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IMPROVING LEARNERS’ WRITING SKILLS
AND LANGUAGE AWARENESS VIA CONTRASTIVE ANALYSIS

In foreign language instruction, the dynamics between educators and learners, along with linguistic
and emotional factors, significantly influence the effective teaching of the target language. It is recog-
nized that the linguistic variable, particularly the native language, influences students’ writing perfor-
mances during the instruction of Turkish to Kazakh learners. It has been observed that Kazakh students
typically exhibit mistakes in their written expressions that are rooted in their mother tongue. Contrastive
analysis is a method that increases the acquisition of the target language by focusing on interlingual lin-
guistic aspects and emerges as a solution to these issues. This study examined the impact of the contras-
tive analysis on Kazakh students’ writing performance and the development of linguistic consciousness.
A mixed method design combining quasi-experimental and focus group interview methods was used
to achieve the study’s goal. The research group consists of Kazakh A2-level students studying Turkish
as a foreign language at Abai Kazakh National Pedagogical University. The quantitative design of the
study involved 66 students, whereas the qualitative design included 20 students in the focus group. The
writing component of the Turkish Proficiency Test and a semi-structured interview form were utilized
to collect data. The study’s findings were analyzed using SPSS 23 and the MaxQDA 24 programs. The
study’s findings demonstrated that the contrastive analysis improved students’ writing performance, and
the combined effect of group and measurement was significant. Furthermore, the related method en-
hanced students’ language awareness, awareness of mistakes, ability to monitor the writing process, and
knowledge of interlingual vocabulary and grammar. Additionally, students had positive attitudes regard-
ing this method. These findings are essential for creating teaching materials using the right process and
transforming the curriculum.

Keywords: Contrastive analysis method, writing skills, language awareness, teaching Turkish to Ka-
zakh students, mother tongue.
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CaAbICTbIPMAAbI TAAAQY aPKbIAbI OiAIM aAyLLIbIAAPADIH,
)Ka3bIAbIM AQFABICbI MEH TIAAIK CAHAABIAbIFbIH AAMBITY

LLleTeA TiAiH OKbITYAQ AMHIBUCTUKAADIK, )KOHE SMOLIMOHAAABIK, (PaKTOPAAPMEH KaTap OKbITYLUbIAAD
MeH GiAIM aAyLIbIAGD apacblHAAFbI AMHAMMKA OKbITLIAATBIH TIAAT TUIMAI OKbITYyFa aiTapAbIKTan acep
eteai. Kasak Tiaai GiAIM aAywbirapFa TypIK TiAIH OKbITY 6apbICbiHAA TIAAIK aybIiCraAbl, 8cipece aHa
TiAl, BGIAIM aAyLLbIAAPADBIH, Ka3bIAbIM BIAIKTIAIrIHE acep eTeTiHi 6eAriai. Kasak Tiaai GiAiM aAywibiaap
asballia ce3 TipkecTepiHAE 9AETTE aHa TIAIHEH TYbIHAAMTbIH KATEAIKTEPA] XKaCaNTbIHAbIFbI 6AMKAAAADI.
CaAbICTbIpMaAbl TaAAQY — TiAapaAbIK TIAAIK acrekTiAepre Hasap ayAapy apKbiAbl OKbITbIAQTbIH TiAAI
MEHrepyre bIKMaA eTETiH XXOHe OCbl MOCEAEAEPAIH, LIELiMi peTiHAe nanaa 6oAFaH aaic. ByA Makaraaa
Ka3aK, TIAAI CTYAEHTTEPAIH >Ka3blAbIM OIAIKTIAIN MeH TIAAIK CaHaCbIHbIH AAMybIHA CaAbICTbIPMAADI
TaAAQYAbIH acepi 3epTTeAai. 3epTTey >KYMbICbIHbIH MaKCaTblHA >KeTy YLUiH KBa3u-3KCMEepUMEHTTIK
>KoHe (POKYC-TOMTbIK, CcyxOaT oaicTepiH GIpIiKTIpeTiH apaAac SAIC AM3aiiHbl KOAAAHBIAABI. 3epTTey
TOObIH AGait aTbiHAAFbl Ka3ak, YATTbIK NeAArorMkaAblk, yHUBEPCUTETIHAE TYPIK TIAIH eKiHLIi LWeTeA TiAi
peTiHAe OKbIN >XaTkaH A2 AeHreriHAeri Kasak, CTYAEHTTePI Kypanabl. 3epTTeyAiH CaHAbIK 8AiCiHe 66
CTYAEHT, aA canaablk, aaic dokyc-Tonka 20 CTYAEHT KaTbICTbl. AepeKkTepAi XXUHay YLWiH TYPiK TiAiH
MeHrepy TEeCTiHIH >Ka3blAbIM GOAIr XXoHe XapTblAai KYPbIAbIMABIK, CyX6aT HbICaHbl MAaNAAAAHBIAADI.
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3epTrey HaTmxkeAepi SPSS 23 sxeHe MaxQDA 24 6arpaapAamanapbl apKbiAbl TAAAQHAbBI. 3epTTey Ho-
TUXKEAEPI CaAbICTbIPMAAbl TAAAAYAbIH CTYAEHTTEPAIH XKa3bIAbIM GIAIKTIAINH >KaKCcapTKaHbIH >KoHe TOor
MeH eALLEeyAiH 6ipAeckeH acepi MaHbI3Abl ekeHiH kepceTTi. COHbIMEH KaTap, CoMKec 9AIC CTYAEHTTep-
AiH TIAAIK XabapAapAbIFbiH, KAaTEAEPAI TYCiHYiH, Xa3y YAEpICi XXeHe TiAapaAbIK, AeKCMKa MEH rpamma-
THKaHbl 6iAyiH apTTbipAbl. COHbIMEH KaTap, CTYAEHTTEPAIH OYA ©AiCKe AereH Ke3Kapacbl OH GOAAbI.
ByA Ty>XbIpbIMAQP AYPbIC YAEPICTi MaiAaAaHbIN OKY MaTepMaAAAPbIH XKacay >KeHe OKY >KOCMapblH 63~
repTy YiliH 6Te MaHpbI3Abl HOAbIN TabbIAAAbI.

