Turkish Studies - Language and Literature !‘

ANKARA SCIENCE
www.turkishstudies.net/language eISSN: 2667-5641 UNIVERSITY

Research Article / Arastirma Makalesi

A Study On Conjunction Knowledge of B1-Level Students Learning Turkish As A Foreign
Language®

Tiirk¢eyi Yabanci Dil Olarak Ogrenen Bl Diizeyi Ogrencilerin Baglag Bilgisi Uzerine Bir Inceleme
Hiilya Katanalp Birogul**

Abstract: Conjunctions are not merely formal elements in Turkish language teaching; they are fundamental
discourse tools that structure meaning. For second language learners in particular, teaching these tools is of
great importance for developing text production and comprehension skills. This study aims to examine the
competence of Bl-level learners of Turkish as a foreign language regarding the meaning and usage features of
conjunctions, and to identify the errors they make, the types of conjunctions they struggle with, and the reasons
behind these difficulties.

The study group of this descriptive, quantitative research consisted of 73 foreign students who had completed
the B1 level at a university in the Marmara Region and who differed in age, gender, and native language. Data
were collected through a fill-in-the-blank conjunction completion form covering additive, adversative, and
causal conjunctions. The form, initially consisting of 37 items, was reduced to 28 items based on the opinions
of six experts and the Content Validity Index, and then to 20 items according to the needs of the B1 level. In
this process, temporal conjunctions and “oysa” were removed from the form. The form was administered in a
classroom setting to volunteer students within a 30-minute time limit, and the data were analyzed using
frequency and percentage calculations.

According to the findings, students performed well overall. The highest success rate was observed for the
conjunction “¢iinkii.” The most frequently confused pairs were “¢linkii — bu yiizden,” “ya — hem,” and “ne —
ama.” Students replaced the structures “ya... ya da” and “ne... ne de” with options that were close in meaning
but did not fit the context, while some established an explanatory or adversative relationship instead of a causal
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one. In conclusion, although students are competent with basic conjunctions, they struggle with conjunctions
that rely on contextual and discourse-level knowledge.

Keywords: Conjunction, grammatical competence, communicative competence, teaching Turkish as a second
language.

Oz: Baglaglar, Tiirkce ogretiminde yalnizca bigimsel unsurlar degil, anlami yapilandiran temel sdylem
araglaridir. Ozellikle ikinci dil dgrenicileri igin bu araglarm gretimi, metin iiretme ve anlama becerileri
acisindan biiylik 6nem tagir. Bu calisma, yabanci dil olarak Tiirk¢e d6grenen B1 diizeyindeki 6grencilerin
baglaglarin anlam ve kullanim 6zelliklerine iliskin yeterliklerini incelemeyi; yaptiklar1 hatalari, zorlandiklar
baglag tiirlerini ve bunlarin nedenlerini ortaya koymay1 amaglamaktadir.

Betimsel nitelikteki nicel aragtirmanin ¢alisma grubunu, Marmara Bolgesi’ndeki bir {iniversitede B1 kurunu
tamamlamisg, farkli yas, cinsiyet ve ana dillere sahip 73 yabanci dgrenci olusturmustur. Veriler, ekleyen,
karsitsal ve nedensel baglaclart kapsayan, bosluk doldurma tiirtindeki bir bagla¢ tamamlama formuyla
toplanmistir. Baslangigta 37 maddelik olan form, alt1 uzman goriisii ve Kapsam Gegerlik indeksi dogrultusunda
28 maddeye, ardindan B1 diizeyinin ihtiyaglarina gére 20 maddeye indirilmigtir. Bu siirecte zamansal baglaglar
ile “oysa” formdan g¢ikartlmistir. Form, sinif ortaminda goniillii 6grencilere 30 dakika siireyle uygulanmis;
veriler frekans ve yiizde hesaplariyla ¢oziimlenmistir.

Bulgulara gore dgrenciler genel olarak iyi bir performans gdstermistir. En yiiksek bagar1 “ciinkii” baglacinda
goriilmiistiir. En ¢ok karistirilan ciftler “ciinkii — bu yiizden”, “ya — hem” ve “ne — ama” olmustur. Ogrenciler
“ya... ya da” ve “ne... ne de” yapilarii anlamca yakin ancak baglama uymayan seg¢encklerle degistirmis;
bazilar1 ise nedensellik yerine agiklama ya da karsitlik iligkisi kurmustur. Sonug olarak &grenciler temel

baglaglarda yeterli olmakla birlikte, baglama ve sdylemsel bilgiye dayanan baglaclarda zorlanmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Baglayicilar, dilbilgisel yeterlik, iletisimsel yeterlik, Tiirk¢enin ikinci dil olarak 6gretimi
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Structured Abstract:

Although conjunctions are a formal element in Turkish teaching, they are basic discourse tools that
structure meaning. Especially for second language learners, teaching conjunctions with both their formal and
functional aspects is of great importance in terms of developing text production and comprehension skills. In
this context, the aim of the study is to examine the proficiency of B1 level students learning Turkish as a foreign
language regarding the meaning and usage characteristics of conjunctions. The study aims to show that the use
of conjunctions is directly related not only to grammatical accuracy in language learning, but also to discourse
integrity and the correct establishment of semantic relations. The main purpose is to reveal what kind of
mistakes foreign students at B1 level make in using conjunctions in Turkish, which types of conjunctions they
have difficulty with, and the reasons for this situation.

This research is descriptive in nature and based on quantitative data collection and analysis. The study
group of the research consists of 73 foreign students who completed the B1 level at the Language Teaching
Application and Research Center of a university located in the Marmara Region in the 2024-2025 period.
Participating students have different ages, genders and different native languages (Arabic, English, French,
Russian, etc.). This diversity has allowed the difficulties and solution suggestions encountered in teaching
conjunctions to be examined from a broader perspective.

A conjunction completion form was used during the data collection phase. In the preparation of the
data collection tool, first the curriculum and textbooks were examined, the literature was scanned, and a
conjunction pool was created according to the determined level. These conjunctions were then classified
according to their semantic properties (affixative, antonymous, causal and temporal conjunctions). Then, a 37-
item form consisting of fill-in-the-blank type items was prepared. The 37-item version of the conjunction
completion form includes sentences connected by adding conjunctions (ve, ile, -de, ya da, hem ... hem(de),
ne... ne (de), ya...ya da), antonymous conjunctions (ama, fakat, lakin, ancak, oysa), causal conjunctions
(ciinkd, bu yiizden, bu sebeple, bu nedenle), temporal conjunctions (dnce...sonra, ayn1 zamanda). The form
was sent to six experts working in the field and corrections were made according to the evaluations of the
experts. In addition, by calculating the Content Validity Index (CVI) with expert opinions, 9 items with scores
below 0.83 were removed from the form. The number of items in the form was 28. As a result of expert
opinions, temporal conjunctions (dnce...sonra, ayni zamanda) and Oppositional conjunctions (oysa) were
eliminated according to their CGI values. Therefore, temporal conjunctions were not included in the study.
The remaining 28 items were finalized as 20 items according to their representation in the semantic
classification and the needs of the B1 level. Each item in the form contains a conjunction blank, and students
were asked to fill in this blank with the most correct conjunction appropriate to the context. In some items, the
answers given were accepted as correct because more than one conjunction (ve, ile, hem...hem, ne...ne)
provided semantic harmony.

Data was collected from students learning Turkish at B1 level with the prepared measurement tool.
The application was carried out separately in classes with B1 level students. In the application carried out in
the classroom, the students were given a Volunteerism form and an explanatory text along with the conjunction
completion form. The instructions were explained to the volunteer students before the application, the students
were explained about the subject during the application, it was stated that there could be more than one correct
answer for each item, and the response time was limited to 30 minutes. Students were asked to choose the most
appropriate conjunction that would ensure semantic integrity in the given sentence. During the application,
supervisors prevented students from receiving external help. After the application was completed, the forms
were collected.

Frequency and percentage calculations were made to analyze the data. The students' answers were
transferred to Microsoft Excel and the correct-false distributions for each question were analyzed with
frequency and percentage calculations. The findings were visualized through graphs, followed by detailed
comments.

As a result of the study, it was seen that B1 level students generally showed a good performance in
using conjunctions. The highest success rate was in the causal conjunction " ¢iinkii". The most confused are
the conjunctions "¢linkii — bu yiizden", "ya — hem" and "ne — ama". Some students confused the adding
conjunction “ya... ya da” and the negating conjunction “ne... ne de” with structures that are close in meaning

but out of context (hem... hem, veya). In conjunctions such as "bu yiizden" and "bu nedenle", which establish
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a causal relationship, students were able to confuse the meaning with "¢iinkii"; Some have contextually
established a relationship of explanation or opposition rather than causality. In general, the findings show that
students are proficient in basic conjunctions, but have difficulty in conjunction types that require contextual
and discursive knowledge.

Keywords: Conjunction, grammatical competence, communicative competence, teaching Turkish as
a second language.
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Résumé Structuré:

Bien que les conjonctions soient enseignées comme un ¢lément formel dans 1’enseignement du turc,
elles constituent en réalité des outils discursifs fondamentaux qui structurent le sens. En particulier pour les
apprenants d’une langue seconde, 1’enseignement des conjonctions dans leurs dimensions a la fois formelle et
fonctionnelle revét une importance majeure pour le développement des compétences de production et de
compréhension des textes. Dans ce contexte, cette étude vise a examiner le niveau de maitrise des étudiants de
niveau B1 apprenant le turc comme langue étrangére en ce qui concerne la signification et les caractéristiques
d’emploi des conjonctions. Elle cherche également a démontrer que [’utilisation des conjonctions est
directement liée non seulement a 1’exactitude grammaticale dans ’apprentissage de la langue, mais aussi a la
cohérence discursive et a 1’établissement correct des relations sémantiques. L’objectif principal est de mettre
en évidence les types d’erreurs commises par les apprenants étrangers de niveau Bl dans I’emploi des
conjonctions en turc, les catégories de conjonctions qui leur posent des difficultés, ainsi que les raisons sous-
jacentes a ces difficultés.

Cette recherche est de nature descriptive et repose sur la collecte et I’analyse de données quantitatives.
Le groupe d’étude est composé de 73 étudiants étrangers ayant achevé le niveau B1 au Centre d’application
et de recherche pour I’enseignement des langues d’une université située dans la région de Marmara au cours
de I’année universitaire 2024-2025. Les participants présentent une diversité d’ages, de genres et de langues
maternelles (arabe, anglais, frangais, russe, etc.). Cette diversité a permis d’examiner, dans une perspective
plus large, les difficultés rencontrées dans 1’enseignement des conjonctions ainsi que les propositions de
solutions.

Lors de la collecte des données, un questionnaire de complétion des conjonctions a été utilisé. Pour
¢élaborer cet outil de collecte, le programme d’enseignement et les manuels ont d’abord été examinés, la
littérature scientifique a été consultée, puis un répertoire de conjonctions adapté au niveau visé a été constitué.
Ces conjonctions ont ensuite €té classées selon leurs propriétés sémantiques en conjonctions additives,
adversatives, causales et temporelles. Une premiére version de 37 items sous forme de phrases a compléter a
ainsi été élaborée. Cette version comprenait des conjonctions additives (ve, ile, -de, ya da, hem... hem(de),
ne... ne (de), ya... ya da), des conjonctions adversatives (ama, fakat, lakin, ancak, oysa), des conjonctions
causales (¢iinkii, bu yiizden, bu sebeple, bu nedenle) ainsi que des conjonctions temporelles (6nce... sonra,
ayni zamanda). Le questionnaire a ensuite été¢ soumis a six experts du domaine, et les modifications nécessaires
ont été apportées conformément a leurs évaluations. Par ailleurs, aprés le calcul de I’Indice de Validité de
Contenu (Content Validity Index — CVI), neuf items ayant obtenu une valeur inférieure a 0,83 ont été
supprimés, ramenant le questionnaire a 28 items. A la suite des avis des experts, les conjonctions temporelles
(6nce... sonra, ayni zamanda) ainsi que la conjonction adversative (oysa) ont été éliminées en fonction de leurs
valeurs de CVI. Par conséquent, les conjonctions temporelles n’ont pas été incluses dans cette étude. Les 28
items restants ont ensuite été réduits a 20, en tenant compte de leur représentativité dans la classification
sémantique ainsi que des besoins du niveau B1. Chaque item comportait une lacune correspondant a une
conjonction, et les étudiants devaient compléter cette lacune par la conjonction la plus appropriée au contexte.
Pour certains items, plusieurs réponses ont été considérées comme correctes lorsque différentes conjonctions
(ve, ile, hem... hem, ne... ne) assuraient une cohérence sémantique.

Les données ont été recueillies auprés d’apprenants du turc de niveau B1 au moyen de cet outil
d’évaluation. L’application a été réalisée séparément dans les classes de niveau B1. Lors de la passation, les
étudiants ont regu, en plus du questionnaire de complétion des conjonctions, un formulaire de consentement
volontaire ainsi qu’un texte explicatif. Les consignes ont été présentées aux participants avant 1’épreuve, des
explications concernant le contenu ont été fournies pendant la passation, il leur a été précisé que plusieurs
réponses pouvaient étre correctes pour certains items et la durée de réponse a été limitée a 30 minutes. Les
étudiants devaient sélectionner la conjonction la plus appropriée permettant d’assurer la cohérence sémantique
de la phrase proposée. Pendant toute la durée de 1’application, les surveillants ont veillé a empécher toute aide
extérieure. Les questionnaires ont ensuite été recueillis.

Les données ont été analysées au moyen de calculs de fréquences et de pourcentages. Les réponses
des étudiants ont été transférées dans Microsoft Excel, puis les distributions des réponses correctes et
incorrectes pour chaque question ont été analysées a 1’aide de statistiques descriptives fondées sur les
fréquences et les pourcentages. Les résultats ont été illustrés par des graphiques, puis interprétés de maniere
détaillée.
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Les résultats montrent que les étudiants de niveau B1 présentent, de maniere générale, une bonne
maitrise de I'utilisation des conjonctions. Le taux de réussite le plus élevé a été observé pour la conjonction
causale « ¢iinkii ». Les confusions les plus fréquentes concernent les couples « ¢iinkii — bu yiizden », « ya —
hem » et « ne — ama ». Certains étudiants ont également confondu la conjonction additive « ya... ya da » et
la conjonction négative « ne... ne de » avec des structures proches sur le plan du sens mais inadaptées au
contexte, telles que « hem... hem » ou « veya ». Dans le cas des conjonctions exprimant la causalité, telles
que « bu yiizden » et « bu nedenle », les étudiants les ont parfois confondues avec « ¢iinkii » ; certains ont
établi, selon le contexte, une relation explicative ou adversative plutét qu’une relation causale. De maniére
générale, les résultats indiquent que les étudiants maitrisent les conjonctions de base, mais éprouvent des
difficultés avec les catégories de conjonctions qui exigent une compréhension contextuelle et discursive plus
approfondie.

Mots-clés : conjonction, compétence grammaticale, compétence communicative, enseignement du
turc comme langue seconde.

Resumen Estructurado:

Aunque las conjunciones se enseflan como un elemento formal en la ensefianza del turco, en realidad
constituyen herramientas discursivas fundamentales que estructuran el significado. Especialmente para los
estudiantes que aprenden una segunda lengua, la enseflanza de las conjunciones tanto en sus dimensiones
formales como funcionales reviste gran importancia para el desarrollo de las competencias de comprension y
produccion de textos. En este contexto, el objetivo del presente estudio es examinar el nivel de competencia de
los estudiantes de nivel B1 que aprenden turco como lengua extranjera en relacion con el significado y las
caracteristicas de uso de las conjunciones. Asimismo, el estudio pretende demostrar que el uso de las
conjunciones esta directamente relacionado no solo con la precision gramatical en el aprendizaje de la lengua,
sino también con la coherencia discursiva y el establecimiento adecuado de las relaciones semanticas. El
propdsito principal consiste en revelar qué tipos de errores cometen los estudiantes extranjeros de nivel B1 al
utilizar las conjunciones en turco, qué tipos de conjunciones les resultan mas dificiles y cudles son las razones
que explican esta situacion.

Esta investigacion es de caracter descriptivo y se basa en la recopilacion y el analisis de datos
cuantitativos. El grupo de estudio estd compuesto por 73 estudiantes extranjeros que completaron el nivel B1
en el Centro de Aplicacion e Investigacion para la Ensefianza de Idiomas de una universidad situada en la
Region de Marmara durante el periodo académico 2024-2025. Los participantes presentan diversidad en cuanto
a edad, género y lengua materna (arabe, inglés, francés, ruso, etc.). Esta diversidad ha permitido examinar
desde una perspectiva mas amplia las dificultades encontradas en la ensefianza de las conjunciones y proponer
posibles soluciones.

