 

children living in the Netherlands and whose mother tongue is Turkish, it is understood that 

the most common errors are the problems of the vowel harmony rule (30%) that are specific 

to the language structure of Turkish. It is seen that the problems of writing the letters specific 
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to Turkish comes second (21.15%). The reason can be the fact that the rules of Turkish vowel 

harmony were not known by the students and they learned the mother tongue incompletely, 

because it is observed that the most common errors made by a foreign student who did not 

speak Turkish at all were the vowel-consonants and vowel harmony rules specific to Turkish 

(Ciftci & Demirci, 2019; Er et al., 2012; Erdil, 2017).   

The fact that a student whose mother tongue was Turkish made errors pertaining to Turkish-

specific letters, constantly asked questions to his parents about it and the fact that a 

foreigner’s making similar errors who was learning Turkish as a second language indicates 

that there was a significant lack of knowledge and practice. This indicates the danger of 

replacement of the second language by the mother tongue and the mother tongue by the 

second language, which is widely spoken in the community resided in (Deniz & Uysal, 2010). 

Moreover, despite the fact that mother tongue classes are indeed held in France and that there 

exists the assignment of Turkish and Turkish Culture teachers the very situation points at the 

presence of certain problems. As a matter of fact, when the studies on the mother tongue 

teaching problems in France are examined, the reasons such as the students' non- attendance 

in the language classes, the negativities brought about by the mixed class approach, 

unsuitability of the course materials for the level, the lessons delivered inefficiently as to the 

hours allocated, and the negative language policies of the related state standout (Akinci, 2012; 

Celik & Gulcu, 2016; Gungor, 2015; Sonmez, 2018). It is understood that these problems 

directly affect Turkish teaching process and decrease the quality of teaching.   

Similarly, making errors in reductions or additions due to writing as what is being heard by 

the students indicate lack of knowledge and practice. However, it seems that these 

deficiencies do not apply to all the participants of the study, some papers have a very high 

success in spelling, and the error density of these students is also very low. It is possible to 

explain this by students’ having experienced a well-qualified learning process in their family, 

in school or in courses, unlike others, because those students did not make the errors made 

commonly by even their peers in Turkey. For example, Akkaya (2013) examines what kind of 

mistakes and errors sixth grade students in Turkey make in their writing, and concludes that 

"de, da" conjunction or suffix writing lead the errors. Contrary to this situation, when the 

articles were examined within the scope of the research, it was observed that each paper 

presented at least three examples of correct use in writing “de, da” in the papers of students 

numbered S1, S18 and S20 and that there was no error in this regard. The fact that even their 

peers in Turkey often make errors indicates that their individual learning is far superior to 

their peers. 

However, on the contrary, it has been determined that language transfer errors are noteworthy 

in many students. It is seen that especially some students made a lot of errors in borrowing 

letters or words, using mixed languages, and that a student wrote completely in the second 

language (S15). The students confuse the features of the two languages for different reasons, 

or when they have difficulty, they seek the help of the other language. Research shows that 

this can be evaluated as common errors in bilingual students (Bilgic, 2016; Flanagan & 

Hirokowa, 2018; Karim & Nassaji, 2013; Sebba, 2012; Watcharapunyawong & Usaha, 2012).  

Bilingual children have a richer concept and mental flexibility than monolingual children 

(Ricciardelli, 1992; Rodriguez, 2013). With this flexibility, students gain the opportunity to 

take advantage of the other language when they are coerced in a language, automatically 

transmit their second-language equivalent, rather than the actual word or letter they do not 

know in their mother tongue. This situation, which is very useful for students in terms of 

concept acquisition, linguistic and cognitive development, is in fact a disadvantage in terms of 
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writing (errors such as mixed writing, word and letter transfer).  Competency in writing and 

other language learning areas is an important issue in order to reduce the errors in this matter, 

because, as the competence in the language increases, the deficiencies will decrease and the 

application to non-linguistic elements will decrease. Otherwise, there will be a semi-

competent language use, that is, semi-bilingualism in both languages (Hansegard, 1968). 

Semi-bilingualism refers to a language learning process that is incomplete in both languages. 

The children in this situation encounter an increase in the effect of the second language used 

in that country over time and gradual decrease in their mother tongue. Ultimately, one or a 

few generations later, it is an inevitable result that the mother tongue disappears. Research on 

the language use of Turkish children in France supports this fact. According to the research 

conducted by Kizilyurek (2002) on the language use of Turkish children in France, 92.1% of 

the children stated that they spoke French more easily while only 75% said that they spoke 

Turkish more easily. Considering the answers given to the question directed about the writing 

skill in the same research, the rate of those who wrote French easily was 76.6%, while the rate 

of those who wrote Turkish easily remained at 21.8%. Ince (2011) states that those, 75%, who 

say they speak Turkish easily are not reliable because there is a serious decrease in the rates 

of the writing skills of the same people. As of today, it is possible to state that the competence 

of the mother tongue use of Turkish children living in France has weakened, based on past 

research and the results of our research.  

According to the findings of the studies, bilingual children may make a broad range of 

spelling and punctuation errors in both languages, depending on their native language 

proficiency and target language competence, and there is no holistic view on this issue.  The 

students who participated in our study made lots of errors with punctuation, writing, and 

spelling. Hardiyanti (2017) claims that bilingual children make mistakes in writing when it 

comes to relevance, organization, vocabulary, and grammar, based on his study. Similarly, 

according to Griswold (2017), bilingual children make more grammatical errors than 

monolingual children and have a greater need to learn to write than monolingual children. 

Unlike these results Kaushanskaya (2018) concluded that bilinguals have higher levels of 

comprehension and vocabulary learning than monolinguals. In the study, it is stated that 

bilingual learners can encode information related to new words at a deeper level of 

understanding and produce words and monolinguals. In a study of monolingual and bilingual 

children, Clellen et al. (2008) found that bilinguals did not have any deficits in terms of 

subject and predicate use as compared to monolinguals. Bilinguals outperform monolinguals 

in terms of language use in essay organization, according to Ngwa (2012). As a result, it is 

claimed that bilinguals do not have a general viewpoint on spelling mistakes; however, 

bilinguals can be more competitive than monolinguals in terms of comprehension and 

comprehension skills in certain areas of writing. 

When the results of the research are evaluated, it is possible to make some recommendations 

in order to prevent the incomplete or insufficient mother tongue learning and to ensure 

competence in the use of the mother tongue. 

Recommendations 

• Parents should be made aware of various education and training activities on mother 

tongue and culture through educational consultancy or embassies. 

• The writing learning area should be supported to include speaking, reading and 

listening areas. 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Kaushanskaya%20M%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=30740031
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• Environments and activities where students will be exposed to correct Turkish should 

be created. 

• Action plans should be prepared by educational consultancies to solve the problems 

reported in? of mother tongue research conducted in France. 

• Various levels of reading and writing materials and activities should be developed for 

students. 

• Supporting mother tongue teaching activities should be carried out through 

organizations such as Turkish associations 
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