Ty#in ce3aep: CanbiCTbIPMaAbl TAAAQY BAICI, >Ka3bIAbIM AAFAbICHI, TIAAIK CAHAABIAbIK, Ka3aK, CTy-
AEHTTEepiHe TYPiK TIAIH OKbITY, aHa TiAl.
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COBepI.UeHCTBOBaHMe HaBbIKOB NMUCbMa U 13bIKOBOM OCBEAOMAEHHOCTHU
y4alUuxcs ¢ nOMOLbO KOHTPACTUBHOIO aHaAU3a

B npouecce 06yueHnss MHOCTPAHHOMY $3bIKy AMHAMMKA OOLLEHUS MEXKAY MPENoAABATEASIMU 1 yua-
LLMMMCSI, @ Tak)Ke AMHTBUCTUYECKME M IMOLIMOHAAbHble (haKTOPbl OKa3bIBAIOT 3HAUMTEAbHOE BAMSIHWE
Ha 3h(PeKTMBHOCTb NpenoAaBaHus ga3bika. NPU3HAHO, YTO AMHIBUCTMYECKAs NepemMeHHas, B YaCTHOCTU
POAHOW $13bIK, BAMSIET HA MUCbMEHHYIO PeYb YUalMXCs MPU 0OyYeHUM TypeLKoMy s3blKy Ka3axCKmx
yuawmxcsi. bbIAO 3aMeueHo, UTO Ka3axckue CTYAEHTbl 0ObIUYHO AOMYCKAOT OWMOKM B CBOMX MUCbMEH-
HbIX BbICKa3blBAHMSIX, KOPHU KOTOPbIX YXOAST B POAHOM 43blK. KOHTPACTUBHBIN aHAaAM3 — METOA, Cro-
COOCTBYIOLLMIA OBAQAEHMIO LIEAEBbIM S13bIKOM MyTEM COCPEAOTOUEHUSI BHMMAHUS HA MEXbA3bIKOBbIX
AVHTBUCTUYECKMX ACMEKTaX, SIBASIETCS OAHUM M3 peLleHui 3Tux npobAaem. B AaHHOM Mccaep0BaHMM
M3yYaAOCb BAMSIHME KOHTPACTMBHOMO aHaAM3a Ha MUCbMEHHYIO peydb Ka3axXCKMX CTYAEHTOB M pa3BuTHe
93bIKOBOTO CO3HaAHMS. AASI AOCTUXKEHMS LIEAM UCCAEAOBaHMUSI ObIA MCMIOAb30BAH CMELLAHHbIA METOA,
COYeTaloLWMI KBAa3M3KCMEPUMEHTAAbHBI METOA M MeTOA (DOKYC-TPYNNoBOro MHTepBbiO. MccaeaoBa-
TeAbCKas rpynna COCTOMUT M3 Ka3axXCTaHCKMX CTYAEHTOB YPOBHS A2, U3yvaloMX TypeLKUin 93blK Kak
BTOPOW MHOCTPaHHbIN B Ka3axckom HalMOHAALHOM MeAarorMyeckom yHusepcuteTe umeHn Abas. B ko-
AMYECTBEHHOM AM3aiHe MCCAEAOBAHMS MPUHSIAM yyacTue 66 CTYAEHTOB, a B KQUECTBEHHOM AM3aiHe —
20 cTyaeHTOB B (hokyc-rpynne. AAs c6opa AQHHbIX MCMOAb30BAAMCH MUCbMEHHbI KOMIMOHEHT TecTa
Ha 3HaHWe TypeLKOro g3blka 1 MOAYCTPYKTYPUpPOBaHHas (hopma MHTEPBbIO. Pe3yAbTaTbl MCCAEAOBaHMS
ObIAM MPOAHAAM3MPOBaHbI C NMOMOLLBIO Mporpamm SPSS 23 1 MaxQDA 24. Pe3yAbTaTbl MICCAEAOBAHUS
MOKa3aAM, YTO KOHTPACTUBHbINA aHAAM3 MOBbICUA 3(D(EKTUBHOCTb NMUCbMEHHOM PaboTbl CTYAEHTOB, a
COBMECTHbI 3(hheKT rpynmnbl U 3MepeHns 0Ka3aAcs 3HauMTeAbHbIM. Kpome Toro, MeToa KOHTPacTmB-
HOr0 aHaAM3a MOBbLICMA YPOBEHb 3bIKOBOW OCBEAOMAEHHOCTM CTYAEHTOB, OCO3HaHWe owWMOOK, Cro-
COBHOCTb KOHTPOAMPOBATb MPOLIECC MUCbMA, & TAKXKE 3HAHME MEXKbS3bIKOBOM AEKCUKM M FPaMMaTUKMU.
Kpome TOro, CTyAeHTbl MOAOXKUTEABHO OTHECAMCb K 3TOMY METOAY. DTU BbIBOAbBI BaXKHbI AAS CO3AQHMS
yuebHbIX MAaTepPUAAOB C MCTMIOAb30BAHMEM MPABMAbHOIO MpoLecca 1 npeobpasoBaHus yuebHOM npo-
rpammbl.