Durante la fase de recopilacion de datos se utilizé un formulario de completacion de conjunciones.
Para elaborar este instrumento, en primer lugar se examinaron el plan de estudios y los libros de texto, se revisod
la literatura especializada y se elabord un repertorio de conjunciones adecuado al nivel establecido.
Posteriormente, estas conjunciones se clasificaron seglin sus propiedades semanticas en conjunciones aditivas,
adversativas, causales y temporales. A continuacion, se prepard una version inicial de 37 items de tipo
completar espacios en blanco. Esta version incluia conjunciones aditivas (ve, ile, -de, ya da, hem... hem(de),
ne... ne (de), ya... ya da), conjunciones adversativas (ama, fakat, lakin, ancak, oysa), conjunciones causales
(ciinkii, bu yilizden, bu sebeple, bu nedenle) y conjunciones temporales (6nce... sonra, ayni zamanda).
Posteriormente, el formulario fue enviado a seis expertos en el area, y se realizaron las modificaciones
pertinentes de acuerdo con sus evaluaciones. Ademas, mediante el calculo del indice de Validez de Contenido
(Content Validity Index, CVI), se eliminaron nueve items con puntuaciones inferiores a 0,83, reduciendo el
formulario a 28 items. Como resultado de las opiniones de los expertos, las conjunciones temporales (6nce...
sonra, ayni zamanda) y la conjuncion adversativa (oysa) fueron eliminadas de acuerdo con sus valores de CVL.
En consecuencia, las conjunciones temporales no se incluyeron en el estudio. Posteriormente, los 28 items
restantes se redujeron a 20, considerando su representatividad dentro de la clasificacion semantica y las
necesidades del nivel B1. Cada item contenia un espacio destinado a una conjuncion, y se pidio a los estudiantes
que lo completaran con la conjuncion mas adecuada segun el contexto. En algunos items se aceptd mas de una
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respuesta como correcta cuando diferentes conjunciones (ve, ile, hem... hem, ne... ne) garantizaban la
coherencia semantica.

Los datos fueron recopilados mediante el instrumento de evaluacion elaborado para estudiantes de
turco de nivel B1. La aplicacion se llevo a cabo de forma independiente en las clases correspondientes a dicho
nivel. Durante la aplicacion en el aula, ademas del formulario de completacion de conjunciones, se entregd a
los estudiantes un formulario de consentimiento voluntario y un texto explicativo. Antes de comenzar, se
explicaron las instrucciones a los participantes voluntarios; durante la aplicacion se ofrecieron aclaraciones
sobre el contenido de la prueba, se indico que algunos items podian admitir mas de una respuesta correcta y se
estableci6 un tiempo maximo de 30 minutos para responder. Se pidid a los estudiantes que seleccionaran la
conjuncion mas apropiada para garantizar la coherencia semantica de cada oracion. Durante la aplicacion, los
supervisores impidieron que los estudiantes recibieran ayuda externa. Una vez finalizada la prueba, los
formularios fueron recogidos.

Para el analisis de los datos se realizaron calculos de frecuencias y porcentajes. Las respuestas de los
estudiantes se transfirieron a Microsoft Excel, y las distribuciones de respuestas correctas e incorrectas para
cada pregunta se analizaron mediante estadisticas descriptivas basadas en frecuencias y porcentajes.
Posteriormente, los resultados se representaron mediante graficos y se interpretaron de manera detallada.

Como resultado del estudio, se observo que los estudiantes de nivel B1 mostraron, en términos
generales, un buen desempeio en el uso de las conjunciones. La tasa de éxito mas elevada se registrd en la
conjuncion causal «¢iinkii». Las confusiones mas frecuentes se produjeron entre las conjunciones «¢iinkii —
bu yiizden», «ya — hem» y «ne — ama». Algunos estudiantes confundieron la conjuncién aditiva «ya... ya
da» y la conjuncion negativa «ne... ne de» con estructuras de significado cercano pero inadecuadas para el
contexto, como «hem... hem» o «veya». Asimismo, en las conjunciones que expresan relaciones de
causalidad, como «bu yiizden» y «bu nedenle», algunos estudiantes las confundieron con «g¢iinkii»; otros
establecieron, segun el contexto, relaciones explicativas o de oposicion en lugar de relaciones causales. En
términos generales, los hallazgos muestran que los estudiantes dominan las conjunciones basicas, pero
presentan dificultades en aquellos tipos de conjunciones que requieren un conocimiento contextual y discursivo
mas profundo.

Palabras clave: conjuncion, competencia gramatical, competencia comunicativa, ensefianza del turco
como segunda lengua.
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S A S ECARLIT B DSErk BL AKTARERN 73 AAMEYE, BEHERR, M)
BT RATS AN, SCRBOITITRE, KB, B, RIS, SRS EPLERIE M E
A IZ A 5 SRR BRI, R R AR

www.turkishstudies.net/language



478 Hiilya Katanalp Birogul

BARIEM B TIEREZE M (Conjunction Completion Form) , 7FZm M & T H2AY,
WHFEH B B 82 T RFR B KRNI Zb,  XIHH X SCRRIAAT TR GUEE, KRS ZoroK FaiaL 1
EiEEE, BEE, AREE MR EE R N INZEEE . BTSSEIE, KR IEEE T B 25 E
8, ZEfmETaE 37 EEERAYIANNN, ZRARTFERINZEEE (ve, ile, -de, ya da,
hem--- hem(de). ne:- ne (de). va va da) . ¥&Pr2E%E1E (ama, fakat, lakin, ancak, oysa)
. RIEZEERE (¢iinkiy, bu yiizden, bu sebeple, bu nedenle) U\&quﬂj*iﬁ (6nce -+ sonra,
ayni zamanda) , [ffa, ZMIAIEZZLE 6 (AR EZHITES, HIKEER HITTET, A
, ‘ﬁﬁ‘l‘%lﬁ'@&'&)ﬁ?ﬁ%{ (Content Validity Index, CVI) , #ERT 9 /45 %EE?L 0.83 HYRIA,
RIS B 2 o MIEEFREN, NEZEE (énce sonra, ayni zamanda) U&tﬂéjﬁjé
#1g (oysa) [KIH CVI ﬁiﬁﬁﬁlg*ﬁﬁ?ﬁ%'@ K I B B S AR M AARNTE, 25, RAIEEX
%?E’Jﬁi‘%fﬁi& Bl /KRR, IR 28 /l\%lﬁﬁiégﬁﬁjj 20 1~ /)”UI_t':PE’Jt ER A
EEIEZERr, BORPAARMEE S T R M A0EE, 1R I, Hﬂ?g/l\l;lﬂ (#n ve, ile,
hem':+ hem, ne-- ne) HJRESESCINE X LRYUA, [KIHXEE MM A ERHE R,

WZERM LR E T H, X Bl AKEEHHESIIFRT T EkcsE, Wik EAR Bl
PR SR f, RSN, “EARBIRG TIERED, WHSORL EEE 22, X hT
, WHEANRM B IES SRR AR T ESR, I EME IR A X AT T LR,
RNy HET Tf%AEEﬁ:.ﬁ, [FIE A BT B EA 30 438, BRAAERE R fRiE
A FESOERMERER, MRS, WE NRBRAENGESARMIN A, M AE,

Si—ImIFT A B4R,

FAROAT R ARG oy e iR, BN FAEMNERERZE AN Microsoft Excel, AfF
Y= —E B A W IER 5 BIR A0 I3 TSR B 4y e oo, WF2e4s hb e LLB 01T /AL
, HEE LGS T TR,

WFFREE R, Bl KPR ARAE BAEEEEE ) H R IMBAf, Hrf, KAEEE  “cinkd”
FIIEMRE ., R IRENEREASN “cinki - bu yizden” . “ya — hem” LM “ne — ama
7o W FAERIRINZEEE  “vac- ya da” H5EEEE “net ne de” 5 E XA EIE
BimOZEH (40 “hem'-- hem” . “veya” ) FHIRIE, TEF KR XRHIEE  “bu yizden” Fn  “bu
nedenle” WY, HRFERSDIFHLE  “cinkt” 1RBIE ; BA Y FAEMRIEBEEE T T HER
RN KR, MIFRRX R, BIARME, FREREKY, FARBRAERELMES, EX T

T ERORIB B PR GE ) PR AR SR IE R SR SR AFAE — & R M,

XiE . EE ; BERES ; RFRRET) s B HHBERE ES A

CTpyKTypHpOBaHHAsi AHHOTAIUSA:

XOTS COI03BI B npenoaaBaHuu TYPEHKOI'0 A3bIKa pacCMaTpUBAKOTCA Kak (bOpMEU'H;HI;IfI SI3BIKOBOM
JJICMCHT, B HeﬁCTBHTCHLHOCTH OHU ABJIAIOTCA OCHOBHBIMHU CPEACTBAMU OpraHu3aliii AUCKYpCa,
CTPYKTYPUPYIOIIUMHA CMBICJI. Ocob6enHo JUTA U3yvdaroniux TprHKI/Iﬁ S3BIK KaK BTOpOﬁ SI3BIK O6y‘l€HI/IC COK03aM
KakK B UX (bOpMaJ'II)HOM, TaK U B q)yHKIII/IOHaJ'IBHOM acIeKTax UMeeT OOJIBIIOE 3HAaUeHHE JJIs pa3BUTHUS HABBIKOB
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MOHUMAHHSA M CO3JAHMS TEKCTOB. B 3TOM KOHTEKCTE LENbI0 HACTOSIIETO WCCICAOBAHMS SBIACTCS aHAIN3
YpOBHS BIAJCHUS 3HAYCHHEM W OCOOCHHOCTSMH YIOTPeOJeHHS COI030B CTyACHTaMH YypoBHA BI,
M3yYaIOMIMH TyPEIKUH S3bIK KaK HHOCTpaHHBIH. MccnenoBanre Takyke HalpaBIeHO Ha IEMOHCTPAIIHIO TOTO,
YTO HMCIOJB30BAHNE COI030B HEIIOCPEACTBEHHO CBS3aHO HE TOJIBKO C TPAMMATHUYECKON MPaBIIIBHOCTBIO MTPH
W3yYeHUH S$3bIKa, HO W C MEJOCTHOCTHIO [HUCKypca M TPaBWIBHBIM YCTAaHOBIICHHEM CEMaHTHYECKIX
orHOomeHNH. OCHOBHAsI LENb WCCIICAOBAHHS 3aKIIOYACTCsA B BBISBICHHH THIIOB OIIMOOK, IOMYCKaeMBIX
WHOCTpPaHHBIMU CTyZCHTaMU YpoBHs B1 mpu UCHONIB30BaHUM COIO30B B TYPELKOM SI3BIKE, OMPENETICHUN TeX
TUIIOB COO30B, KOTOPBIC BBI3BIBAIOT HAWOOJBIINC 3aTPYJAHCHUS, a TaKKe NPUYMH BO3HUKHOBCHHUS 3THX
TPYAHOCTEH.

HccrnenoBanre HOCUT OMKCATENBHBIA XapaKTep U OCHOBAHO Ha cOOpEe M aHAJIN3¢ KOJUYCCTBCHHBIX
JaHHBIX. MccnenoBaTeabCKyIO IPYIITy COCTABIUIN 73 HHOCTPAHHBIX CTYAEHTA, 3aBEPIIUBIINX 00yUYCHUE HA
ypoBHe B1 B lleHTpe NpUKIATHBIX UCCICIOBAHWN W TPEHOIABAHUS S3BIKOB OJHOTO U3 YHHUBEPCHTETOB
pernona MpamopHoro Mopst B 2024-2025 yueOHOM TOy. YUACTHHKH Pa3iHdaliiuCh IO BO3PACTY, TOIY U
POIHOMY SI3BIKY (apaOCKHM, aHTIMHCKWHA, PpaHIly3CKUl, pycckuid u ap.). Takoe pazHOOOpas3ue MO3BOJIUIO
pPaccMOTpeTh TPYAHOCTH, BOHUKAIOUIKE IPH 00YUICHUH COI03aM, & TAKXKE BO3MOXKHBIC ITyTH UX MIPEOIOTICHUS
¢ 6oJiee MIMPOKOM TOUKU 3PEHHUSI.

Ha »stame cOopa maHHBIX HCHONB30Banack ¢opMa Ha JoNMoJTHeHHE c0I030B. [Ipm pazpabotke
WHCTPYMEHTA HCCIICJOBAaHUS CHadala OBLIM M3Y4YCHHI ydeOHas mporpaMMa W Y9eOHHKH, MIPOBEAEH aHAIN3
HAay4HOH JUTEpaTypbl U C(HOPMHPOBAH MEPEUCHb COIO30B, COOTBETCTBYIOLIMX ONPEACIEHHOMY YPOBHIO
oOyueHHs. 3aTeM COI03bl OBUTH KIaCCU(HUIIMPOBAHBI B COOTBETCTBHHM C WX CCMAaHTHYCCKUMHU
XapaKTepUCTUKAMU Ha COCIMHUTENbHbIC, IPOTUBUTENbHBIE, IPUYMHHBIE U BpeMeHHble. [locie sToro Oblia
MOJIrOTOBJICHA TEPBOHAYAIbHAS Bepcus (OpMBI, BKIOUaBiias 37 3amaHWii ¢ mpomyckamu. B Heé Bomwiu
COeIMHUTEINIBbHBIE COIO3HI (ve, ile, -de, ya da, hem... hem(de), ne... ne (de), ya... ya da), npoTHBHUTEIbHBIC
coro3bl (ama, fakat, lakin, ancak, oysa), mpuauHHBIE coro3bI (¢linkii, bu yiizden, bu sebeple, bu nedenle), a
TaKXKe BpeMeHHBIE CO03HI (Once... sonra, ayni zamanda). 3aTtem ¢opma ObLIa HAaIlpaBJICHA HIECTH IKCIEPTAM,
paboTaromuM B JAHHOW 00JIACTH, IOCIIEe YeTo B He€ OBLIH BHECEHBI HEOOXOMMbIC M3MCHEHHUS B COOTBETCTBHIH
¢ ux pexomennamusiMu. Kpome toro, Ha ocHoBe pacuéta UHaekca coaepskaTenbHoil Banuanoctu (Content
Validity Index, CVI) ObUti UCKITIOYCHBI IEBAThH 3aJaHHM, TTOTYIUBIINX 3HaueHue Hike 0,83, B pesynbTaTe
Yero KOJMYECTBO 3aJaHuid COKPATHiIOCh 10 28. CortacHO AKCIIEPTHRIM OIICHKaM, BpEMEHHEIE COFO3HI (Once. ..
sonra, ayni zamanda) U NPOTUBHUTENBHBII COI03 (Oysa) ObUIM MCKIIIOUYEHBI HAa OCHOBaHMHU uX 3HaueHui CVI.
ITo 3T0i1 NpUUMHE BpeMEHHBIE CO03bI He ObLIM BKIIOYEHBI B HACTOsIIEe MccieaoBanue. Jlanee ocraBuinecs
28 3aganmii 6buTH coKpaiieHsl 10 20 ¢ y4éTOM UX PEIPEe3CHTATUBHOCTH B CEMAaHTUYECKOM KilaccuuKanuu u
cooTBeTcTBUS TpeboBaHusM ypoBHS Bl. Kaxmoe 3amanue coxmepkano MPOIMyCK A COI03a, KOTOPBIH
CTY/ICHTBI JOJIKHBI OBUTH 3aMI0JHUTH HauOOJIee MOJXO/SIIMM [0 KOHTEKCTY COI030M. B HEKOTOPBIX 3aaHusIX
NpaBWJIbHBIMU NIPU3HABAIUCH HECKOJBKO BApHAHTOB OTBETA, MOCKOJBKY pa3liMuHble CO03bI (Ve, ile, hem...
hem, ne... ne) obecnieunBaIy CEMAaHTUIECKYIO COTTIACOBAHHOCTb.

COop naHHBIX MPOBOAWICSA CPEAM CTYAEHTOB, M3Y4YalOIIMX TYPEUKHH s3bIK Ha ypoBHe B, ¢
UCIIONIb30BaHUEM Pa3padOTaHHOTO MHCTPYMEHTA OLEHKH. VcciaenoBanne NpoBOMIIOCH OTAEIBHO B TPYyIIax
yposas B1. Bo Bpemst mpoBeieHNsI TECTUPOBAHMS CTYAEHTaM ObUTH BhIIaHBI (hOpMa JOOPOBOIBHOTO COTJIACHS,
MOSICHUTENIbHBIA TEKCT M (hopMa Ha JIOMOJHEHHWE coro30B. [lepen HavanoMm mccienoBaHUs JOOPOBOJIBHBIM
Y4acTHHKaM OBUIM MOAPOOHO pa3bsCHEHBl HHCTPYKLMH; BO BpeMs BBITIONHEHHUS 3aJaHUi JaBaluCh
HEOOXOAUMBIE TOSCHEHUS 110 COJEPKaHHI0, ObUIO COOOIIEHO, YTO B HEKOTOPBIX 33JaHHSX MOXKET
CYLIECTBOBAThH OOJiee OHOTO MPABUIILHOTO OTBETA, @ BPEMsl BBIIIOJIHEHHSI ObUIO orpaHuueHo 30 MUHyTaMu.
CryneHTaM Ipeyiarajocs BEIOpaTs COr03, Hanboee MoIXOAAIIHN 11 00eCIeueHIs CMBICIIOBOH IIETIOCTHOCTH
npenioxeHus. Bo BpeMs MpoBeneHusT UCCIISOBaHMsI HAOTIOAATENN CISAMIN 32 TeM, YTOObl yUYACTHUKH HE
MOJIB30BAJIMCH KaKoi-i00 moctoponHeit momobto. Ilocie 3aBepienns paboTsl Bce (HOpMBI OBUTH COOpaHEI.