KAtoueBble cAOBa: METOA KOHTPACTMBHOIO aHaAM3a, MMCbMEHHbIN HaBblK, S3bIKOBasi OCBEAOMAEH-
HOCTb, MpernoAaBaHue TYPeLKOro g3blka Ka3aXCKMM CTYAEHTaM, POAHOM SI3blK.

Introduction

Today, there are various ways and methods
for teaching foreign languages. Many approaches
and techniques vary depending on the language’s
structural characteristics, the languages the learner
has previously acquired, his attitude, the learning
environment, and the teacher’s professional
competencies. When teaching Turkish as a foreign
language, various factors must be considered
regarding Kazakh learners. Kazakh and Turkish
belong to the same language family, so it is critical
to implement efficient teaching methods that
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evaluate the learner’s needs. In particular, teaching
methods considering linguistic and social distance
exist between languages. Kazakh learners make
positive and negative language transfers while
learning Turkish, and these transfers cause some
problems in the learning process (Kurt, 2018: 306).
Aydogmus (2018b), Sakall1 (2016), Simsek (2023),
and Ogur & Bastiirk (2022) found that Kazakh
students committed errors in Turkish, particularly
in written expression, under the influence of
the Kazakh language. According to Kumsar &
Kaplankiran (2016), Kazakh students often make
errors with the alphabet and suffixes when learning
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Turkish, resulting in negative transfers in written
sentences. As a consequence of these findings, it is
clear that Kazakh students encounter grammatical
difficulties, particularly in written expression, while
studying Turkish. To address these issues, scholars
Agik (2018), Temur (2017), Tastekin (2015), and
Er (2016) recommend using several approaches
to teach Turkish as a foreign language to Kazakh
pupils. This is especially important for beginner le-
arners (Sunderman & Kroll, 2006). Novice foreign
language learners frequently depend on languages
they have already acquired. At this stage, the
contrastive analysis method (CA) is regarded as
crucial.

The contrastive analysis (CA) is applied in the
study of second language learning, foreign language
instruction, and linguistics. Lado (1964: 2) pointed
out that certain structures in a foreign language are
easy to learn, whereas others are more challenging,
highlighting the similarities and differences between
languages. Differences when comparing native
language and target language structures are speci-
fically regarded as issues that may cause learning
difficulties. Language similarities lead to faster le-
arning, whereas differences prevent optimal langu-
age acquisition. Furthermore, the CA improves the
acquisition of apperceived input besides compre-
hensible input. Recent studies (Khansir & Pakdel,
2019; Yildiz, 2016; Ulfayanti & Jelimum, 2018;
and Byrd, 2017) found that the CA has a positive
effect on students’ understanding of target langua-
ge structures, developing their linguistic awareness,
and learning phonetics and morphology in foreign
languages. This effect is especially significant for
languages within the same language family. The
CA will be useful in developing Turkish students’
perceptions of both linguistic and social distance by
gradually revealing the linguistic features betwe-
en the source and target languages. When the gap
between a native language and a target language is
significant, learning the target language becomes
more challenging (Ellis, 2015:136). Considering the
idea that students have well-defined perceptions of
similarities and differences between languages in
the process of learning a foreign language (Ellis,
2015:140), it can be said that using the CA method
while teaching Turkish to people of Turkic origin
will affect students’ perceptions of linguistic and
social distance, thus increasing their writing skills
and interlingual awareness.

Writing is a skill that encompasses both
mechanical and cognitive processes, making it
essential to acquire it thoroughly. Consequently, the

effective developmentof writing skillsisalsoacrucial
aspect of teaching Turkish as a foreign language.
Kazakh students often make interlingual errors in
writing, so CA can help minimize these mistakes.
The CA aims to effectively use positive and negative
transfers resulting from similarities and differences
that can be useful in minimizing interlingual errors
in the teaching process. Accordingly, researchers
Kurt (2018), Acik (2018), Durmus & Kiling (2021)
suggest that this method will help reduce related
errors and negative transfers when teaching Turkish
to people of Turkish origin. It is believed that the CA
can be effective in minimizing the mistakes made
by students in written expression and in developing
students’ linguistic and cultural awareness (Durmusg
& Kiling, 2021).