Jnst aHanmM3a JaHHBIX OBUIM MCIIOJIb30BAHBI PAacyEThl YaCTOT W NMPOLEHTHBIX Moka3zarteneid. OTBETH
cTyzieHTOB ObuTH TepeHeceHb! B Microsoft Excel, mocne yero pacnpenenenue nmpaBuIbHBIX ¥ HEIPaBUIIbHBIX
OTBETOB MO Ka&XKIAOMY 33JaHHIO OBIJIO NMPOaHAIM3UPOBAHO C HMCIHOJIB30BAHUEM YaCTOTHOTO W IIPOLEHTHOTO
aHanuza. [lomydeHHblE pe3ysbTaThl OBUIM BHU3YAJIM3UPOBAaHBI B BHAE TpadUKOB M 3aTeM HOAPOOHO
MHTEPIPETHPOBAHEL.

PesynbraTel HccnenoBaHUS MOKa3aldH, 4YTO CTYJAEHTHl ypoBHS Bl B nenoMm mpoaeMOHCTpHPOBAIU
XOpOIIUH YPOBEHb BIAJEHUS yNoTpeOicHneM coro3oB. Hambosee BBICOKHMI MOKa3aTeNlb YCHEIIHOCTH OBLT
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3a(UKCHPOBAH NPH UCTIOIH30BaHNU PUIMHHOTO corfo3a «¢iinkii». HanbomnpIime 3aTpy 1HEeHIS BRI3BIN TIAphI
cor030B «ciinkii — bu yiizden», «ya — hem» u «ne — amay». HexoTopblie CTyI€HTBI ITyTaj Il COCAMHUTEIbHBIN
COI03 «ya... ya da» U OTpHUIIaTEeIbHEII COI03 «ne... ne de» co CTPYKTypaMu, OJIM3KUMHU 110 3HAYEHHUIO, HO HE
COOTBETCTBYIOITMH KOHTEKCTY, TakUMHU Kak «hem... hem» u «veyay». [Ipu ucmonb30BaHIHM TPUIAHHBIX
co1030B «bu yiizden» u «bu nedenle» cTyneHTB HEpEKO CMELIMBAIIM UX C COIO30M «ciinkil»; kpome TOTO,
HEKOTOpBIE W3 HHX B 3aBHCHMOCTH OT KOHTEKCTAa YCTAaHABIHMBAJIM OTHOIICHUS TIOSICHEHUS WIIH
MIPOTUBOTIOCTABJICHHSI BMECTO MPUUUHHO-CIICICTBEHHOMN CBSA3H. B 11eJ10M pe3ynbTaThl CBUIETENBCTBYIOT O TOM,
YTO CTYACHTHI IOCTATOYHO YBEPEHHO BIAACIOT 0a30BBIMU COIO3aMH, OAHAKO UCHBITHIBAIOT TPYAHOCTH MpPU
UCIIONIb30BAaHUM TEX THIIOB COIO30B, KOTOpBIC TpeOYyrOT Ooyiee TIyOOKOr0 MOHMMAaHHS KOHTEKCTa WU
JIUCKYPCHUBHOM OpraHU3alluy TEKCTa.

KaioueBble cioBa: COI03, TpaMMaTU4YeCKasa KOMIICTCHIMA, KOMMYHUKATHBHAd KOMIICTCHIMA,
npenogaBaHUC TYPCUKOI'O A3bIKa KaK BTOPOI'O SI3bIKa.

o -

T gep! UTST & TR1&0T H WUSTHT (Conjunctions) BT T TR HIN® I & =Y H Ul
ST 8, arad | & 37T T FAufor 5 aret Hayd ared-fa=omg ud vaed (S i™) Suaur § | favy
w0 ¥ feedta v e are faenfiat & fo St & siiuamies aut srafeeds gl uel o1 e urs-
IJcTeH 3R UTS-SY HIA & AT B €Y T 3dd Hedqu o | 341 T H, 39 31ereH &1 352d faceh
YT & =0 H | G- a1d Bl TR & [aeniial &) Jaieis! o o Td 377 JamTd Tun & dae d &
BT TN BT 1 HeTTT BT I22y gg it UehRid & 2 6 Hiwr- i & Wit o1 uai dad
THR I Yl I AT g &, Sfew T8 Yad- Bt THUT IUT ST el o1 Tt RITom § of yes
w0 T YEfd 31 39 MY BT JoF I U8 WY BT § [ B1 TR & A= faemdf gt wron & daieiet
& YA & SR {59 UHR Bt Ffeai ad &, [ UHR & TaSTh! & TaRT H 3¢ Hi-Ts gl § aUT 3qdb
& HH-8 R SR 8

g 31egg qUHTEH® (Descriptive) Ui BT & TUT AEHS Hs! & Yba U9 [ARAI TR
TR §1 31T T | 2024-2025 Q&MOIH I8 & SR ARRT & FRya ta fayfaemera & v fRreror
VAN Td SFHY $g H B1 TR U1 oA arat 73 fag=ht faemdf afifera 91 ufavrh smy, fom qur
TTGUTST (3R, 3l i, = 3f) & =P 3 fafqy 1 59 fafaerdr 2 Saieie! & fRrefor & o aret
HiSATSAl qUT 3D FUTAT FHTUTH] BT 3Hfh ATYD VDU H URIEUT B BT AR YaH ol

&m?fw%ﬁvmmﬁwqﬁm (Conjunction Completion Form) BT I9GNT foan |
3G IUHRY & (A0 & SR TAUYH UTeashy qUT UISaqdeh] T Uiern fbar mar, Geftra anfee
Tfen o1 7S aut RufiRa TR & SET TAed! &1 U Iha- daR a1 17| S9% 918 34 JaIes! &l
I ST T[0T & SMTYR TR ANEHD (additive), FARIUTHD (adversative), HRUMED (causal) TUT BT
(temporal) TASIH! & =0 H Fiffgrd fopam 7| deaera Rad ®IF gfd UHR & 37 w4l ara1 U6 URM®
UUF dOR fomar man) EFW'E[WW (ve, ile, -de, ya da, hem... hem(de), ne... ne (de), ya...
ya da), fRIUTHS TaoIe (ama, fakat, lakin, ancak, oysa), PIRUITHD Gl (¢linkii, bu yiizden, bu sebeple,
bu nedenle) HWWW(énce... sonra, aynt zamanda)ﬂ'&lﬁ‘lﬁal WUW wmaﬁ%a%g
faRws & U N T SR IS GIATA & YR W 3aRgSH G=Med fby 1 Wy g, arht deran
GADID (Content Validity Index — CVI) $1 TUHT & URUIERGRY 0.83 ¥ & A U HR dTel 9 Ui
DI U0 I gl far T, o usll 1 e g 28 X8 TR | ORISRl &1 I & AR HIenTd TTold
(6nce... sonra, ayni zamanda) YT [EREICCASPINEY (oysa) P 396 CVI AHl & YR W ger™T T
RO, HITd o] b1 39 3ieqgd o affferd =gt fosar man| dagtd 2y 28 wslf &) S
Fiffevur & It ufafAfererdr auT B1 TR &1 SMIRaHdsit & STUR WR "eTdh 20 Ul &1 ifaw =g faan
T U Uy § U eI &1 Rad ®iF o1, o’ faanfial 9§ deufgea qatfte suged e gri
w%mWWIWq%ﬁﬁW@WW(Ve ile, hem... hem, ne. ne)mx?r{?hﬁw
R B & HRUT THIUDS IR B! Te! WieR foar T
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TR BT 7T A0 IUSHROT & HEH J B1 TR W go! ARG aral faenfial § sifers e feu
Y| UEefUr BT T B1 TR B Hems § Yyb-gYcs fobar Tl wem § usienr & SR faenfiat ol
oI gfdd U3 & 91y Wiasd TgHIRTar U 9T U ORI UId Hit U foram | uieror sy
B 9 Ugd W1 F U a4 aret faenfial o1 M Wy U ¥ 99 T Tie0 & GRE U4l & favg o
STaRH PTHUI 4T T, 75 off §aman 71 foh T Uil & U § 31 Tg) STR 81 Uohd ©; adT S &
& forg 30 e &1 W faifva foean man) ol 9 een o1 13 1 9 faw 7w argw o srfra srasar
AT H I FaTS Iugad HASID I | TIE01 & SR Tderd! = I gfed fosar fos faenffar
| fHdl UHR D1 S18<0 TeTadl Ut = 81| UR1&0T GHIW giH R G+ Ju Tehd R e g

&r‘?m‘r & fa=zawor & fog Gflq%f (Frequency) d¥T gfa=rd (Percentage) ARG IR R R
% JW Microsoft Excel H RIFART fbT T 3R TS U & gt TG el IR BT fA=Awor S1gfey qut
TR & STYR TR o 7| 39 9T B S &1 ST (Graphs) & T I TR o T 04T 31
faeqa fa=ayor fasar |

ST & URUIH! T I8 WE g3 fh B1 TR & faenfial 3 qmmad: Jaeis! & T § Sl
TR o | Faifie Thadl HRUTES T «giinkii» o TN H U 85 | T IS YT Id A
aﬁw«gﬁnkii—bu yiizden», «ya — hem» dYT «ne — amay» YT 7Y | WW%WW
«ya... ya day TYT THRIHD AT «ne... ne de» oI 3f B 2P I e df e w1 e 9 S{FUYdd
m—ﬂah Y «hem... hem» 31T «veya», B T4 YT fFar| 33t YR, FRUTHS Jae AT B
CI| WW «bu yiizden» dYUl «bu nedenle» & g o off faenffay 3 B% «ciinkii» & a1y s ﬁV_EIT,
S e [aaiial 7 TR SRUTES d6¢ & RIM R ARATHD 31dl [aRIUTHS Faie R
fear| w1 v 9 frey g gxfd € b faenlf snurya et & van # g €, fobg S Yol &
TRINT H i3S 3gHd Bd & e fRre TeuTrd T Uaamiere (discursive) T B 310e BIct B

Pl Xeq: YAISID, BRIV G&fdT, YIRS Gefdl, gt UTST & =0 B bl UTNT BT e

Yapilandirilmis Ozet:

Baglaglar Tiirkge 6gretiminde bigimsel bir unsur olmakla birlikte anlami yapilandiran temel sdylem
araglaridir. Ozellikle ikinci dil dgrenicileri icin baglaclarin hem bicimsel hem islevsel yénleriyle dgretimi,
metin liretme ve anlama becerilerinin gelistirilmesi agisindan biiylik dnem tasimaktadir. Bu kapsamda
¢alismanin amaci, yabanci dil olarak Tiirk¢e 6grenen Bl seviyesindeki dgrencilerin baglaclarin anlam ve
kullanim 6zelliklerine iliskin yeterliklerini incelemektir. Calisma, bagla¢ kullaniminin dil 6greniminde sadece
dilbilgisel dogrulukla degil, ayn1 zamanda sdylem biitlinliigii ve anlam iliskilerinin dogru kurulmasiyla da
dogrudan iligkili oldugunu gostermeyi hedeflemektedir. Temel amag, B1 diizeyindeki yabanci 6grencilerin
Tiirkgede baglag kullaniminda ne tiir hatalar yaptiklari, hangi baglag tiirlerinde zorlandiklart ve bu durumun
nedenlerini ortaya koymaktir.

Bu arastirma, betimsel nitelikte olup nicel veri toplama ve ¢éziimleme islemlerine dayanmaktadir.
Aragtirmanin calisma grubunu, Marmara Bélgesinde bulunan bir iiniversitedeki Dil Ogretimi Uygulama ve
Aragtirma merkezindeki egitim goren B1 kurunu tamamlamig 73 yabanct 6grenci olugturmaktadir. Katilimet
ogrenciler, farkli yas, cinsiyet ve farkli ana dillerine (Arapga, Ingilizce, Fransizca, Rusca vb.) sahiptir. Bu
cesitlilik, baglaglarin 6gretiminde karsilasilan zorluklarin ve ¢éziim onerilerinin daha genis bir perspektiften
incelenmesine olanak tanimustir.

Veri toplama asamasinda bagla¢ tamamlama formu kullanilmistir. Veri toplama aracinin
hazirlanmasinda, ilk olarak 6gretim programlar1 ve ders kitaplar1 incelenmis, alanyazin taramasi yapilmis ve
belirlenen diizeye gore bir bagla¢ havuzu olusturulmustur. Ardindan bu baglaglar, anlamsal 6zelliklerine gore
smiflandirilmistir (ekleyen, karsitsal, nedensel ve zamansal baglaglar). Daha sonra bosluk doldurma tiiriindeki
maddelerden olugan 37 maddelik bir form hazirlanmistir. Baglag tamamlama formunun 37 maddelik halinde
ekleyen baglaclar1 (ve, ile, -de, ya da, hem ... hem(de), ne... ne (de), ya...ya da), karsitsal baglaglar (ama,
fakat, lakin, ancak, oysa), nedensellik baglaglar1 (¢ilinkii, bu ylizden, bu sebeple, bu nedenle), zamansal
baglaclar (Once...sonra, ayn1 zamanda) baglaclari ile baglanan ciimleler yer almistir. Form alanda ¢alisan alt:
uzmana gonderilmis ve uzmanlardan gelen degerlendirmelere gore diizeltmeler yapilmistir. Ayrica uzman
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goriisleri ile Kapsam Gegerlik Indeksi (KGI) hesaplamasi yapilarak 0,83 {in altinda puan alan 9 madde formdan
cikarilmistir. Formdaki madde say1si 28 olmustur. Uzman gériisleri sonucunda KGI degerlerine gére zamansal
baglaglar (Once...sonra, ayn1 zamanda) ve Karsitsal baglag (Oysa) elenmistir. Bu yiizden ¢alismada zamansal
baglaglar yer almamigtir. Kalan 28 madde, anlamsal siniflamadaki temsiline ve B1 diizeyinin ihtiyaglarina
gore 20 madde olarak son halini almistir. Formda her madde bir baglag boslugu igermektedir ve 6grencilerden
bu boslugu baglama uygun en dogru baglacla doldurmalar1 istenmistir. Baz1 maddelerde birden fazla baglag
(ve, ile, hem...hem, ne...ne) anlamsal uyum sagladig1 i¢in verilen cevaplar dogru kabul edilmistir.

Hazirlanan 6lgme araci ile B1 diizeyinde Tiirkge 6grenen dgrencilerden veri toplanmis. Uygulama,
B1 kuru 6grencilerin oldugu siniflarda ayr1 ayr1 yapilmistir. Smif ortaminda gerceklestirilen uygulamada
baglag tamamlama formu ile birlikte 6grencilere Goniilliiliik formu ve agiklayict metin verilmistir. Goniillii
olan ogrencilere Uygulama dncesinde yonergeler agiklanmis, uygulama sirasinda 6grencilere konu hakkinda
aciklama yapilmis, her madde i¢in birden fazla dogru yanit olabilecegi belirtilmis ve yanit siiresi 30 dakika
olarak smirlandirilmistir. Ogrencilerden, verilen ciimlede anlam biitiinliigiinii saglayacak en uygun baglaci
secmeleri istenmistir. Uygulama esnasinda gozetmenler, 6grencilerin digsal yardim almalarini engellemistir.
Uygulama bittikten sonra formlar toplanmistir.

Verilerin ¢dziimlenmesinde siklik ve yiizde hesaplamasi yapilmustir. Ogrencilerin yanitlart Microsoft
Excel’e aktarilmis ve her bir soruya iliskin dogru-yanlis dagilimlar1 frekans ve yiizde hesaplamalari ile analiz
edilmistir. Bulgular grafikler araciligiyla gorsellestirilmis, ardindan ayrintili yorumlar yapilmistir.

Calismanin sonucunda, B1 diizeyindeki dgrencilerin baglag¢ kullanim: konusunda genel olarak iyi bir
performans sergiledikleri goriilmistiir. En yiiksek bagar1 orani nedensel baglaglardan “ciinkii” baglacinda
olmustur. En ¢ok karigtirtlanlar ise “¢iinkii — bu yiizden”, “ya — hem” ve “ne — ama” baglaglar1 olmustur.
Ekleme baglaci olan “ya... ya da” baglaci ve olumsuzluk belirten “ne... ne de” baglaci ise baz1 dgrenciler
tarafindan anlamca yakin, ancak baglam dis1 yapilarla karistirilmistir (hem... hem, veya). Nedensellik iligkisi
kuran “bu yiizden”, “bu nedenle” gibi baglaclarda 6grenciler “¢iinkii” ile anlami karistirabilmis; bazilar
baglamsal olarak nedensellik yerine aciklama ya da karsithik iligkisi kurmustur. Genel olarak bulgular,
Ogrencilerin temel baglaclarda yeterli olduklarini ancak baglama dayali ve sdylemsel bilgi gerektiren baglag
tiirlerinde zorlandiklarini gostermektedir..

Anahtar Kelimeler: Baglayicilar, dilbilgisel yeterlik, iletisimsel yeterlik, Tiirk¢enin ikinci dil olarak
Ogretimi.
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Introduction

The teaching of conjunctions in Turkish is not merely a formal linguistic component but also
a fundamental discourse mechanism that structures meaning. This is because conjunctions are
linguistic devices that ensure the coherence and fluency of texts at both structural and semantic levels.
They serve as essential tools for establishing logical transitions between ideas, maintaining the flow
of meaning, and constructing discourse coherence. In Turkish, conjunctions are strategic linguistic
elements that determine intra-sentential structures, inter-sentential connections, and the overall
integrity of expression (Aksan, 1995; Gencan, 2001).

Korkmaz (2014) defines conjunctions as grammatical elements that connect words and word
groups, sentences, and sometimes even paragraphs in terms of both form and meaning, while
establishing various semantic relationships between the expressions they connect and the functions
they assume. Tagbey (2020) describes conjunctions as linguistic units that help maintain structural
and semantic unity in spoken and written discourse and play a significant role in the construction of
the intended message. Conjunctions are fundamental linguistic components that establish semantic
relationships within a text and ensure cohesion and coherence between sentences and paragraphs
(Halliday & Hasan, 1976). Therefore, the accurate and functional use of conjunctions constitutes one
of the primary determinants of effective text production. This demonstrates that conjunctions possess
not only a grammatical function but also a discourse-related one.

In the teaching of conjunctions, merely conveying their formal characteristics is often
insufficient. Indeed, Iscan (2020) notes that students frequently experience difficulties in using
conjunctions appropriately within context, even when they know their correct forms. This situation
highlights the importance of functional and context-based approaches in language teaching.
Similarly, Varisoglu and Hamzaday1 (2018) state that conjunctions ensure coherence between
paragraphs and therefore perform a highly significant function in maintaining the semantic integrity
of spoken and written texts (Varisoglu & Hamzadayi, 2018).

The contribution of conjunctions to the structural organization of texts has been clearly
emphasized in text analysis and discourse analysis studies (Beaugrande & Dressler, 1981). This
suggests that conjunctions also facilitate foreign learners’ comprehension and interpretation of texts
by supporting their ability to analyze textual structures and convey meaning effectively.

For foreign students, the accurate use of conjunctions is a critical indicator of their ability to
establish clear, coherent, and meaningful communication in both written and spoken discourse.
According to the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR, 2001), a
learner at the B1 level should be able to express themselves intelligibly by establishing simple
relationships of cause and effect, contrast, and simultaneity between ideas. However, in practice,
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students are often observed to use conjunctions in a rote manner and experience difficulties in
distinguishing the structures required by different contexts (Schleppegrell, 2004). This situation may
lead foreign learners to encounter challenges in both receptive skills (reading and listening) and
productive skills (writing and speaking), which can, in turn, negatively affect their motivation in the
language learning process.

Halliday and Hasan (1976), within the framework of cohesion theory, identified conjunctions
as important linguistic devices that establish semantic relationships within a text and classified them
into four main categories: additive, adversative, causal, and temporal conjunctions. Additive
conjunctions are used to add information to a text or to connect similar elements (e.g., ve, ayrica).
Adversative conjunctions establish a relationship of contrast or unexpectedness between two
statements (e.g., ama, ayrica). Causal conjunctions express the reason for or the result of an event
(e.g., ctinkii, bu yiizden). Temporal conjunctions, on the other hand, indicate the chronological or
logical sequence of events (Halliday & Hasan, 1976).

The CEFR (2001) states that a learner at the Bl level should be able to use sufficient
linguistic structures to connect ideas and establish relationships of causality and contrast. However,
classroom practices have shown that students tend to rely primarily on frequently used conjunctions
such as ve, ama, and ¢iinkii, while either failing to use more complex structures or using them in
inappropriate contexts (Schleppegrell, 2004). Similarly, Karako¢ Oztiirk and Alan (2020)
demonstrated that the diversity of conjunctions used in the written productions of foreign learners is
relatively limited and that students frequently depend on basic conjunctions such as ama/c¢iinkii.

In the teaching of Turkish as a foreign language, the instruction of conjunctions is
particularly important in terms of discourse competence. According to the communicative
competence model proposed by Canale and Swain (1980), effective communication requires not only
linguistic competence but also discourse competence. Discourse competence involves the ability to
produce meaningful, coherent, and cohesive texts, and within this context, conjunctions play a pivotal
role (as cited in Bachman, 1990). From this perspective, it can be argued that the accurate use of
conjunctions depends not only on linguistic competence but also on conceptual competence.

Ercan Giiven and Akpmar (2020) argue that the lack of functional and context-based
approaches in the teaching of conjunctions contributes significantly to learner errors. Within the
functional language teaching approach, the use of language in authentic contexts and the presentation
of linguistic forms in integration with meaning are considered essential (Nunan, 1991). Furthermore,
they emphasize that when instructional materials fail to present the functional distinctions among
conjunctions in a comparative manner, learners tend to make superficial and contextually
inappropriate choices (Ercan Giliven & Akpinar, 2020). Ellis (2003) maintains that teaching linguistic
structures within their contexts of use promotes long-term learning and retention. Similarly, Larsen-
Freeman (2014) highlights that grammatical structures should be approached as part of a dynamic,
usage-based process. These perspectives contribute to making the teaching of conjunctions more
effective. Therefore, the ability of learners of Turkish as a foreign language to use conjunctions
appropriately in accordance with the structure and discourse of a text can be regarded as an important
objective within the framework of functional and context-based language teaching.

In the teaching of Turkish as a foreign language, learners’ inability to use conjunctions
accurately and functionally often leads to problems in maintaining semantic coherence and discourse
flow. Goger (2017) notes that students learning Turkish as a foreign language are often unable to use
cohesive devices effectively in their written productions. Similarly, Biiyiikikiz and Hasirc1 (2013)
report that learners demonstrate limited variety in their use of conjunctions and experience
difficulties in establishing relationships within a text. Karatay (2019) further emphasizes that
conjunctions play a critical role in ensuring textual coherence and that inadequate use of these
structures may result in disruptions in meaning and textual continuity. These findings indicate that
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the teaching of conjunctions should be addressed in a more systematic and structured manner within
the language teaching process.

This issue particularly affects the textual cohesion of B1-level learners in both written and
spoken production. In this context, the primary aim of the present study is to identify the types of
errors B1-level foreign learners make in their use of Turkish conjunctions, determine the conjunction
categories with which they experience the greatest difficulty, and explore the underlying causes of
these difficulties. Accordingly, the study seeks to answer the following research questions:

1. How are the levels of correct use of the targeted conjunctions by Bl-level learners of
Turkish as a foreign language distributed according to semantic relationship categories?

2. Which conjunctions, and consequently which types of semantic relationships, pose the
greatest difficulties for B1-level learners?

Method

In this study, the current level of conjunction knowledge among the target population was
examined on the basis of small-scale quantitative data. Detailed information regarding the research
process is presented below.

Participants

The participants of the study consisted of 73 students enrolled in the B1 level Turkish
language program at a Language Teaching and Research Center (DILMER) of a university located
in the Marmara Region during the 2024-2025 academic year. A convenience sampling method was
employed in the selection of the participants.

The primary rationale for selecting B1-level learners in this study is that this level represents
the transition to the stage of an independent language user. As stated in the Common European
Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR), learners at the B1 level begin to develop the ability
to express their ideas in a more coherent and connected manner through the use of conjunctions. In
this respect, the B1 level provides an appropriate stage of linguistic development for examining both
the variety and accuracy of conjunction use. The participants came from diverse linguistic and
cultural backgrounds, with native languages including Arabic, English, French, Russian, and others.
This diversity enabled the challenges encountered in conjunction instruction, as well as potential
solutions, to be examined from a broader perspective. The students varied in age, gender, and
nationality and were enrolled in a university Turkish Language Teaching Center. However,
demographic characteristics were excluded from the scope of the study.

Development of the Data Collection Instrument

A conjunction completion form was used during the data collection phase. In the
development of the data collection instrument, language teaching curricula and textbooks used in the
teaching of Turkish as a foreign language were first examined. A list of conjunctions was prepared
for each proficiency level, grammatical topics were reviewed, and an extensive literature review was
conducted. Conjunctions are associated with the semantic and grammatical relationships established
between two propositions. However, the present study was limited to the semantic characteristics of
conjunctions and was based on Halliday and Hasan’s (1976) semantic classification of conjunctions,
which includes additive, adversative, causal, and temporal conjunctions.

According to the textbooks and instructional curricula, the initial version of the conjunction
completion form consisted of 37 items containing the selected conjunctions. The form included
sentences connected by additive conjunctions (ve, ile, -de, ya da, hem ... hem(de), ne ... ne (de), ya
... ya da), adversative conjunctions (ama, fakat, lakin, ancak, oysa), causal conjunctions (¢tinkii, bu
yiizden, bu sebeple, bu nedenle), and temporal conjunctions (6nce ... sonra, ayni zamanda). The form
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was submitted to six experts working in the field of teaching Turkish as a foreign language for
evaluation. The experts who reviewed the data collection instrument have both theoretical and
practical experience in the field of Turkish as a foreign language education. Among them, one holds
the academic rank of Associate Professor, four are Lecturers, and one is currently pursuing a doctoral
degree in the same field.

The Davis (1992) technique was employed to evaluate expert opinions. Within the
framework of this technique, experts were asked to assess each item using a four-point rating scale:
(1) The item is unnecessary / does not represent the construct, (2) The item requires major revision,
(3) The item requires minor revision, and (4) The item adequately represents the construct. The
Content Validity Index (CVI) for each item was calculated by dividing the number of experts who
assigned ratings of 3 or 4 by the total number of experts. In accordance with the Davis (1992)
technique, ratings of 3 and 4 were considered indicators that the item adequately represented the
intended construct. According to this method, when evaluations are conducted by five or six experts,
a minimum CVI value of 0.83 is recommended as the criterion for item-level content validity.
Accordingly, nine items with CVI values below 0.83 were removed from the instrument. In addition,
the experts’ evaluations, recommendations, and suggestions for improvement were taken into
consideration. Following this stage, the number of items in the form was reduced to 28.

As a result of the expert evaluations, the temporal conjunctions “énce...sonra’ and “ayni
zamanda”, as well as the adversative conjunction “oysa”, were excluded from the instrument.
Consequently, temporal conjunctions were not included in the study. Ultimately, the conjunction
completion form was finalized with 20 items, taking into account the representation of conjunctions
within the semantic classification framework. Each item in the form contained a single conjunction
gap, and students were asked to complete the gap with the most appropriate conjunction according
to the context. For certain items, more than one conjunction (e.g., ve, ile, hem...hem, ne...ne) was
considered acceptable because these conjunctions provided semantic compatibility within the given
context. Therefore, responses containing any of these conjunctions were evaluated as correct.

Data Collection Procedure

The study was conducted in classrooms consisting of B1-level learners. During the classroom
implementation, students were provided with both the Conjunction Completion Form and an
informed consent/voluntary participation form. Prior to the administration of the instrument,
instructions were explained to the volunteer participants, and students were informed that more than
one response could be considered correct for certain items. The response time was limited to 30
minutes. Students were asked to select the conjunction that most appropriately completed each
sentence and ensured semantic coherence within the given context. Throughout the administration
process, proctors monitored the classroom to prevent students from receiving any form of external
assistance. Upon completion of the application, all forms were collected for analysis.

Data Analysis

Simple descriptive statistical techniques were employed in the analysis of the data.
Descriptive statistics facilitate the organization, summarization, and interpretation of data by
converting observations into numerical values and identifying relationships among variables. Within
this framework, frequency and percentage calculations were performed. The students’ responses
were transferred to Microsoft Excel, and the distributions of correct and incorrect responses for each
item were analyzed using frequency and percentage calculations. The findings were then visualized
through graphs and subsequently interpreted in detail. As a result of this analysis, students’ rates of
correct responses, patterns of incorrect responses, and the types of conjunctions with which they
experienced the greatest difficulty were identified.
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The study was reviewed and approved by the Social and Human Sciences Ethics Committee
of the relevant university, as documented in its decision dated 21 March 2025 and numbered 746789.
During the research process, data were collected from participants on a voluntary basis, personal
information was kept confidential, and all data were used solely for scientific purposes. Participants
were informed about the purpose of the study, and the necessary informed consent procedures were

carried out prior to data collection.

Findings

This section presents the findings regarding the distribution of B1-level learners’ correct use
of conjunctions according to semantic relationship categories, as well as the conjunctions and
semantic relationships with which they experience the greatest difficulty. The findings are organized
and discussed in accordance with the research questions.

Conjunction Use Levels According to Semantic Relationships

Additive Conjunctions

The additive conjunctions examined in this study were “ve, ile, -de, veya, ya da, hem ... hem
(de), ya ... ya da, ne ... ne (de)”. The level of correct usage for these conjunctions was found to be
relatively high. The findings regarding the use of the conjunctions ve and ile are presented in Table

1.
Table 1. Descriptive Findings Related to the Conjunctions “ve” and ile”
1. Kitap okumayl ......c.cceevvvneennnnns film izlemeyi 2. Giris belgen ..........c.ccceuueen.e. kimlik kartin
seviyorum. (ve) olmadan sinava giremezsin. (Ve, ile)
Ve: 58 Ve: 33
Hem de / hem: 9 Yada/ Veya: 20
Other: 6 fle: 4
Other: 15
er
"hem", " 0 e
12% 46%
"ve" "ya da
80%

Approximately 80% of the participants provided the
correct answer. This finding indicates that the
conjunction “ve” is largely understood both
grammatically and semantically by the learners.
However, nearly 20% of the students used alternative
conjunctions. In particular, conjunctions such as “hem
de” and “hem” may appear semantically similar, yet
they are not contextually appropriate in the given
sentence.

lilell
6%

The rate of correct usage was 51%. In this item, the
context required the expression of a necessity of
coexistence or joint occurrence. However,
approximately half of the students opted for
conjunctions such as “ya da” and “veya”.

The findings concerning the use of the conjunctions “ya da / ya ... ya da” are presented in

Table 2.

Table 2. Descriptive Findings Related to the Conjunctions “ya da/ya ... ya da”
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3.Cay .ccueenenn. kahve ikram 4o cvieiininnne bu sinavdan 5. e otobiisle
edebilirim, hangisini istersin? gecersin ........... kur tekrari gidecegiz ......... taksi
(Ya da, veya) yaparsin, sen bilirsin! cagiracagiz. (Ya.......... ya da)

(Ya.......... ya da)
Yada/ Veya: 58 Ya... yada: 51 Ya... yada: 47
Ve: 8 Ne... ne: 4 Hem... hem de: 6
Hem: 4 Hem... hem: 4 Ne... ne de: 7
Other (fle, Yerine, fstemiyorsan): 3 Other: 13 Other (Varsa/voksa, biz...ya da,

Other

"Hem" Other
6% 4% 18
"Ve"

1%
"Ne... ne"
5%
"Yada/ Veya"

79%

There is a high rate of success in
the use of the correct conjunctions.
However, the fact that 11% of the
students preferred “ve” indicates
a confusion between the concepts
of offering alternatives and
expressing accompaniment.

relationship.

There is an approximately 71%
success rate. This is a positive
result. The majority of the students
correctly expressed the alternative

clinkii...hem de vb.): 10

"Ya... ya da" "Hem. - "Ya... ya da"
71% hem de 67%
9%

There is a 67% rate of correct
usage in this sentence. This
indicates that students generally
understand the additive
conjunction structure. However,
nearly 33% of the students
selected conjunctions that were
not appropriate for the structure.

The findings related to the conjunction “de” are presented in Table 3.
Table 3. Descriptive Findings Related to the Conjunction “de”.

6. Simiftaki herkes hafta sonu sinemaya 7. O sofray1 toplady, siz ......... bulasiklar1
gidecekmis, ben .................. gidecegim. yikayin, liitfen.
De: 65 De: 57

Other (Ama, merkeze, kafeye, sonra, ise, sinemaya): 6

llDeU
92%

There is a very high success rate for this item. The
students correctly understood the function of the
conjunction “de”, particularly in expressing inclusion
within a group and establishing an additive
relationship.

Other (Olsa, bu, hemen, ise, o yiizden, sadece, simdi,
bunu, igin): 13

"De"
81%

The 81% success rate is positive. However, the
remaining 19% either omitted the conjunction entirely
or used elements such as “ise, hemen ", and “bu

yiizden”, which may lead to expression errors.
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The findings regarding the use of conjunctions that express equivalence are summarized

below.

Table 4. Descriptive Findings Related to the Conjunctions “Hem ... hem (de)” and “Ne ...

ne (de)”.
8 ..., yemek 9. veveininnns gazete 10. ........... 11. Aksam ¢ok
yaptim ......... temizlik okuyorum............ calisiyorum ......... iini yogundum. .........
yaptim. miizik dinliyorum. versiteye devam odev yapabildim
(Hem........ hem, (Hem....... hem, ediyorum. ... ders
ne.......... ne) ne....... ne) (Hem...... hem, calisabildim. (Ne...... ne

ne......... ne) de)

Hem... hem de / Ne... Hem... hem /Ne... ne: Hem... hem/ Ne... ne: Ne... ne de: 51

ne de: 65
Other (Evde...ve,
ben...ve, diin...ve vb.): 7

"Hem... hem de /
Ne... ne de"
90%

The majority of the
students used the
parallel-structure
conjunctions correctly.

64

Ya...yada: 4
Other (Ben...hem,
ben...ve, her
sabah...ama): 4

" her
Ya. o
yada
5%

"Hem... hem de
/ Ne... ne de"
89%

In this item, the students
connected equivalent
structures using the

appropriate conjunctions.

A small number of
students preferred
alternative conjunctions
such as “ya...ya da”.