Language awareness is defined as sensitivity to
the structures, functions, and learning processes of
the target language being learned (Carter, 2003).
Language awareness includes knowledge about
language, teaching, and learning in general (Garecia,
2009:385). In other words, language awareness
means having explicit knowledge about the language
being learned. Therefore, language awareness is
a metacognitive skill. In this context, language
awareness can be defined as students’ knowledge
about language and learning and their ability to
monitor and evaluate their learning processes.
Studies (Aydogmus, 2018b; Sakalli, 2016; Simsek,
2023; Ogur & Bastiirk, 2022) indicate that Kazakh
students make mistakes due to the influence of their
source language and underdeveloped language
awareness. For example, different words in the
potential vocabulary of students of Turkish origin
cause errors in learning Turkish. Potential vocabulary
consists of words that the learner will recognize
even if he/she has not yet seen them in the target
language (Gass & Selinker, 2008: 452). Such words
can sometimes be false friends and cause students of
Turkish origin to make semantic errors in the target
language. For example, the verbs “kes-” and “soy-
” are words in the potential vocabulary of Kazakh
students. By learning Turkish with the CA, students
can enhance their language awareness, vocabulary
focus, and sensitivity to language structures. Also,
CA supports the provision of apperceived input,
which is a prerequisite for comprehensible input.

This study aims to examine the effect of the
CA in teaching Turkish as a foreign language on
the development of Kazakh students’ writing skills
and language awareness levels. For this purpose,
the following research question was sought to be
answered in the study: “What is the effectiveness
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of the CA in developing the writing skills and
language awareness of students at the A2 level?”.
The quantitative sub-questions of the study are as
follows:

1. Is there a difference between the pre-test
scores of the experimental group and the control
group?

2. Is there a difference between the post-test
scores of the experimental group and the control
group?

The qualitative sub-questions of the study are as
follows:

1. How effective was the CA in developing stu-
dents’ awareness of Turkish language structures?

2. What is the level of evaluation of students’
Turkish writing skills using the CA?

3. What is the Turkish learning level of students
using the CA?

4. What are the perspectives (positive/negative)
on the use of the CA in learning Turkish at the A2
level?

No studies were found in the literature addres-
sing the development of writing skills and linguis-
tic awareness for specific audiences through CA in
teaching Turkish as a foreign language. This study
will be the first in our country to combine qualitative
and quantitative features in both theoretical and ex-
perimental aspects of teaching Turkish as a foreign
language. The study is also important in this respect.

Methodology

Research design

A mixed-method approach was employed to
achieve the study’s purpose. The method combi-
nes the collection and analysis of quantitative and

qualitative data. An “embedded” design, a speci-
fic form of mixed-methods research, was utilized.
The majority of studies utilizing embedded design
are primarily quantitative, with qualitative methods
utilized as secondary approaches (Yildirm & Sim-
sek, 2013:356). The study is quantitative research-
oriented and firstly “Turkish Proficiency Exam
(writing part)” and secondly “focus group interview
form” were utilized. The quantitative dimension
of the research falls into the “quasi-experimental
design” type, which is one of the “experimental
research” types. One of the groups was designed
as the experimental group, while the other was
assigned as the control group. Measurements of the
subjects were taken before experimenting. After the
experiment was completed, the same measurements
were taken again using the same tool to assess the
dependent variable.

Participants

In the study, “maximum variation sampling”,
one of the “purposeful sampling” methods was
employed. The study includes 66 students who were
learning Turkish at the A2 level in the faculty of
Philology at Abai KazNPU. The experimental group
included 33 participants, while the control group also
had 33 participants. The experiment lasted for 15
weeks. Demographic information of the quantitative
study group is given in Table 1 below.

Analysis of Table 1 shows similar gender
distribution in both groups. It is seen that the
participants in the study group are predominantly
female students (97,0 %). Notably, the participants
mostly had an undergraduate education (100%). It is
seen that the mother tongue of most of the students
is Kazakh (100%).

Table 1 — Demographic Information of the Quantitative Study Group

) Experimental Control
Groups Variables
F % f %
Number of the participants Abai KazNPU 33 100,0 33 100,0
Male 1 3,0 1 3,0
Gender
Female 32 97,0 32 97,0
) Bachelor 33 100,0 33 100,0
Education
Other - - - -
Kazakh 33 100,0 33 100,0
Knowledge of mother tongue
Other - - - -
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The qualitative data of our study were obtained
from 20 students in the experimental group after
the experimental process utilizing the focus group
interview technique. The students in the focus group
are consistent with the information in Table 1 above
regarding other characteristics except the number
of participants. Only the gender part is slightly
different. The qualitative part of our study consists
of 19 female students (97,0 %) and 1 male student
(3,0 %).

Materials and Reliability

In this study, even though qualitative and
quantitative data were collected together, they
were analyzed separately. The study’s quantitative
data were obtained from the “Turkish Proficiency
Exam (writing) ” section prepared by Gazi TOMER.
The qualitative data of the research were collected
through focus group interviews. The writing section
consists of questions such as checking vocabulary,
correcting mistakes in sentences in terms of
vocabulary, completing dialogues with appropriate
words, and completing pictures with appropriate
expressions. Validity and reliability analyses of the
exam questions were conducted by Gazi TOMER.
However, the reliability coefficient for the exam’s

Table 2 — Focus Group Interview Form and Item Reliability Rates

writing section was calculated based on the data
obtained in the research’s experimental process.
KR-20 analysis was conducted using Microsoft
Office Excel to determine the reliability coefficient
of the relevant section of the exam. The KR-20 va-
lue of the writing section was calculated as 0.71.
The reliability coefficient obtained with KR-20
must be 0.70 and above as the internal consistency
coefficient. Therefore, it can be argued that the
writing section of the Gazi TOMER is reliable for
this research.