62

Ya...yada: 2

Other (Ben...ve, suan...
clinkii, ben... sonra,
birkacg... bile, birak...
bile): 7

her

uY %
ya da

3%
"Hem... hem de

/ Ne... ne de"
87%

Most of the students
correctly used the
appropriate conjunctions
for simultaneous actions.
Those who responded
incorrectly generally
produced options that did
not fully convey the
intended meaning by
using conjunctions or
transition words such as
“bile, ¢tinkii” and “ve”.

Hem... hem de: 11
Other (Adma... ve,
ancak... ve, ya... ya,
keske, bu nedenle... hem
de, ¢iinkii... ve): 9

5

15%
"Ne... ne de"
72%

In this item,
approximately 72% of
the students correctly
expressed the negative
structure using the
appropriate conjunction.
It was observed that
students who selected
affirmative conjunctions
such as “hem... hem”
failed to recognize the
negative logic of the
structure.

www.turkishstudies.net/language



490 Hiilya Katanalp Birogul

The summary findings regarding the use of additive conjunctions are presented in Table 5.
Within this category, the average rate of correct usage is 81%.

Table 5. Summary Table of Findings Related to Additive Conjunctions.

Correct/ Incorrect/
Acceptable Invalid Usage

Conjunction Sample Sentence Usage Rate (%) Rate (%)

Ve 1. Kitap okumayt ............... film izlemeyi seviyorum. 79 21

Ve /ile 2. Girig belgen ............ kimlik kartin olmadan simava 80 20
giremezsin.

Yada/veya 3.Cay ......... kahve ikram edebilirim, hangisini 79 21
istersin?

Yada/veya 4.l bu smavdan gegersin ....... kur tekrar1 77 23
yaparsin, sen bilirsin!

Yada/veya S, otobiisle gidecegiz ............ taksi 69 31
cagiracagiz.

De 6. Smiftaki herkes hafta sonu sinemaya gidecekmis, ben 92 8
.................. gidecegim

De 7. O sofrayi topladi, siz ......... bulasiklar1 yikayin, 81 19
Litfen.

Hem...hem.../ 8. ............ yemek yaptim ......... temizlik yaptim. 92 8

ne ... ne...

Hem...hem.../ 9. ............ gazete okuyorum ............ miizik 93 7

ne ... ne... dinliyorum.

Hem...hem.../ 10. ......... calistyorum ............ iiniversiteye devam 89 11

ne ... ne... ediyorum.

Ne ... ne... 11. Aksam ¢ok yogundum. ......... 6dev yapabildim 72 18
......... ders caligabildim.

Causal Conjunctions
Within the category of causality, data were collected regarding the conjunctions “bu yiizden,

bu sebeple, bu nedenle, ¢iinkii”. The findings related to these conjunctions are presented in table 6
and table 7.
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Table 6. Descriptive Findings Related to the Conjunctions “bu yiizden / bu sebeple / bu
nedenle”.

12. Cok yoruldum, ....... erken 13. Arabam bozuldu, .......... 14. Trafik ¢ok yogundu, ...... ise
yattim. (Bu yiizden, bu sebeple, tramvaya bindim. (Bu yiizden, gec¢ kaldim. (Bu yiizden, bu
bu nedenle) bu sebeple, bu nedenle) sebeple, bu nedenle)
Bu yiizden / bu sebeple / bu Bu yiizden / o yilizden / bu Bu yiizden / bu sebeple / bu
nedenle: 44 sebeple: 66 nedenle: 53
O yiizden: 10 Ve: 3 O yiizden: 9
Ama / fakat: 5 Ama / hemen / ancak: 3 Bunun i¢in: 5
Ciinkii / ve: 6 O nedenle: 1
Other: 8 Other (Ve, ¢iinkii): 5
T T
"Bu \ Bu
yiizden/sebeple/n . "Bu
edenle /O yuzden/sebf: P le/n"ed yiizden/sebeple/nedenle
. " enle /O yiizden .
yiizden 929 /O yiizden"
74% 93%
The proportion of students who In this item, the majority of the In this item, the rate of correct
were able to establish a cause- students (92%) used causal responses was 93%. The
and-effect relationship was 74%. conjunctions correctly. expressions “o yiizden, bunun igin,
However, some students preferred and o nedenle "also complete the
conjunctions expressing contrast, context appropriately.

such as “ama / fakat”.

The findings related to the causal conjunction “¢iinkii” are presented below.

Table 7. Descriptive Findings Related to the Conjunction “¢zinkii .

15. Bugiin okula gitmedim ......... hastaydim. 16. Para biriktiriyorum ......... yeni bir bilgisayar
(ciinkii) almak istiyorum. (ciinkii)

Ciinkii: 68 Ciinkii: 57

Ama / fakat: 2 Bu sebeple / bu yiizden: 2

Other (Bu yiizden, ¢ok): 3 Ama: 4

Other (Bunun i¢in, igin, hem de, ve, ya da, ancak): 10

r
"Clinkd"

" Cunkun 78%
93%

There is an extremely high success rate. The In this item, the success rate was 78%. The causal
conjunction “giinkii” is a causal conjunction that relationship established through “¢iinkii” in Item 15 was
students commonly use in both their spoken and not established at the same rate in this item.

written production.
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The summary findings related to causal conjunctions are presented below. Within this
category, the average rate of correct responses was 87%.

Table 8. Summary Table of Conjunctions Expressing Causal Relationships.

Correct/ Incorrect/
Acceptable Invalid Usage
Conjunction Sample Sentence Usage Rate (%) Rate (%)
Bu yiizden/bu sebeple/
bu nedenle 12. Cok yoruldum, .......... erken yattim. 76 24
Bu ylizden/bu sebeple/ 13. Arabam bozuldu, .......... tramvaya bindim. 93 7
bu nedenle
Bu yiizden/bu sebeple/ - .
bu nedenle 14. Trafik ¢ok yogundu, ......... ise gec kaldim. 85 15
Bu yiizden/bu sebeple/  15. Bugiin okula gitmedim ............
96 4

bu nedenle hastaydim.
Bu yiizden/bu sebeple/  16. Para biriktiriyorum ............ yeni bir

o _ 83 17
bu nedenle bilgisayar almak istiyorum.

Conjunctions Expressing Contrastive Relationships

Among the conjunctions expressing contrastive relationships, “ama, fakat, lakin” were

evaluated.

Table 9. Findings Related to the Conjunctions “ama / fakat / lakin.

17. Tatil plam yaptik
......... iptal etmek
zorunda kaldik. (Ama,
fakat, lakin)

18. Evimde misafir
agirlamayi seviyorum

............ zamanim yok.

(Ama, fakat, lakin)

19. Odevlerimi
bitirdim ............
kontrol etmedim. (Ama,
fakat, lakin)

20. Sinemaya gitmek
istedik ....ccoevnennennns
biletler tiikenmis.
(Ama, fakat, lakin)

Ama / fakat / lakin: 51
Ancak: 3

Ve: 3

Other (I¢in, sonra, zira,
maalesef, bu yiizden, ise
vs.): 16

"Ama/fakat
/ lakin"
70%

Approximately 70% of
the students used the
conjunctions expressing
contrast correctly. Since
“ancak” may also be
considered semantically
appropriate, the success
rate can be evaluated as
74%.

Ama / fakat / lakin: 66
Other (Buna ragmen,
clinkii, hem de, simdi): 7

her
%

" Ama/fakat
/ lakin"
90%

In this sentence, it is
observed that
conjunctions expressing
contrast were largely
selected correctly.

Ama / fakat / lakin: 58
Ancak: 3

Ve: 7

Other (De, zaman, bunun
igin, sonra): 5

cr
" %

4%

"Ama / fakat /
lakin"
80%

n this structure requiring
a contrastive
relationship, 80% of the
students selected the
correct conjunctions. If
“ancak’ 1s also included,
the success rate is 83.6%.

Ama / fakat / lakin: 60
Ancak: 3

Other (Buna ragmen,
hem de, istedigim zaman,
bu yiizden, bunun igin):
10

er
HA %
40
o "Ama / fakat /
lakin"
82%

The majority of the
students correctly used
the contrastive
conjunction “ama” in
this item.
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The summary findings related to conjunctions expressing contrastive relationships are presented in
Table 10. Within this category, the average rate of correct responses was 85%.

Table 10. Summary Table of Conjunctions Expressing Contrastive Relationships.

Correct/ Incorrect/
Acceptable Invalid Usage
Conjunction Sample Sentence Usage Rate (%) Rate (%)
Ama/fakat/lakin 17. Tatil plan1 yaptik ............ iptal etmek 77 23
zorunda kaldik.
. 18. Evimde misafir agirlamay1 seviyorum
Ama/fakat/lakin .+....... zamanim yok. (Ama, fakat, lakin) 20 10
Ama/fakat/lakin 19. OQevlerlml bitirdim ............... kontrol ’4 16
etmedim.
Ama/fakat/lakin 20 Sm?maya gitmek istedik ............ biletler R6 14
tiikenmis.

Examination of the Semantic Relationships That B1-Level Learners of Turkish Experience
Difficulty Establishing

It can be observed that B1-level learners of Turkish demonstrate varying levels of success in the use
of conjunctions according to different semantic relationship categories. For conjunctions expressing additive
relationships, correct usage rates range from 69% to 93%. Within this group, the lowest success rate was
observed in the “ya ... ya da "structure at 69%, followed by the “ne ... ne ...” structure at 72%. In contrast,
correct usage rates were 92% for the conjunction “de”, while the “hem ... hem and ne ... ne ...” structures
yielded correct usage rates of 89%, 92%, and 93%, respectively. The conjunctions “ve” and “ya da / veya”
showed correct usage rates ranging between 77% and 80%. These findings indicate that students are generally
successful in using basic additive conjunctions; however, they experience greater difficulty with structures that
require the expression of alternatives, negative parallelism, and context-dependent coexistence.

For conjunctions expressing causal relationships, correct usage rates ranged from 76% to 96%. The
highest success rate in this category was observed in the item containing the conjunction “giinkii”, with a
correct usage rate of 96%. Success rates for other causal conjunctions were also relatively high. Correct usage
rates for the structures “bu yiizden / bu sebeple / bu nedenle” were found to be 76%, 85%, and 93%,
respectively. These findings suggest that students demonstrate a more consistent level of success in using
conjunctions that establish cause-and-effect relationships. Nevertheless, as observed in the item with a 76%
success rate, some students appeared to confuse causal relationships with conjunctions expressing contrast or
addition. For conjunctions expressing contrastive relationships, correct usage rates ranged from 77% to 90%.
These results indicate that students generally perform well in the use of conjunctions expressing contrast,
although difficulties remain in certain contexts.

Overall, it can be stated that students achieved the highest level of success with conjunctions
expressing causal relationships, followed by conjunctions expressing contrastive relationships. By comparison,
the most variable and fragile performance was observed in the use of conjunctions expressing additive
relationships.

Discussion and Conclusion

When the findings obtained in this study are compared with those reported in the literature, both
similarities and differences emerge. The findings regarding the use of conjunctions by foreign learners of
Turkish indicate that students are generally more successful with basic conjunctions, while experiencing
greater difficulty with conjunctions that require contextual knowledge. For example, Schleppegrell (2004)
states that second-language learners particularly struggle to establish causal and contrastive relationships in
academic discourse. Similarly, the findings of the present study show that the conjunction “giinkii” was used
with an accuracy rate of 95%, suggesting that students are able to process frequently encountered causal
relationships. In contrast, the success rate decreased to 62% for the more complex causal conjunction “bu
yiizden”, indicating that learners experience difficulty establishing cause-and-effect relationships at the
discourse level. This phenomenon is not limited to the present study; Oztiirk and Alan (2020) likewise found
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that students encounter difficulties in establishing advanced cohesive relationships and tend to rely on basic
conjunctions.

According to the theoretical framework proposed by Halliday and Hasan (1976), conjunctions serve
as carriers of logical relationships within a text, and the incorrect selection of conjunctions directly creates
discourse discontinuity. Participants’ tendency to make reverse-direction choices in cause-and-effect
relationships, particularly with conjunction pairs such as “¢iinkii” and “bu yiizden”, indicates that discourse
cohesion has not been fully established. This finding suggests that conjunction errors should be evaluated not
merely as grammatical errors but also as cohesion problems at the textual level. Similarly, Ercan Giiven and
Akpinar (2020) emphasize that students are often unable to distinguish the correct functions of conjunctions
because of the lack of context-based tasks in conjunction instruction, particularly noting high error rates in
relationships of contrast and condition. In the present study, the fact that accuracy rates for paired conjunctions
such as “ya...ya da and ne...ne de” remained at approximately 71-72% suggests that students’ use of these
structures is based more on superficial memorization than on a true understanding of their functional roles.
Ozgelik’s (2023) study supports this conclusion by indicating that learners do not possess sufficient mastery of
the contextual functions of conjunctions. Likewise, Varigsoglu and Hamzadayi (2018), in their study
investigating the level of knowledge about cohesive devices among Cl-level learners of Turkish, found that
students generally lacked substantial knowledge regarding connectors. Nevertheless, they reported that the
observed deficiencies were not severe enough to hinder written or spoken communication.

From the perspective of teaching methods, the “Four Square Writing Model” examined by Tekin and
Kaya (2024) was found to be effective in enhancing cohesion during text production. According to the findings
of Tekin and Kaya (2024), regular and guided production activities significantly improve students’ use of
conjunctions. This model is consistent with the findings of the present study, as the results indicate that students
experienced the greatest difficulty in establishing contextual relationships.

The results of the study indicate that, when using conjunctions, foreign learners need to focus more
on context and semantic relationships than on formal similarity. It was observed that students often used certain
conjunctions in grammatically correct forms but placed them in contexts where they were semantically
inappropriate. Such errors were particularly evident in the use of causal and contrastive conjunctions. This
finding demonstrates that conjunction instruction should not be reduced solely to the teaching of grammatical
rules but should be supported through context-based semantic analysis. Through instructional programs
structured according to text-linguistic approaches, students may develop a more accurate understanding of
semantic relationships. Ellis (2003) argues that the use of linguistic structures in meaningful contexts promotes
lasting learning. Similarly, Larsen-Freeman (2014) maintains that grammar should be viewed not as a static
structure but as a dynamic system of use. The findings of the present study suggest that applying these
approaches in conjunction instruction can be effective.

Biilbiil and Karakas (2024) also found that students experience difficulties in establishing both lexical
and logical coherence during the writing process and tend to arrange words sequentially throughout a
paragraph. Their study revealed that students have difficulty developing vocabulary appropriate to the topic of
a text and encounter problems in supporting lexical resources with conjunction use within a logically coherent
framework (Biilbiil & Karakas, 2024).

The study revealed that Bl-level students generally demonstrated good performance in the use of
conjunctions. The highest success rate was observed in the use of the conjunction “¢iinkii ”. The structures most
frequently confused by students were “¢iinkii — bu yiizden, ya — hem and ne — ama ”. The additive conjunction
“ya... ya da” and the negative conjunction “ne... ne de” were confused by some students with semantically
similar but contextually inappropriate structures such as “hem... hem and veya”. In the case of causal
conjunctions such as “bu yiizden and bu nedenle ”, students sometimes confused their meanings with “¢iinkii ”;
some established explanatory or contrastive relationships instead of causal ones. The difficulties encountered
in establishing contrastive and causal relationships are consistent with the findings reported by Iscan (2020).
However, following the implementation process, students were observed to use conjunctions more accurately
and appropriately within context. This improvement demonstrates the effectiveness of the instructional process.

Students’ overall success rate in the use of contrastive conjunctions (ama, fakat, lakin) was high.
Nevertheless, certain semantic shifts were identified in the use of conjunctions such as “ve, ancak and buna
ragmen”. Error rates were also relatively high in conjunctions expressing more abstract relationships. It was
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understood that students experienced particular difficulties with conjunctions expressing addition, contrast, and
causality. Similar findings reported in the literature support these results. In their analysis of conjunction-
related errors in the writing papers of Bl-level Iranian students whose native language was Persian, Bulut,
Bulut, and Dincel (2024) found that the most prominent errors were associated with the conjunctions “ve and
da”. Biiylikikiz and Hasirc1 (2013) reported that students experience deficiencies in conjunction use, while
Karatay (2019) emphasized the critical role of conjunctions in maintaining textual coherence. Furthermore,
Goger (2017) stated that the inadequate use of cohesive devices negatively affects text quality. The findings of
the present study indicate that such deficiencies can be addressed through appropriate instructional practices.

Material analyses conducted in recent years within the field of teaching Turkish as a foreign language
also support the findings of the present study. The framework program proposed by Karatay and Kaya (2019)
for conjunction instruction in teaching Turkish as a foreign language constitutes a significant contribution to
the field. According to their findings, conjunctions are not presented with sufficient diversity in terms of either
content or function in textbooks, and this deficiency makes it more difficult for learners to use conjunctions
appropriately in context. These findings closely correspond to those of the present study, as most conjunction
selection errors observed here resulted from misinterpretations of the functional value of conjunctions. In
addition, Crossley and McNamara (2012) argue that conjunction use is directly related to text quality. In the
present study, improvements in students’ use of conjunctions were also observed to contribute to greater textual
coherence. This finding supports the view that conjunctions serve not only a grammatical function but also a
discourse-related function.

In particular, the presentation of conjunctions in textbooks through a limited number of examples and
the lack of functional diversification negatively affect students’ ability to use conjunctions appropriately across
different contexts. Overall, the findings indicate that students are proficient in the use of basic conjunctions but
experience difficulties with conjunction types that require contextual and discourse-related knowledge. The
results suggest that conjunction instruction should be approached as a context-based, practice-oriented process
supported by continuous feedback. In this respect, the findings of the present study are largely consistent with
recommendations in the literature. Furthermore, it is believed that studies involving larger samples will make
important contributions to the field by enabling the monitoring of developments in conjunction use over time.

Recommendations

Based on the findings obtained from this study, several recommendations have been developed for the
teaching of Turkish as a foreign language. These recommendations are important both for enhancing the
effectiveness of the instructional process and for improving students’ conjunction use skills. The
recommendations are as follows:

1. Conjunctions should be presented not merely as vocabulary items to be memorized but as tools for
establishing textual and semantic relationships within meaningful contexts.

2. Students may be provided with comparative examples and practical activities demonstrating how
conjunctions are used in different contexts.

3. Task-based and context-oriented teaching methods (e.g., text completion activities, dialogue writing,
and paragraph analysis) may be employed more extensively.

4. Conjunctions expressing contrast, causality, and addition should be taught more carefully, and errors
related to these conjunction types should be systematically analyzed and followed by appropriate
feedback.
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Tiirkceyi Yabanci Dil Olarak Ogrenen B1 Diizeyi Ogrencilerin Baglag Bilgisi Uzerine Bir
Inceleme

Giris

Baglaglar Tiirk¢enin 6gretiminde bi¢imsel bir unsur olmakla birlikte anlami yapilandiran
temel sOylem araglaridir. Ciinkii baglaclar hem yapisal hem anlamsal diizeyde metinlerin
biitiinligiinii ve akiciligini saglayan dilsel araglardir. Baglaglar, diisiinceler arasinda mantikli gegisler
saglamanin, anlam akigini siirdiirmenin ve sdylem biitiinliiglinii olusturmanin temel araglar1 arasinda
yer alir. Tiirkgede baglacglar ciimle i¢i yapilari, tiimceler arast baglantiyr ve anlatim biitiinliigiinii
belirleyen stratejik dgelerdir (Aksan, 1995; Gencan, 2001). Korkmaz (2014) baglaglari, sdzciikleri
ve sozciik gruplarini, climleleri ve kimi zaman da paragraflar sekil ve anlam bakimindan birbirine
baglayan ve yiiklendikleri islevler ile baglandiklar sozler arasinda cesitli anlam iliskileri kuran
dilbilgisi 6geleri olarak tanimlar. Tagbey (2020), baglaclari; sozlii ya da yazili anlatimlarda yap1 ve
anlam birligini saglamaya yardimci olan, verilmek istenen iletinin olusturulmasinda iizerine énemli
gorevler diisen dil ogeleri olarak ifade eder. Baglaclar, metin i¢indeki anlam iliskilerini kurarak
climleler ve paragraflar arasinda bagdasiklik ve tutarliligi saglayan temel dil unsurlaridir (Halliday
& Hasan, 1976). Bu nedenle baglaglarin dogru ve islevsel kullanimi, etkili metin iiretiminin temel
belirleyicilerinden biridir. Bu durum, baglaglarin yalnizca dilbilgisel degil, ayn1 zamanda s6ylemsel
bir islev tasidigini gdstermektedir. Baglaclarin 6gretiminde yalnizca bigimsel 6zelliklerin aktarilmasi
yeterli olmamaktadir. Nitekim Iscan (2020), 6grencilerin baglaglar1 cogu zaman dogru bigimde
bilseler dahi baglam i¢inde kullanmakta zorlandiklarini belirtmektedir. Bu durum, dil 6gretiminde
islevsel ve baglam temelli yaklagimlarin 6nemini artirmaktadir. Varisoglu ve Hamzaday1 (2018) de
baglaglarin paragraflar arasinda uyumu sagladigini bunun igin de s6zlii ya da yazili olarak olusturulan
metnin anlamsal biitiinligii agisindan ¢ok 6nemli bir igleve sahip oldugunu belirtmistir (Varisoglu,
Hamzaday1, 2018).

Metin ¢oziimleme ve sdylem c¢oziimlemelerinde, baglaglarin  metnin yapisal
organizasyonuna yaptigi katki acikca belirtilmistir (Beaugrande & Dressler, 1981). Bu da baglaglarin
yabanci 6grencilerin metni ¢oziimlemesi sonucu metni anlamasina ve anlatmasina da yardimci
olacagini gostermektedir.

Yabanci uyruklu o6grenciler igin baglaglarin dogru bi¢imde kullanimi, yazili ve sozlii
anlatimlarda acik, tutarl ve anlamli ileti kurabilmeleri agisindan kritik bir gdstergedir. Avrupa Dilleri
Ortak Cerceve Programi’na (CEFR, 2001) gore B1 diizeyinde bir 68renci, diisiinceler arasinda basit
neden-sonug, zitlik ve es zamanlilik iliskilerini kurarak kendini anlasilir bi¢imde ifade edebilmelidir.
Ancak uygulamada Ogrencilerin baglaglar1 genellikle ezbere dayali bicimde kullandiklari ve
baglamin gerektirdigi yapilar1 ayirt etmekte zorlandiklar1 gézlemlenmektedir (Schleppegrell, 2004).
Bu durum yabanci 6grencinin anlama (okuma, dinleme) ve anlatma (yazma, konusma) becerisinde
sorun yasamasina ve dil 6greniminde olumsuz motivasyon yasamasina neden olabilmektedir.
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Halliday ve Hasan (1976), bagdasiklik kurami ¢ergevesinde baglaglari (conjunctions) metin
ici anlamsal iligkileri kuran 6nemli dilsel araglar olarak ele almis ve bu yapilar1 dort temel kategori
altinda siiflandirmigtir. Bunlar ekleme (additive), karsitlik (adversative), neden-sonug (causal) ve
zaman/siralama (temporal) baglaglaridir.Ekleme baglaclari, metne bilgi eklemek veya benzer
unsurlar1 birbirine baglamak i¢in kullanilir (6rnegin: ve, ayrica). Karsithik baglaclar, iki ifade
arasinda zitlik veya beklenmedik bir durum iligkisi kurar (6rnegin: ama, ancak). Neden-sonug
baglaclari, bir olayin gerek¢esini veya sonucunu ifade eder (6rnegin: ¢iinkii, bu yilizden). Zaman ve
siralama baglaglar1 ise olaylarin kronolojik ya da mantiksal sirasini belirler (Halliday & Hasan,
1976). Bu smiflama, baglaglarin yalnizca dilbilgisel degil, ayn1 zamanda anlamsal ve sdylemsel
islevlerini ortaya koymasi bakimindan 6énemlidir. Bu nedenle baglaclarin dogru ve islevsel kullanimi,
etkili metin {iretiminin temel belirleyicilerinden biridir. Bu durum, baglaglarin yalnizca dilbilgisel
degil, ayn1 zamanda sdylemsel bir islev tasidigini gostermektedir.

CEFR (2001), B1 diizeyinde bir 6grencinin fikirleri birbirine baglamak, nedensellik ve
karsitsallik iliskisi kurmak icin yeterli yapiyr kullanabilmesi gerektigini belirtir. Ancak sinif igi
uygulamalarda, 6grencilerin genellikle “ve”, “ama”, “¢linkii” gibi sik kullanilan baglaglara yoneldigi,
daha karmasik yapilar ise ya kullanamadigi ya da yanlis baglamda kullandig1r gézlemlenmistir
(Schleppegrell, 2004). Karakog Oztiirk ve Alan (2020) da yabanci dgrencilerin yazili anlatimlarinda
baglac cesitliliginin diisiik oldugunu ve 6grencilerin siklikla "ama/ciinkii" gibi temel baglacglara

dayandiklarini gostermistir.

Yabanci dil olarak Tiirk¢e 6gretiminde, baglaglarin 6gretimi 6zellikle s6ylemsel yeterlilik
acisindan dnemlidir. Canale ve Swain’in (1980) iletisimsel yeterlilik modeline gore, dilsel yeterlilik
kadar sdylemsel yeterlilik de etkili iletisim i¢in gereklidir. Soylemsel yeterlilik; anlamli, tutarli ve
biitiinliikli metinler liretmeyi igerir ve bu baglamda baglaglar kilit rol oynar (akt. Bachman, 1990).
Bu baglamda baglaclarin dogru kullaniminin dilsel ve kavramsal yeterlilige de bagli oldugu
goriilmektedir.

Ercan Giiven ve Akpmar (2020) baglaglarin 6gretiminde islevsel ve baglam temelli
yaklasimlarin eksikliginin 6grenci hatalarma zemin hazirladigim ortaya koymaktadir. Islevsel dil
Ogretimi yaklagiminda, dilin dogal baglamlarda kullanimi ve dilsel formlarin anlamla biitiinlesik
olarak sunulmasi 6nemlidir (Nunan, 1991). Bununla birlikte 6gretim materyallerinin baglaglarin
islevsel farkliliklarini karsilastirmali bigimde sunmadigi durumlarda Ggrencilerin yiizeysel ve
baglama uygun olmayan segimlere yoneldigini vurgulamaktadir (Ercan Giiven ve Akpinar, 2020).
Ellis (2003), dil 6greniminde yapilarin kullanim baglami icinde dgretilmesinin kalict dgrenmeyi
destekledigini ifade etmektedir. Larsen-Freeman (2014) ise dilbilgisel yapilarin dinamik ve
kullanima dayali bir siire¢ i¢cinde ele alinmas1 gerektigini vurgulamaktadir. Bu yaklasimlar, baglag
Ogretiminin daha etkili hale getirilmesine katki saglamaktadir. Bu sebeple yabanci dil olarak Tiirkce
ogrenen 6grencilerin hedef dildeki baglaglart metnin yapisina ve sdylemine uygun kullanimi iglevsel
ve baglam temelli dil 6gretimi agisindan énemli sayilabilir.

Tiirk¢enin yabanci dil olarak 6gretiminde 6grencilerin baglaglart dogru ve islevsel bigimde
kullanamamasi, anlam biitiinliigii ve sdylem akisinda sorunlara yol agmaktadir. Goger (2017),
yabanci dil olarak Tiirk¢e O6grenen Ogrencilerin yazili anlatimlarinda bagdasiklik unsurlarimi
yeterince kullanamadiklarin1 belirtmektedir. Benzer sekilde Biiyiikikiz ve Hasirct (2013),
Ogrencilerin baglag kullaniminda smurlt gesitlilik gosterdigini ve metin i¢i iligkileri kurmakta
zorlandiklarini ifade etmektedir. Karatay (2019) ise baglaglarin metin biitiinliigii agisindan kritik bir
rol oynadigini ve bu yapilarin eksik kullaniminin anlam kopukluklarina yol agtigin1 vurgulamaktadir.
Bu bulgular, baglag 6gretiminin dil 6gretimi siirecinde daha planl ve sistematik bir sekilde ele
almmasi gerektigini ortaya koymaktadir. Bu durum, 6zellikle B1 diizeyindeki 6grencilerin yazili ve
sOzlii liretimlerinde metin bagdasikligin1 olumsuz etkilemektedir. Bu baglamda ¢aligmanin temel
amaci, B1 diizeyindeki yabanci 6grencilerin Tiirk¢cede bagla¢ kullaniminda ne tiir hatalar yaptiklari,
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hangi baglag tiirlerinde zorlandiklar1 ve bu durumun nedenlerini ortaya koymaktir. Bu kapsamda su
sorulara yanit aranmigtir;

1. Tirkceyi yabanci dil olarak dgrenenlerin B1 diizeyi 6grencilerin hedeflenen baglaglari
dogru kullanma diizeyleri, anlam iliskilerine gore nasil bir dagilim gostermektedir?

2. BI diizeyindeki 6grenciler hangi baglaglarda, dolayisiyla hangi anlam iliskilerinde daha
fazla giicliik yagamaktadir?

Yontem

Bu arasgtirmada, hedef kitlenin baglag bilgisi diizeyine iliskin mevcut durumu, kiigiik 6l¢ekli
nicel veriler temelinde incelenmistir. Siirecle ilgili ayrintili bilgiler agagida sunulmustur.

Katilimcilar

Arastirmanin katilimeilarini, Marmara Bolgesinde bir iiniversitede DILMER’de 2024-2025
doneminde B1 kurunda egitim goren 73 6grenci olusturmaktadir. Katilimcilarin belirlenmesinde
kolay ulagilabilir 6rnekleme yontemi tercih edilmistir.

Calismada B1 diizeyindeki o6grencilerin seg¢ilmesinin temel gerekcesi, bu diizeyin dil
gelisiminde bagimsiz kullanici asamasina gecisi temsil etmesidir. B1 diizeyindeki 6grenciler, Avrupa
Ortak Bagvuru Metninde (CEFR) belirtildigi lizere, baglaglar araciligiyla diisiincelerini daha tutarli
ve baglantili bicimde ifade edebilme yeterligine ulagsmaya baslamaktadir. Bu baglamda, baglag
kullaniminin gesitliligi ve dogrulugunun incelenmesi i¢in B1 diizeyi uygun bir dilsel gelisim asamast
sunmaktadir. Ogrenciler, farkli ana dillere (Arapga, Ingilizce, Fransizca, Rusca vb.) ve Kkiiltiirel
gecmislere sahiptir. Bu cesitlilik, baglaglarin 6gretiminde karsilasilan zorluklarin ve ¢o6ziim
onerilerinin daha genis bir perspektiften incelenmesine olanak tanimistir. Ogrenciler, farkli yas,
cinsiyet ve milliyetlerden olup bir iiniversitenin Tiirkge 6gretim merkezinde 6grenim gérmektedirler.
Demografik 6zellikleri ¢alismanin diginda tutulmustur.

Veri Toplama Aracinin Gelistirilmesi

Veri toplama asamasinda bagla¢ tamamlama formu kullanilmigtir. Veri toplama aracinin
hazirlanmasinda, ilk olarak 6gretim programlar1 ve yabancilara Tiirkce 6gretiminde ders kitaplar
incelenmistir. Her kur igin baglac listesi hazirlanmis ve dilbilgisi konulart incelenmis, ek olarak
alanyazin taramasi yapilmistir. Baglaglar iki 6nerme arasindaki anlamsal ve dilbilgisel iliskilerle
ilgilidir. Bu ¢alisma, baglaglarin yalnizca anlamsal &zellikleri ile sinirlandirilmistir ve Halliday ve
Hasan’in (1976) anlamsal bagla¢ siniflandirmast (ekleyici, karsitsal, nedensel ve zamansal
baglaglar) temel alinmistir.

Ders kitaplar1 ve dgretim programlarina gore segilen baglaglar iceren bagla¢ tamamlama
formunun 37 maddelik ilk halinde ekleme baglaglar1 (ve, ile, -de, ya da, hem ... hem(de), ne... ne
(de), ya...ya da), karsitlik baglaclar1 (ama, fakat, lakin, ancak, oysa), nedensellik baglag¢lar1 (¢iinkii,
bu yiizden, bu sebeple, bu nedenle) ve zamansal baglaglar (6nce...sonra, ayni zamanda) ile baglanan
climlelere yer verilmistir. Form, yabancilara Tiirkge Ogretimi alaninda caligan alti uzmana
gonderilmistir. Veri toplama aracini degerlendiren uzmanlarin Tiirk¢enin yabanci dil olarak 6gretimi
alaninda kuramsal ve uygulamali ¢alismalar1 bulunmaktadir. Uzmanlardan biri dogent, dordii
Ogretim gorevlisidir. Biri ise bu alanda doktora yapmaktadir.

Uzman goriislerinin degerlendirilmesinde Davis (1992) teknigi kullanilmistir. Bu teknik
kapsaminda uzmanlardan maddeleri dortlii bir derecelendirme sistemi iizerinden degerlendirmeleri
istenmistir: (1) Madde gereksizdir / ozelligi temsil etmemektedir, (2) Maddenin biiyiik olciide
diizeltilmesi gerekmektedir, (3) Maddenin kismen diizeltilmesi gerekmektedir, (4) Madde ilgili
ozelligi temsil etmektedir. 11gili madde igin 3 ve 4 puan veren uzman sayisinin toplam uzman sayisina
oranlanmastyla Kapsam Gegerlik Indeksi (KGI) hesaplanmustir. Davis (1992) teknigi dogrultusunda,
3 ve 4 puanlar maddenin ilgili 6zelligi temsil ettigini gésteren yanitlar olarak kabul edilmistir. Bu
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teknikte bes ya da alti uzmanla yapilan degerlendirmelerde madde diizeyinde kapsam gecerligi icin
alt sinir 0,83 olarak onerilmektedir. Bu dogrultuda, KGI degeri 0,83’iin altinda kalan 9 madde
formdan ¢ikarilmistir. Ek olarak uzmanlarin degerlendirmeleri, gelistirilmesi gerek yonler ve
oOnerileri dikkate alinmistir. Bu agsamada formdaki madde sayis1 28 olmustur.

Uzman gorisleri sonucunda zamansal baglaglardan “Once...sonra”/“aynt zamanda” ile
karsitsal baglaglardan “oysa” elenmistir. Bu yiizden ¢alismada zamansal baglaglar yer almamistir.
Sonugcta baglag tamamlama formu, anlamsal siniflamadaki temsiline de bakilarak 20 maddeyle son
halini almistir. Formda her madde bir bagla¢ boslugu icermektedir ve 6grencilerden bu boslugu
baglama uygun, en dogru baglacla doldurmalari istenmistir. Bazi maddelerde birden fazla baglag (ve,
ile, hem...hem, ne...ne) anlamsal uyum sagladig1 i¢in verilen cevaplar dogru kabul edilmistir.