A focus group interview form was prepared for
the research. In general, the number of questions for
a focus group interview should not exceed 5 (Yildi-
nm & Simsek, 2013:356). In preparing the interview
form, four questions were designed to gather
qualitative data for the research. The perspectives
of seven experts were considered, including six
specialists in Turkish Language Education and one
expert in Assessment and Evaluation. Focus group
interviews were carried out with twenty university
students who are learning Turkish as a foreign
language at the basic level. The reliability of the
interview items was evaluated, and Table 2 presents
the reliability coefficients for the focus interview
form utilized in this study.

Items Item 1 Item 2 Item 3 Item 4 Total
Ex.1 + + + -
Ex.2 - + - +
Ex.3 + + +
Ex.4 + + +
Ex.5 - + + +
Ex.6 + - +
Ex.7 + + +
Reliability
coefficient 71,42 100 71,42 85,71 82,13
In Table 2, the reliability of the form items Experimental Process

was calculated to be 82,13%. According to Miles
and Huberman (1994), reliability scores of 70%
and above indicate that the research is considered
reliable. Therefore, the form items can be deemed
“reliable”. Additionally, the “external reliability”
of the form was ensured by providing information
about the study before the interview.

The experimental procedure was conducted
at the Department of Oriental Philology and
Translation, Institute of Philology, Abai KazNPU.
The experimental procedure involved both
experimental and control groups with basic
language levels. The experimental procedure was
conducted over approximately two weeks. The

83



Improving Learners’ Writing Skills and Language Awareness via Contrastive Analysis

experimental procedure contains three stages: pre-
experimental, experimental, and post-experimental.
The experimental and control group students’
writing performance before the experimental
procedure was measured utilizing statistical
analysis. Students’ written papers were evaluated
based on criteria such as spelling, grammar, and
vocabulary using the appropriate scale. The results
showed that both groups of students had similar
writing performance levels before the experiment.
During the experimental phase, the experimental
group was instructed to use the CA learning,
while the control group received lessons through
traditional methods. Throughout the experiment,
students in the experimental group participated in
learning activities designed using the CA. Their
writing performance was assessed with a post-test
after the experimental phase. The post-test results
were then compared between the experimental and
control groups. The qualitative data were obtained
after the experiment with the students selected as the
focus group. At this point, a focus group interview

Table 3 — Normality Values of Quantitative Data

form was applied to the students. The quantitative
results of the experimental and control groups before
and after the experimental procedure were analyzed
using the SPSS Statistics program. The qualitative
results were analyzed after the procedure using the
MaxQDA 24.4.0 program.

Quantitative and Qualitative Data Analysis

In line with the aim determined in the study,
quantitative data were obtained by using the “Tur-
kish Proficiency Exam (writing)” before and after
the experiment. The data obtained from the rele-
vant tool was defined as the dependent variables.
Missing data were initially controlled to lower the
error rate. While examining the data set, it was
identified that there was no missing data. The data
were then checked for normal distribution. At this
point, the data were examined in terms of kurto-
sis, skewness, and standard error rates. The Sha-
piro-Wilk test was utilized for this analysis. The
findings of the pre-test and post-test data are pre-
sented in Table 3 below.

Dependent variable N X SD Shapiro-Wilk p
Experimental group pre-test 33 39,51 4,58 ,214%
Control group pre-test 33 39,27 5,38 ,147*
Experimental group post-test 33 52,12 5,99 ,235%
Control group post-test 33 49,21 5,26 ,083%*

As shown in Table 3, the average score of the
pre-test written exam was (Xexper' group 39,51) for
the experimental group and (X = 39,27) for the
control group. The normality test analysis of the
pre-test written performance scores for both groups
indicated that the Shapiro-Wilk test yielded p-values
of (,214) for the experimental group and (,147) for
the control group. These results show that the data
were normally distributed (p>0,05). In addition, sin-
ce the Levene test p-value (,249) is p>0,05, it can be
considered that the variances of the experimental and
control groups are homogeneous. The mean score of
the post-test written exam was (X == 52,12)
for the experimental group and (X =49,21) for
the control group. The Shapiro-Wilk test yielded
a p-value of (,235) for the experimental group and
(,083) for the control group, indicating that the data
followed a normal distribution (p > 0,05). Since the
Levene test p-value (,516) is greater than 0,05, it can
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be concluded that the variances of the experimental
and control groups are homogeneous.

For mixed measurements, the two-factor ANO-
VA analysis requires that the covariances of the
groups for the binary combinations of the measu-
rement groups be equal. For this reason, the results
of Box’s M test for the groups’ written performan-
ce in the pre-test and post-test were taken into ac-
count. The analysis results indicate that the p-value
(,107) is greater than 0,05, fulfilling the necessary
condition. Consequently, a two-factor ANOVA test
for mixed measurements was conducted to evaluate
the effectiveness of the experimental procedure and
ensure all the assumptions were met.

The qualitative data obtained from the study was
analyzed through content analysis, where data was
examined based on codes, categories, and themes.
Initially, the data was coded, followed by the
identification of themes. The codes were grouped
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into different themes. Once all the data had been = MaxQDA 24.4.0 program. Figure 1 below presents
analyzed, the appropriateness of the classifications  the qualitative data collected from the focus group
was verified. The data analysis was carried out using  in the relevant program.

— T

o TN
_— —
- _—

Focus group
|

515

Figure 1 — Members of Focus Group

Figure 1 above shows that the focus group  taught using the CA method. After coding the focus
comprises 20 students, each identified with a  group students, the interview answers are presented
different color code. In addition, all students were  in the code line below.

Figure 2 — Code Line
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As seen in Figure 2, the findings obtained from
the focus group interview consisting of 20 students
were examined under 4 main themes: “The impact
of CA on the development of Turkish language
awareness”, “The effect of CA on the Turkish writ-
ing process”, “Evaluation of the Turkish language
learning process using CA” and “Attitude towards
CA”. The statements obtained from the focus group
interview were analyzed and coded. The examples
of codes derived from participant statements were
presented as direct quotes. As the focus group con-
sisted of students, they were labeled with the letter
“S” followed by sequential numbers, such as S1, S2,
S3, S4, S5, S6, S7, and continuing up to S20.

The “embedded” design involves three important
concepts in integrating qualitative and quantitative
data: merging, relating, and embedding (Creswell
& Plano Clark, 2011). The quantitative method
provides the fundamental framework for analyzing

the data, incorporating the qualitative method within
this framework. The quantitative data is combined
and presented with qualitative data in the “Results”
section.

Results and discussions

Findings Regarding Quantitative Sub-Questions

The study determined experimental and
control groups with similar proficiency levels in
advance. The experimental group was taught A2-
level Turkish with the CA. The control group was
taught Turkish using the traditional method. At this
point, the research question “Is there a statistically
significant difference between the pre-test scores
of the experimental group and the control group?”
was answered to determine the achievement levels
before the application. The obtained results are
presented in Table 4 below.

Table 4 — Results of the Independent Samples t-Test for the Pre-Test Written Exam between the Experimental and Control Groups

Group n X ss. sd. t P
Experimental group 33 39,51 4,58
Control group 33 39,27 5,38 64 ,197 ,844%*
* p>0,05

Table 4 demonstrates the average test scores
of the experimental group (X per, gronp — 39-51) and
the control group (X = 39,27) do not differ
significantly. The statistical analysis reveals a
p-value greater than 0,05, indicating that the score
differences are not statistically significant (t 68
,,197, p>0,05). Consequently, it can be concluded
that the pre-test written exam results of students in

both experimental and control groups are equivalent.
As a result of the findings obtained, it was decided
to conduct a two-factor ANOVA test for repeated
measures on a single factor to find an answer to the
second hypothesis of the research. The results of the
two-factor ANOVA, which determines whether the
identified changes exhibit a significant difference,
are outlined in Table 5.

Table 5 — ANOVA Results of Pre-Test and Post-Test Exam Scores of Written Performance

Source Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F P Partial n2
Between-subjects 3299,878 65
Group (Experimental/Control) 81,939 1 81,939 1,630 0,206 ,025
Error 3217,939 64 50,280
Within-subjects 4672,001 66
Measure (Pre-test —Post-test) 4193,455 1 4193,455 639,187 0,000%* ,909
Group*Measure 58,667 1 58,667 8,942 0,004* ,123
Error 419,879 64 6,561
Total 7971,879 131
* p<0,05
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According to the two-factor ANOVA analysis
findings regarding the mixed measures in Table 5,
the joint effect of group and measure on writing
performance was found to be significant (F ety =
8, 942, p<0,05, Partial n2 = 0,123). Based on this
finding, it is clear that using the CA method to te-
ach Turkish to Kazakh students significantly impa-
cts successfully correcting mistakes in sentences,
completing dialogues with appropriate words, and
filling in pictures with suitable expressions. When
evaluating the effect size, it is observed that the
group variable accounts for 12% of the variance in
the dependent variable. This finding indicates that
the average writing performance scores of students
in the experimental group are significantly different
from those in the control group at a statistical level.
Initially, the means of both groups were similar in
the first measurement, but in the second measure-
ment, the scores diverged, favoring the experimen-
tal group. This demonstrates that the CA method
effectively enhances Kazakh students’ command of
Turkish vocabulary and grammatical accuracy. The-
se findings are consistent with prior experimental
studies (Okici¢ & Osmankadi¢, 2014; Quarto, 2022;
Byrd, 2017) demonstrating the contrastive analysis

method’s effectiveness in teaching a second/foreign
language. Thus, these quantitative findings suggest
that the CA belongs to the category of methods that
can be employed effectively when teaching Turkish
as a foreign language.

Findings Regarding Qualitative Sub-Questions

Findings for sub-question 1: “How effective
was the CA method in developing your awareness of
Turkish language structures?”

The focus group students were interviewed
after the experiment to identify the efficiency
of the CA in developing awareness of Turkish
language structures. In this case, the first question
in the form, “How did the CA method affect the
development of awareness of Turkish language
structures?”. 6 basic codes such as “Awareness of
grammar structures”’, “Awareness of grammatical
mistakes”, “Interlingual awareness”, “Awareness
of words”, “Unawareness” and “Intralingual
awareness”’ were created for the “The impact of
contrastive analysis on the development of Turkish
language awareness” theme. The segments of
code derived from the focus group regarding the
second sub-question are presented in Figure 3
below.