Veri Toplama Siireci

Caligma, B1 kuru 6grencilerin oldugu siniflarda yapilmistir. Sinif ortaminda gercgeklestirilen
uygulamada Bagla¢ tamamlama formu ile birlikte 6grencilere goniilliiliik/onam formu da verilmistir.
Goniillii olan 6grencilere uygulama oncesinde yonergeler agiklanmis, her madde igin birden fazla
dogru yanit olabilecegi belirtilmis ve yant siiresi 30 dakika olarak sinirlandirilmistir. Ogrencilerden,
verilen ciimlede anlam biitiinliigiinii saglayacak en uygun baglaci segmeleri istenmistir. Uygulama
esnasinda gozetmenler, 6grencilerin digsal yardim almalarini engellemistir. Uygulama bittikten sonra
formlar toplanmustir.

Verilerin Analizi

Verilerin analizinde basit betimsel istatistik teknikleri kullanilmistir. Betimsel istatistik;
verileri sayisal degerlere doniistiirerek degiskenler arasindaki iligkileri anlamayi, verileri
diizenlemeyi ve Ozetlemeyi saglar. Bu kapsamda siklik ve yiizde hesaplamalari yapilmistir.
Ogrencilerin yanitlar1 Microsoft Excel’e aktarilmis ve her bir soruya iliskin dogru-yanlis dagilimlari
siklik ve yiizde hesaplamalari ile analiz edilmistir. Bulgular grafikler araciliiyla gorsellestirilmis,
ardindan ayrintili yorumlar yapilmistir. Bu analiz sonucunda, 6grencilerin dogru cevap oranlari,
yanlig cevap oriintiileri ve hangi baglag tiirlerinde daha ¢ok zorlandiklar1 belirlenmistir.

Etik Kurul izni

Arastirma, ilgili tiniversitenin Sosyal ve Beseri Bilimler Etik Kurulunun 21/03/2025 tarih ve
746789 sayili yazisi ile goriisiliip onaylanmistir. Arastirma siirecinde katilimcilardan goniilliiliik
esasina dayali olarak veri toplanmus, kisisel bilgiler gizli tutulmus ve yalnizca bilimsel amaglarla
kullanilmistir. Katilimcilara aragtirmanin amaci hakkinda bilgi verilmis ve gerekli bilgilendirilmis
onam siireci yiiriitilmistiir.

Bulgular

Bu boliimde B1 diizeyi Tiirkce dgrenenlerin baglaglar1 dogru kullanma diizeylerinin anlam
iligkilerine gore gosterdigi dagilim ile hangi baglaclarda ya da hangi anlam iligkilerinde daha fazla
giicliik yasadigi, arastirma sorularina gore ele alinmugtir.

Anlam lliskilerine Gére Bagla¢c Kullamm Diizeyleri
Ekleme iliskisi Kuran Baglaclar

9 e

Caligmada smanan ekleyici baglaglar, “ve”, “ile”, “de” “veya”, “ya da”, hem .. hem (de)”,

2 (13

“ya...yada”, “ne ... ne (de)’dir. Bu baglaglarda dogru kullanim diizeyi oldukga yiiksektir.

“Ve” / “ile” baglaclarmin kullanimina iliskin bulgular Tablo 1’de goriilebilir:

www.turkishstudies.net/language



500

Hiilya Katanalp Birogul

Tablo 1. “Ve” / “ile” Baglaclarina Iliskin Betimsel Bulgular

1. Kitap okumay1 ........cccevevuennnnen. film izlemeyi 2. Giris belgen ...........c...c.cuue.e. kimlik kartin
seviyorum. (ve) olmadan sinava giremezsin. (Ve, ile)
Ve: 58 Ve: 33
Hem de / hem: 9 Yada/ Veya: 20
Diger: 6 fle: 4
Diger: 15
it
"hem", ", "Vi"
"Ve" Hya da
80% 28 e
6%

Katilimeilarin yaklasik %80°1 dogru cevabi vermistir.
Bu, “ve” baglacinin hem dilbilgisel hem anlamsal
olarak biiyiik Olclide anlasildigini  gostermektedir.
Ancak %20 civarnda Ogrenci farkli baglaclar
kullanmistir. Ozellikle “hem de”, “hem” gibi baglaclar
anlam olarak benzer gibi goriinse de baglam ag¢isindan
uygun degildir.

Dogru kullanim oram1 %51°dir. Bu soruda baglam
“birlikte bulunma zorunlulugu” igermektedir. Ancak
ogrencilerin yaklasik yarisi “ya da”, “veya” gibi ekleme

baglaglara yonelmistir.

“Ya da”/“ya ... ya da” baglaclartyla ilgili bulgular Tablo 2’de yer almaktadir:

Tablo 2. “Yada”/ “Ya

..yada ...” Baglaglarina Iliskin Betimsel Bulgular

3. Cay ............ kahve ikram R bu smavdan 5. e otobiisle
edebilirim, hangisini istersin? gegersin ............ kur tekrari gidecegiz ......... taksi
(Ya da, veya) yaparsin, sen bilirsin! cagiracagiz. (Ya.......... ya da)
Ya.......... ya da)
Yada/ Veya: 58 Ya... yada: 51 Ya... yada: 47
Ve: 8 Ne... ne: 4 Hem... hem de: 6
Hem: 4 Hem... hem: 4 Ne... nede: 7
Diger (Ile, Yerine, Istemiyorsan): 3  Diger: 13 Diger (Varsa/voksa, biz...ya da,
¢tinkii...hem de vb.): 10
"Hem" Diger Diger

6% 4% 182

llVe"

1%

"Ne..ne"  vya . yada" "Hem... "Ya... ya da"
5% 71% hem de" 67%
"Yada/ Veya" 9%

79%

Dogru baglaglarin kullaniminda
yiiksek bir basar1 oran1 vardir.
Ancak %11 oraninda dgrencinin,

Yaklagik %71 basari oran1 vardir.
Olumlu bir durumdur.
Ogrencilerin biiylik cogunlugu

Bu ciimlede %67 oraninda dogru
kullanim vardir. Ogrencilerin
genel olarak ekleme baglac
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ozellikle “ve”yi tercih etmesi,
secenek sunma ile eslik etme
kavramlarinin karistirildigini

yansitmigtir.

alternatifi dogru sekilde
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yapisini anladigint gostermektedir.
Ancak %33’e yakin 6grenci,
yaptya uygun olmayan baglaglar

gostermektedir. secmistir.
“De” baglactyla ilgili bulgular Tablo 3’tedir:
Tablo 3. “De” Baglacina Iliskin Betimsel Bulgular
6. Simiftaki herkes hafta sonu sinemaya 7. O sofrayi toplad, siz ......... bulasiklar1
gidecekmis, ben .................. gidecegim. yikayin, liitfen.
De: 65 De: 57

Diger (Ama, merkeze, kafeye, sonra, ise, sinemaya): 6

"De"
92%

Bu soruda ¢ok yiiksek bir basar1 orani vardir.
Ogrenciler “de” baglacinin islevini, 6zellikle
kendilerini gruba dahil etme ve ekleme yapisinda
dogru kavramig durumdadir.

Diger (Olsa, bu, hemen, ise, o yiizden, sadece, simdi,
bunu, igin): 13

VlDe"
81%

%381°lik basar1 oran1 olumludur. Ancak kalan %19’luk
dilim ya baglaci tamamen atlamis ya da “ise”,
“hemen”, “bu ylizden” gibi anlatim bozukluklarina yol
acacak ogeler kullanmistir.

Esdegerlik saglayan baglaglarin kullanimini gosteren bulgular asagida 6zetlenmistir.

Tablo 4. “Hem ... hem (de), ne ... ne (de)” Baglaglarina Iligkin Betimsel Bulgular

8 ...eet yemek L gazete 10. ........... 11. Aksam cok

yaptim ......... temizlik okuyorum ............ calisiyorum ......... iini yogundum. .........

yaptim. miizik dinliyorum. versiteye devam o0dev yapabildim

(Hem........ hem, (Hem....... hem, ediyorum. ... ders

ne.......... ne) ne....... ne) (Hem...... hem, calisabildim. (Ne...... ne
ne......... ne) de)

Hem... hem de / Ne... Hem... hem /Ne... ne: Hem... hem / Ne... ne: Ne... ne de: 51

ne de: 65 64 62 Hem... hem de: 11

Diger (Evde...ve, Ya...yada: 4 Ya...yada:2 Diger (Ama... ve,

ben...ve, diin...ve vb.): 7  Diger (Ben...hem,
ben...ve, her

sabah...ama): 4

Diger (Ben...ve, suan...
clinkii, ben... sonra,
birkacg... bile, birak...
bile): 7

ancak... ve, ya... ya,
keske, bu nedenle... hem
de, ciinkii... ve): 9
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T
18%
"Hem... hem de /
Ne... ne de"
90%

Ogrencilerin biiyiik
¢ogunlugu paralel yap1
baglaglarinin dogru
sekilde kullanmustir.

"Ya. .gef
0
yada %
5%

"Hem... hem de
/Ne... ne de"
89%

Bu madde de 6grenciler
birbiri ile es deger
yapilar1 dogru
baglaglarla
birlestirmistir. Az sayida
Ogrenci “ya...ya da” gibi
tercihli baglaglara
yonelmistir.

iSer

uY %
ya da

3%
"Hem... hem de

/ Ne... ne de"
87%

Ogrencilerin gogu es
zamanli eylemler igin
uygun baglaclart dogru
bir sekilde kullanmisgtir.
Yanlis yapanlarin ¢ogu
ise “bile”, “¢linkii”, “ve”
gibi baglaglar veya gecis
kelimeleriyle anlam1 tam
yansitamayan se¢enekler

tretmistir.

Hiilya Katanalp Birogul

"Ne... ne de"
72%

Bu soruda 6grencilerin
yaklagik %72’si
olumsuzluk igeren yapiy1
dogru baglacla ifade
etmigtir. “Hem... hem”
gibi olumlu baglaclari
secen dgrencilerin
yapinin olumsuz
mantigini kagirdigi
gOriilmiistiir.

Ekleme islevi goren baglaclarin kullanimina iligskin 6zet bulgular Tablo 5’tedir. Bu ulamda
ortalama dogru kullanim oran1 %81°dir.

Tablo 5. Ekleme Baglaglar: Ile ligili Ozet Tablo

Dogru / Gegerli  Yanlis / Gegersiz
Kullanim Orani Kullanim Orani

Baglac Ornek Tiimce (%) (%)

Ve 1. Kitap okumayt ............... film izlemeyi 79 21
seviyorum.

Ve /ile 2. Girig belgen ............ kimlik kartin olmadan sinava 80 20
giremezsin.

Yada/veya 3.Cay ......... kahve ikram edebilirim, hangisini 79 21
istersin?

Yada/veya 4. iinn. bu sinavdan gegersin ....... kur tekrart 77 23
yaparsin, sen bilirsin!

Yada/veya S otobiisle gidecegiz ............ taksi 69 31
¢agiracagiz.

De 6. Smuftaki herkes hafta sonu sinemaya gidecekmis, 92 8
ben.................. gidecegim

De 7. O sofrayi topladi, siz ......... bulagiklar1 yikayin, 81 19
litfen.

Hem ... hem... /ne 8. ............ yemek yaptim ......... temizlik yaptim. 92 8

...ne...

Hem ... hem... /ne 9. ............ gazete okuyorum ............ miizik 93 7

...ne... dinliyorum.

Hem ... hem... /ne 10. ......... calistyorum ............ iiniversiteye devam 89 11

...ne... ediyorum.

Ne ... ne... 11. Aksam ¢ok yogundum. ......... 6dev yapabildim 72 18
......... ders calisabildim.
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Nedensellik iligkisi Kuran Baglaclar

Nedensellik ulaminda “bu yiizden/bu sebeple/bu nedenle” ve “ciinkii” baglaglarina yonelik
veri toplanmistir. Bunlara iliskin bulgular, Tablo 6 ile Tablo 7’de goriilebilir.
Tablo 6. “Bu yiizden/bu sebeple/bu nedenle”’ Baglaglarina Iliskin Betimsel Bulgular

12. Cok yoruldum, ....... erken
yattim. (Bu yiizden, bu sebeple,
bu nedenle)

13. Arabam bozuldu, ..........
tramvaya bindim. (Bu yiizden,
bu sebeple, bu nedenle)

14. Trafik ¢ok yogundu, ...... ise
ge¢ kaldim. (Bu yiizden, bu
sebeple, bu nedenle)

Bu yiizden / bu sebeple / bu
nedenle: 44
O yiizden: 10
Ama / fakat: 5
Ciinkii / ve: 6
Diger: 8
"Bu
yiizden/sebeple/n
edenle /O
yiizden"
74%

Neden sonug iligkisini kurabilen
Ogrenci orant %74 tiir. Ancak
bazi dgrenciler, “ama/fakat” gibi
karsitlik bildiren baglaclara
yonelmistir.

Bu yiizden / o ylizden / bu
sebeple: 66

Ve: 3

Ama / hemen / ancak: 3

"Bu
yiizden/sebeple/ne
denle /O yiizden"
92%

Bu soruda 6grencilerin biiyiik
kismi1 (%92) nedensellik
baglaglarin1 dogru bir sekilde
kullanmustir.

Bu yiizden / bu sebeple / bu
nedenle: 53

O yiizden: 9

Bunun i¢in: 5

O nedenle: 1

Diger (Ve, ¢linkii): 5

"Bu
yiizden/sebeple/nedenle
/O ylizden"

93%

Bu maddede dogru yanit orani
93°tiir. O yiizden, bunun i¢in, o
nedenle ifadeleri de baglami
tamamlamaktadir.

Nedensellik iliskisi kuran “¢iinkii” baglacina iligskin bulgular agagidadir:

Tablo 7. “Ciinkii” Baglacina Iliskin Betimsel Bulgular

15. Bugiin okula gitmedim ........ hastaydim. 16. Para biriktiriyorum ......... yeni bir bilgisayar
(ciinkii) almak istiyorum. (ciinkii)
Ciinki: 68 Ciinkii: 57

Ama / fakat: 2
Diger (Bu yiizden, ¢ok): 3

"Cﬁnkﬁ"
93%

Son derece yiiksek bir bagar1 oran1 vardir. “Ciinkii”
sozIlli hem yazil
iretimlerinde yaygin kullandig1 bir nedensellik

baglact o6grencilerin  hem

baglacidir.

Bu sebeple / bu yiizden: 2

Ama: 4

Diger (Bunun igin, icin, hem de, ve, ya da, ancak): 10

kurulamamustir.

"Cl‘inkﬁﬂ
78%

Bu maddede basar1 oran1 %78’dir. 15. maddede “c¢linkii”
ile kurulan nedensellik iligkisi bu maddede ayn1 oranda
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Nedensellik baglaclartyla ilgili 6zet bulgular asagidadir. Bu ulamda dogru yanit oram
ortalama %87’ dir.
Tablo 8. Nedensellik Iliskisi Kuran Baglaglarla Iigili Ozet Tablo
Dogru / Gegerli  Yanlis / Gegersiz
Kullanim Orami  Kullanim Oram
Baglac Ornek Tiimce (%) (%)
Bu yiizden/bu sebeple/ 12. Cok yoruldum erken yattim 76 24
bu nedenle . V! y e y .
Bu yiizden/bu sebeple/ 13. Arabam bozuldu, .......... tramvaya bindim. 93 7
bu nedenle
Bu yiizden/bu sebeple/ - .
bu nedenle 14. Trafik ¢ok yogundu, ......... ise gec kaldim. 85 15
Bu yiizden/bu sebeple/ 15. Bugiin okula gitmedim ............
96 4
bu nedenle hastaydim.
Bu yiizden/bu sebeple/ 16. Para biriktiriyorum ............ yeni bir
o y 83 17
bu nedenle bilgisayar almak istiyorum.

Karsithk iliskisi Kuran Baglaclar

Karsitlik iliskisi kuran baglaglardan “ama/fakat/lakin” i¢in degerlendirme yapilmigtir.

Tablo 9. “Ama/fakat/lakin” baglaglarimn Iliskin Bulgular

17. Tatil plam yaptik
......... iptal etmek
zorunda kaldik. (Ama,
fakat, lakin)

18. Evimde misafir
agirlamayi seviyorum
............ zamanim yok.
(Ama, fakat, lakin)

19. Odevlerimi
bitirdim ............
kontrol etmedim. (Ama,
fakat, lakin)

20. Sinemaya gitmek
istedik ......cceeueneeens
biletler tiikenmis.
(Ama, fakat, lakin)

Ama / fakat / lakin: 51
Ancak: 3

Ve: 3

Diger (fgin, sonra, zira,
maalesef, bu yiizden, ise
vs.): 16

" Ama/fakat
/ lakin"
40
% 70%
Ogrencilerin yaklasik

%70’1 karsitlik bildiren
baglaglar1 dogru sekilde
kullanmigtir. “Ancak” da
anlam bakimindan dogru
kabul edilebilir, bu
nedenle basar1 oran1 %74
olarak degerlendirilebilir.