Segments with code

Awareness of grammar structures

20% (4)

Avareness o e o )
mistakes

Awareness of words |

15% (3)

Intralinguistic awareness

0% 2% 4% 6%

10% (2)

8% 10% 12% 14% 16% 18% 20%

Figure 3 — Segments of Code and Percentage Related to Sub-Question 1

Asseen in Figure 3 above, 20 students responded
to the interview question: 4 students (20%)
mentioned that they became aware of grammatical
structures; 4 students (20%) stated that they became
aware of grammatical mistakes; 4 students (20%)
stated that they developed awareness to Turkish

language structures due to the existing structures
between Kazakh and Turkish; 3 students (15%)
stated that they enhanced awareness of words; and 2
students (10%) stated that they developed language
awareness without any comparison through utilizing
the CA. Some examples of student statements, S5
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“This method improved my awareness of Turkish
grammatical structures because I became aware of
my grammatical mistakes”. / S6: “With this method,
1 became aware of the mistakes I made while writing
in Turkish”. Three students (15%) reported that
they did not develop an awareness of linguistic
structures, even using the CA. For example, S71/
mentioned: “I was a little confused in learning
grammatical structures”. While S8 stated: “It was
difficult to learn Turkish grammatical structures”.
Based on these findings, it was observed that the CA
effectively enhanced awareness of Turkish language
structures, including vocabulary, grammatical
structures, and the similarities and differences
between the two languages. These findings are
consistent with the findings of previous studies
(Kissova, 2020; Elwahab & Ahmed, 2016), and
they qualitatively demonstrate that the relevant

method helps increase Kazakh students’ grammar
and vocabulary knowledge, as well as their Turkish
language awareness.

Findings for sub-question 2: “What is the
assessment level of students’ written performance
using the CA method?”.

Interviews were conducted with the focus
group to assess the impact of the CA on students’
writing performance. The first question in the
form addressed, “How did the contrastive
analysis affect the development of Turkish writing
skills?. This question focused on the opinions of
Kazakh students. Themes were identified based
on their responses, and corresponding codes and
frequencies were established. Comprehensive
information regarding these codes and frequencies
is shown in the hierarchical model shown in
Figure 4.

Hierarchical model “Codes-subcodes”

The effect of contrastive analysis on the Turkish writing

process (20

Development of self-
awareness (6)

Development of
language knowledge
(5) (%)

Monitoring of
language production

\
\

@

Error correction (2)  Low anxiety inthe  Indecision (1)

writing process (1)

Figure 4 — Hierarchical Model Related to Sub-Question 2

In the theme “The effect of the CA on the Turkish
writing process”, 6 key codes were identified, as
illustrated in Figure 4. The findings indicate that
the CA had a positive impact on the students’
writing process. Detailed information regarding the
frequencies and percentages of the relevant codes is
provided in Table 6 below.

Table 6 presents the responses from the focus
group, which were as follows: 6 students (30,0%)
mentioned that the CA was effective in developing
self-awareness in their writing; 5 students (25,0%)
stated that the CA helped them monitor their
writing performance, while another 5 students
(25,0%) mentioned that it contributed to improving
their knowledge of the Turkish language.
Additionally, 2 students (10,0%) noted that the CA
was effective in correcting linguistic errors, and 1
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student (5,0%) mentioned that the CA significantly
reduced affective factors, such as anxiety, during
the writing process. The students’ statements are
as follows: SI: Due to the contrastive analysis
method, [ realized that I had made many mistakes
in case and possessive suffixes, and these mistakes
were due to similarities.” / S2: “The contrastive
analysis method made me realize that there are
common words, but sometimes even similar words
can give different meanings. For example, words
like “soymak -kesmek”, “gormek-izlemek” etc.”
Apart from these statements, 1 student (5,0%)
in the focus group was indecisive toward this
question. For example, S7: “I cannot answer
this question because I am confused”. Based on
this data, it can be concluded that the CA has a
positive impact on the development of students’
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writing performance. Additionally, this method
enables students to recognize their mistakes and
take control of their writing processes, thereby
enhancing their metacognitive skills. As a result,

these findings coincide with previous research
indicating that students’ native language has a
positive effect on their target language writing and
reading skills (Robinson Anthony et al., 2022).

Table 6 — Frequencies and Percentages of Codes in Sub-Question 2

Ne Codes F %
1 Development of self-awareness 6 30,0
2 Development of language knowledge 5 25,0
3 Monitoring of language production 5 25,0
4 Error correction 2 10,0

5 Low anxiety in the writing process 1 5,0

6 Indecision 1 5,0
Total 20 100,0

Findings for sub-question 3: “What is the
Turkish language learning level of students when
using the contrastive analysis method?”.

For the third sub-question, the focus group
students were asked, “Could you evaluate
your progress in learning Turkish using the
contrastive analysis method?”. Based on the data

obtained, 7 codes (CA is difficult, CA is easy,
CA is useful, CA is instructive, CA is fun, CA
is meaningful, and Indecision) were identified
under the theme “Evaluation of the Turkish
language learning process using the CA”. Code
segments regarding the third sub-question are
given in Figure 5 below.

Segments with code

27%

25%(5)
24%
21% 20% (4)
18%
15% (3
15% 0 3)
12%
10% (2) 10% (2) 10% (2) 10% (2)
9%
6%
3%
0%
Learning with  Learning with  Learning with  Learning with  Leamning with  Learning with Indecision
CA is difficult CA is easy CA is useful CAis CA is fun CAis

instructive

meaningful

Figure 5 — Code Segments and Percentage Related to Sub-Question 3

As shown in Figure 5, among the 20 students
interviewed, 5 students (25%) perceived learning
with the CA as challenging. On the other hand, 4
students (20%) found it to be easy. Furthermore,
3 students (15%) considered learning with the CA
beneficial, while 2 students (10%) described it as

informative, enjoyable, and meaningful. During the
interview, the students made the following com-
ments: S5: “The process of learning Turkish words
with this method is fun”. / S9: “Writing in Turkish
with the contrastive analysis method is good without
anxiety”. / 2 students (10%) were indecisive about
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this question, for instance, S3: “It was difficult to
answer, but it was not easy.” Based on these fin-
dings, it was observed that the CA has a positive
impact on the Turkish language learning process
of the students. As seen, overall 13 students (65%)
mentioned that learning with the CA method has a
positive aspect.

Findings for sub-question 4: “What is the attitu-
de toward utilizing the contrastive analysis method
to learn Turkish at the A2 level?”.

For sub-question 4, the following question
“What is your attitude of using the CA method when
learning Turkish at the A2 level?” was asked to fo-
cus group students. According to the theme the co-
des and frequencies were identified. Two main co-
des for the “Attitude toward the CA” theme were
categorized as “positive” and “negative”. Compre-
hensive details about the code and frequencies rela-
ted to these opinions are provided in the hierarchical
model illustrated in Figure 6.

The vast majority of students in the focus group
exhibit a positive attitude towards the CA method.
To clarify, 13 students (65%) have a positive
opinion of the CA, while 7 students (35%) have a
negative opinion of its use at the A2 level. Examples
of the focus group students’ statements, S2: “The
contrastive analysis method positively affected my

Turkish learning process”. / S16: “It is positive
because I correct my mistakes myself”’. As some
students have a negative attitude towards the CA,
the following statements are presented below: S71/:
“The contrastive analysis method was boring for
me”. /S12: “Negative, because it is difficult to learn
Turkish grammar”.

Hierarchical model "Codes-subcodes"

J

Attitude towards CA (20)

7N

(Gl G
Positive (13) Negative (7)

Figure 6 — Hierarchical Model Related to Sub-Question 4

When the findings obtained from the focus
group interview were compared with the student’s
answers, it was determined that there was internal
consistency between responses. For instance, when
analyzing the responses of S2 and S19, who have
shown a positive attitude towards the CA in their
statements for sub-question 4, internal consistency
is observed in their responses to other questions.
This consistency is illustrated in Figure 7 below.

Two-Cases-Model (focus group participants)

Awareness of words (1)

Cl s2(0)

)

Positive (2)

Learning with CA is
instructive (1)

%&-Velomnem oflanguag\ e
/319 ) )

%s of grammatical

Learning with CA is fun

n

Figure 7 — Reliability of Students’ Responses in the Focus Group

Figure 7 clearly shows that responses S2 and
S19 are related in terms of internal consistency.
For instance, S2 stated in the interview that the CA
method improved Turkish language awareness, that
learning Turkish with this method was informative,
and therefore the attitude towards the method was
positive. Another example, S19 mentioned that due
to this method, she became aware of grammatical
mistakes, her awareness of Turkish structures
increased, and learning Turkish with this method
was enjoyable. The answers given by this student
to the other questions are consistent with the answer
given to the sub-question 4, and it can be said that
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a positive attitude towards the relevant method
was identified. It is seen that the CA generally
affects many students positively for different
reasons. These reasons can usually be awareness
of grammatical mistakes, facilitating the learning
process, and awareness of Turkish words. These
findings conclude that teaching Turkish as a foreign
language based on similarities and differences
improves students’ writing skills (Masood et. al.,
2020; Robinson Anthony et al., 2022). As a result,
using the native language to teach Turkish as a
foreign language has a good impact on students,
particularly in related languages.
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Conclusion

It is known that students often allow interlin-
gual interference in the language-learning process.
The interferences will persist until the process of
mastering the foreign language is complete. Based
on the analysis of both quantitative and qualitati-
ve findings, it was determined that the contrastive
analysis method was effective. The quantitative
results indicated a significant difference betwe-
en the experimental and control groups, with the
experimental group showing more favorable out-
comes. When the effect size value is examined, it
is recognized that the relevant method moderately
enhances the writing performance of Kazakh stu-
dents. The qualitative findings indicated that the
CA had a positive impact on various aspects of
learning Turkish. It improved students’ grasp of
Turkish grammar, addressed writing errors, and
boosted interlingual and intralingual awareness.

Additionally, this method improved students’ awa-
reness of the learning process and their ability to
manage their writing, which in turn reduced wri-
ting anxiety. Overall, learning Turkish through this
method was enjoyable, easy, beneficial, and me-
aningful, leading to positive attitudes among stu-
dents towards it. Based on these findings, it was
concluded that the CA was effective in improving
the writing performance of Kazakh students due to
the above-mentioned variables. All these findings
show that the role of the mother tongue in foreign
language teaching is important and that this impor-
tance will increase especially when it comes to rela-
ted languages. The results of this study will greatly
aid in developing educational programs, preparing
course content, and reviewing teaching methods in
foreign language education, particularly for related
languages. These findings will throw light on the
challenges teachers have when teaching Turkish to
improve students’ writing skills.
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