Ama / fakat / lakin: 66
Diger (Buna ragmen,
clinkii, hem de, simdi): 7

" Ama/fakat
/ lakin"
90%

Bu ciimlede karsithik
bildiren baglaclarin biiyiik
Olciide dogru sekilde
tercih edildigi
goriilmektedir.

Ama / fakat / lakin: 58
Ancak: 3

Ve: 7

Diger (De, zaman, bunun
igin, sonra): 5

%

4%
"Ama / fakat /
lakin"
80%

Karsitlik gerektiren bu
yapida 6grencilerin
%80’1 dogru baglaglari
tercih etmistir. “Ancak”
da dahil edilirse bagar1
oran1 %83,6°dir.

Ama / fakat / lakin: 60
Ancak: 3

Diger (Buna ragmen,
hem de, istedigim zaman,
bu yiizden, bunun i¢in):
10

=)

4%
"Ama / fakat /
lakin"
82%

Ogrencilerin biiytik
kismi1 bu maddede
karsitlik baglaci olan
“ama”y1 dogru
kullanmastir.
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Karsitlik iliskisi kuran baglaclarla ilgili 6zet bulgular Tablo 10°da sunulmustur. Bu ulamda
dogru yanit orani ortalama %85’tir.

Tablo 10. Karsithk Iliskisi Kuran Baglaglarla Ilgili Ozet Tablo

Dogru / Gegerli Yanlis / Gegersiz
Kullanim Orani Kullanim Orani

Baglac Ornek Tiimce (%) (%)
Ama/fakat/lakin 17. Tatil plan1 yaptik ............ iptal etmek 77 23
zorunda kaldik.
. 18. Evimde misafir agirlamay1 seviyorum
Ama/fakat/lakin .v....... zamanim yok. (Ama, fakat, lakin) 9% 10
Ama/fakat/lakin 19. OQevlerlml bitirdim ............... kontrol ’4 16
etmedim.
Ama/fakat/lakin 20. Sinemaya gitmek istedik ............ 36 14

biletler tlikenmis.

B1 Diizeyi Tiirkce Ogrenenlerin Kurmakta Giicliik Cektigi Anlam iliskilerinin
Incelenmesi

B1 diizeyi Tiirkge 6grenenlerin baglag kullaniminda anlam iliskilerine gore farkli diizeylerde
basar1 sergiledikleri goriilmektedir. Ekleme iligkisi kuran baglaglarda dogru kullanim oranlar1 %69
ile %93 arasinda degismektedir. Bu grupta en diisiik basar1 %69 ile “ya ... ya da” yapisinda
goriiliirken, bunu %72 ile “ne ... ne...” yapisi izlemistir. Buna karsilik “de” baglacinda %92, “hem
...hem.../ne...ne...” yapilarinda ise %89, %92 ve %93 oranlarinda dogru kullanim belirlenmistir.
“Ve” ve “ya da/ veya” baglaglarinda dogru kullanim oranlar1 %77 ile %80 araliginda kalmistir. Bu
gorlinlim, 6grencilerin ekleme iligkisini kuran temel baglaglarda genel olarak basarili olduklarini,
ancak oOzellikle segenek, olumsuz paralellik ve baglama dayali birliktelik gerektiren yapilarda daha
fazla zorlandiklarin1 gostermektedir.

Nedensellik iligkisi kuran baglaclarda dogru kullanim oranlarinin %76 ile %96 arasinda
degistigi goriilmektedir. Bu alanda en yiliksek basari %96 ile “ciinkii” baglacinin kullanildig:
maddede ortaya ¢ikmistir. Diger nedensellik baglaclarinda da basar1 gorece yiiksektir: “bu yiizden /
bu sebeple / bu nedenle” yapilarinda dogru kullanim oranlar1 sirasiyla %76, %85 ve %93 olarak
belirlenmistir. Bu bulgular, 6grencilerin neden-sonug iliskisini kuran baglaglarda daha istikrarli bir
basar1 sergilediklerini gostermektedir. Bununla birlikte, 6zellikle %76’lik maddede goriildiigii gibi,
baz1 ogrencilerin nedensellik iligkisini karsitlik ya da ekleme bildiren baglaglarla karistirabildigi
anlagilmaktadir. Karsitlik iligkisi kuran baglaglarda dogru kullanim oranlar1 %77 ile %90 arasinda
degismektedir. Bu durum, 6grencilerin karsitlik iligkisini kuran baglaglarda genel olarak yiiksek bir
basar1 gosterdiklerini, ancak bazi baglamlarda zorlandiklarini ortaya koymaktadir.

Genel olarak degerlendirildiginde, 6grencilerin en yiiksek basariy1 nedensellik iliskisi kuran
baglaclarda, ardindan karsitlik iligkisi kuran baglaglarda gosterdikleri; gorece en degisken ve kirilgan
performansin ise ekleme iliskisi kuran baglaclarda ortaya ¢iktig1 sdylenebilir.

Tartisma ve Sonu¢

Bu aragtirmada elde edilen bulgular, alanyazindaki g¢esitli ¢aligmalarla karsilastirildiginda
baz1 benzerlikler ve farkliliklar ortaya ¢ikmistir. Yabanci 6grencilerin Tiirk¢ede baglag kullanimi
iizerine elde edilen bulgular, 6grencilerin temel baglaglarda daha basarili olduklarini ancak 6zellikle
baglam bilgisi gerektiren baglaglarda zorlandiklarm gdstermektedir. Ornegin, Schleppegrell (2004),
ikinci dil &grenenlerin 6zellikle akademik sdylemde nedensellik ve karsitlik iligkilerini kurmada
zorlandiklarini belirtmektedir. Bu ¢alismanin bulgularinda da temel baglaclardan "¢linkii"niin %95
dogrulukla kullanilmasi, 6grencilerin sik karsilasilan nedensel iliskileri ¢oziimleyebildigini ortaya
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koymaktadir. Buna karsilik, daha karmasik nedensellik bildiren "bu yiizden" baglacinda basarinin
%62’ye gerilemesi, Ogrencilerin neden-sonug iligkisini sOylemsel diizeyde kurmada giicliik
yasadigini gostermektedir. Bu durum yalnizca mevcut arastirmayla smirli degildir; Oztiirk ve Alan
(2020) da 6grencilerin ileri diizey bagdasiklik iligkilerini kurarken zorlandigin1 ve daha ¢ok temel
baglaglara yoneldiklerini ortaya koymustur.

Halliday & Hasan’in (1976) kuramsal ¢ercevesine gore baglaglar, metin i¢indeki mantiksal
iligkilerin tasiyict unsurudur ve yanlis bagla¢ secimi dogrudan sdylemsel kopukluk yaratir.
Katilimcilarin 6zellikle "clinkii—bu ylizden" gibi neden-sonug iligkilerinde yon tersine diigsen tercihler
yapmasi, soylemsel bagdasikligin tam kurulamadigin1 géstermektedir. Bu bulgu, baglag hatalarim
yalnizca dilbilgisel hata olarak degil, metinsellik diizeyinde bagdasiklik sorunu olarak
degerlendirmeyi gerektirir. Benzer bicimde, Ercan Giiven ve Akpinar (2020) da 6grencilerin baglag
Ogretiminde baglam temelli gorevlerin eksikligi nedeniyle baglaglarin dogru islevini ayirt
edemediklerini, oOzellikle zitlilk ve kosul iliskilerinde yiiksek hata oranlart bulundugunu
vurgulamaktadir. Mevcut calismada ya...ya da" ve "ne...ne de" gibi ikili baglaglarda dogruluk
oranlarinin %71-72 diizeyinde kalmasi, baglacin islevsel yapisinin kavranmasindan ¢ok yiizeysel
ezberlemeye dayal1 bir kullanim oldugunu gostermektedir. Ozgelik’in (2023) galismast da bu durumu
destekleyerek Ogrencilerin baglaglarin baglam ici islevlerine hdkim olmadiklarin1 belirtmektedir.
Varisoglu ve Hamzaday1 (2018) ise Tiirkce 6grenen C1 diizeyindeki yabanci 6grencilerin dil
becerileri agisindan Onem tasiyan baglayict Dbilgi diizeylerini ortaya koymak amaciyla
gerceklestirdigi calismada 6grencilerin genel olarak baglayicilarla ilgili ¢ok fazla bilgiye sahip
olamadiklarini tespit etmistir. Bununla birlikte calismada ortaya ¢ikan oranlarin yazili ya da sozlii
iletisimi engelleyici diizeyde oldugunu belirtmistir.

Ogretim yontemleri agisindan Tekin ve Kaya (2024) tarafindan incelenen “Dért Kare Yazma
Modeli”, dgrencilerin metin olustururken bagdasikligi artirmada etkili bulunmustur. Tekin ve
Kaya’nin (2024) bulgularina gore diizenli ve yonlendirilmis tiretim etkinlikleri 6grencilerin baglag
kullanimini belirgin bigimde gelistirmektedir. Bu model, mevcut ¢aligmamin verileriyle uyumludur;
clinkii aragtirmada 6grencilerin en ¢ok baglamsal iliski kurma konusunda zorlandig1 goriilmiistiir.

Caligmanin sonucuna gdre, yabanci 6grencilerin baglaglari kullanirken bigimsel benzerlikten
¢ok, baglam ve anlam iliskisine odaklanmalar1 gerektigini ortaya koymustur. Ogrencilerin bazi
baglaclar1 dogru bicimsel yapida kullandiklari, ancak anlam yoniinden uygun olmayan baglamlarda
yerlestirdikleri goriilmektedir. Ozellikle nedensellik ve karsitlik baglaglarinda bu tiir hatalar
belirgindir. Bu durum, bagla¢ 6gretiminin salt dil bilgisi kurallarina indirgenmeden, baglama dayali
anlam ¢oziimlemeleriyle desteklenmesini zorunlu kilmaktadir. Metin dilbilimsel ydntemlerle
yapilandirilmis 6gretim programlari sayesinde 6grencilerin anlam iligkilerini daha dogru kavramalari
miimkiindiir. Ellis (2003), dil 6greniminde yapilarin anlaml baglamlarda kullanilmasinin 6grenmeyi
kalic1 héle getirdigini belirtmektedir. Larsen-Freeman (2014) ise dilbilgisinin duragan bir yap1 degil,
dinamik bir kullanim sistemi oldugunu ifade etmektedir. Bu ¢calismada elde edilen sonuglar, baglag
Ogretiminde bu yaklagimlarin uygulanmasinin etkili oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Biilbiil ve
Karakas (2024) da c¢alismasinda 6grencilerin yazma siirecinde hem sozciiksel hem de mantiksal
uyumu olusturmakta zorlandigini ve paragraf boyunca sozciikleri birbiri ardina siraladiklarini ortaya
koymustur. Caligmada 6grencilerin metnin konusuna uygun sézvarligi olusturmakta zorlandigi,
sozvarligin1 mantiksal bir biitlinliik i¢cinde baglag¢ kullanimi ile desteklemekte problem yasadigini
ortaya koymustur (Biilbiil, Karakas, 2024).

Calismada B1 diizeyindeki 6grencilerin bagla¢ kullanim1 konusunda genel olarak iyi bir
performans sergiledikleri goriilmiistiir. En yliksek basar1 orani “glinkii” baglacinda olmustur. En ¢ok
karigtirilan yapilar “giinkii — bu yiizden”, “ya — hem” ve “ne — ama” baglaglar1 olmustur. Ekleme
baglaci olan “ya... ya da” baglaci ve olumsuzluk belirten “ne... ne de” baglaci ise baz1 6grenciler

tarafindan anlamca yakin, ancak baglam dis1 yapilarla karigtirilmistir (hem... hem, veya).
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Nedensellik iliskisi kuran “bu yiizden”, “bu nedenle” gibi baglacglarda 6grenciler “ciinkii” ile anlami1
karigtirabilmis; bazilari baglamsal olarak nedensellik yerine agiklama ya da karsithik iligkisi
kurmustur. Ozellikle zitlik ve nedensellik iliskilerinin kurulmasinda yasanan giicliikler, iscan (2020)
tarafindan ortaya konulan bulgularla 6rtiismektedir. Ancak uygulama siireci sonrasinda 6grencilerin
baglaglar1 daha dogru ve baglama uygun sekilde kullanmaya bagladiklar1 goriilmiistiir. Bu gelisim,
Ogretim siirecinin etkililigini ortaya koymaktadir.

Karsitlik baglaclarinda (ama, fakat, lakin) 6grencilerin genel basar1 orani yiiksektir. Ancak
“ve”, “ancak”, “buna ragmen” gibi baglaglarda bazi anlam kaymalari tespit edilmistir. Soyut iliskiler
igeren baglaglarda da hata oram yiiksektir. Ogrencilerin 6zellikle ekleme, karsithk ve nedensellik
iligkisini ifade eden baglaclar ile ilgili belirli zorluklar yasadiklar1 anlagilmistir. Alanyazinda benzer
sonuclar da bulgular1 desteklemektedir. Bulut, Bulut ve Dincel (2024) Ana dili Fars¢a olan Bl
seviyesindeki Iranli dgrencilerin yazma kagitlarinda baglaglarla ilgili yapilan hatalarin analizinde en
cok One cikan hatalarin “ve” ve “da” baglaglartyla ilgili oldugunu tespit etmistir. Biyiikikiz ve
Hasirct (2013), 6grencilerin baglag kullaniminda yetersizlikler yasadigini belirtirken; Karatay
(2019), baglaglarin metin biitiinliigii acisindan kritik bir rol oynadigimi1 vurgulamaktadir. Ayrica
Goger (2017), bagdasiklik unsurlarinin eksik kullaniminin metin kalitesini olumsuz etkiledigini ifade
etmektedir. Bu c¢alismanin bulgulari, s6z konusu eksikliklerin uygun o6gretim uygulamalariyla
giderilebilecegini gostermektedir.

Son yillarda yabanci dil olarak Tiirkge 6gretimine yonelik gelistirilen materyal analizleri de
mevcut bulgularimizi desteklemektedir. Karatay ve Kaya’nin (2019) Tiirk¢enin yabanci dil olarak
Ogretiminde baglaclar i¢in Onerdigi cerceve program Onemli bir katki sunmaktadir. Karatay ve
Kaya’nin (2019) bulgularina gore ders kitaplarinda baglaglar hem igerik hem islev agisindan yeterli
cesitlilikte sunulmamaktadir ve bu eksiklik, 6grencilerin baglaglar1 baglama uygun bigimde
kullanmasini zorlastirmaktadir. Bu ¢caligma, mevcut aragtirmanin bulgulariyla bire bir 6rtiismektedir;
¢linkii bu ¢aligmada 6grencilerin baglag tercih hatalarinin ¢ogu, baglacin islevsel degerinin yanlig
yorumlanmasindan kaynaklanmistir. Ayrica Crossley ve McNamara (2012), bagla¢ kullaniminin
metin kalitesi ile dogrudan iliskili oldugunu belirtmektedir. Bu c¢aligmada 6grencilerin baglag
kullanimindaki gelisimin metin biitiinliigiine de yansidig1 gézlemlenmistir. Bu durum, baglaglarin
yalmzca dilbilgisel degil, aym1 zamanda sdylemsel bir islev tasidigim desteklemektedir. Ozellikle
ders kitaplarinin baglaglart sinirli sayida ornekle sunmasi ve baglaclarin islevsel agidan
cesitlendirilmemesi, 6grencilerin baglaglar farkli baglamlarda dogru kullanma becerisini olumsuz
etkilemektedir. Genel olarak bulgular, 6grencilerin temel baglaglarda yeterli olduklarini ancak
baglama dayali ve sOylemsel bilgi gerektiren baglag tiirlerinde zorlandiklarini gostermektedir.
Baglag 6gretiminin baglam temelli, uygulama odakli ve geri bildirimle desteklenen bir siire¢ olarak
ele alinmasi1 gerektigini ortaya koymaktadir. Bu anlamda calismamizin sonugclari, literatiirdeki
Onerilerle biiyiikk Olglide uyumludur. Ayrica daha genis Orneklemli ¢aligmalarin baglag
kullanimindaki geligimi izlemek agisindan alana 6nemli katkilar saglayacag diistiniilmektedir.

Oneriler

Bu ¢aligmadan elde edilen bulgular dogrultusunda yabanci dil olarak Tiirkge 6gretimine
yonelik bazi oneriler gelistirilmistir. Bu oneriler, hem 6gretim siirecinin daha etkili hale getirilmesi
hem de Ogrencilerin bagla¢ kullanim becerilerinin gelistirilmesi acisindan 6nem tasimaktadir.
Oneriler su sekildedir;

1. Baglaglar yalnizca ezberlenmesi gereken kelime listeleri olarak degil, metin
ve anlam iligkisi kurma arac1 olarak baglam i¢inde sunulmalidir.

2. Ogrencilere baglaglarin farkli baglamlarda nasil kullanildigini gdsteren
karsilagtirmali 6rnekler ve uygulamali etkinlikler sunulabilir.

3. Gorev temelli ve baglam odakli 6gretim yontemleri (Ornegin metin
tamamlama, diyalog yazma, paragraf analizi) daha fazla kullanilabilir.
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4. Karsitlik, nedensellik ve ekleme baglaclarin daha dikkatli 6gretilmesi ve bu

tir baglaclarla yapilan hatalarin sistemli bigimde analiz edilerek doniit verilmesi
saglanabilir.
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