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EFFECTIVE TEACHING METHODS FOR TURKISH LEARNERS

OF KOREAN BY CONTRASTIVE TYPE: EVALUATED BY DETAILED ACCESSMENT ITEMS

KORECE OGRENEN TURK OGRENCILER iCIN KARSILASTIRMALI YAPIYA
GORE ETKiLi OGRETIiM YONTEMLERI: AYRINTILI OLCME MADDELERI iLE

DEGERLENDIRME

Oz

Korece ve Tiirkge iizerinde Karsilastirmali Analiz perspektifinde etkili bir
ogretim yontemi gelistirmek icin iki dil karsilastirilmis ve alti karsilastirmali
yapiya ayrimigtir. Her bir karsilastirmali yap icin etkili 6gretim yontemleri
deney grubu - Ardil Ceviri ve Tersine Ceviri 6gretim yontemleri ve kontrol
grubu - Bicim Odakli 6gretim yontemine gore analiz edilmistir. Bu sekilde
degerlendirme alanlarina gore 6gretim yontemlerinin etkililigi, baslangic

Anahtar Kelimeler

Korece
Karsilastirmal Yapt
Ardil Ceviri

Tersine Ceviri

Bicim Odakli Yontemi

seviyesi grubu icin karsilastirmali yaprya gore dogrulanmstir. Sonuglar, iki Makale Hakkinda
ceviri 6gretim yontemi arasinda Ardil Ceviri yonteminin, 'Korece Tiirkce ile Gonderim Tarihi:
ayni’, ‘Tiirkcede coklu karsilikly” ve Tiirkgeye en ¢ok ihtiyac duyulan “Tiirkge 30.03.2024
ile farkly’” yapilarinda etkili oldugunu gostermistir. Ayrica, Tersine Ceviri Kabul Tarihi:
yontemi, 0grenilmesi en zor olarak siralanan ‘Tiirkcede bulunmayip 26.08.2024
Korecede boliinmiis olan’ yapisinda en etkili yontemdir. Ancak onem ve E-Yayin Tarihi:
ogrenme onceligi acisindan en iist sirada yer alan "Korecede coklu kargilikly’ 31.12.2024

yapt igin iki ceviri 6gretim yonteminin etkili olmadigim gozlemlenmistir. Bu
calisma, Karsilastirmali Analiz yaklasimim uygulamis ve boylece ceviri
yonteminin 6gretim yontemlerini belirlemedeki etkinligini dogrulamigstir.

Introduction

Both Korean and Turkish are the Altic language, and Turkiye has the largest
number of ‘Hallyu’ fans in Europe, and the number of Turks who want to learn Korean
is consistently increasing. Due to this social situation, Korean language teaching from
the perspective of Turkish learners is becoming increasingly important and in
demand. Until now, research on contrastive analysis between two similar languages
has mainly focused on grammar, but there remains an underdevelopment of a
systematic teaching method based on the type of contrastive analysis. Therefore,
establishing in-depth contrastive types for cross-linguistic research and developing
effective teaching methods for each contrastive type is an important task that should
be readily researched as the needs for Korean education are growing. Hence, in this
paper, we propose effective teaching methods for Korean language education from the
perspective of the learner’s language, Turkish, in terms of contrastive analysis,
according to the detailed assessment items of each contrastive type between the two

languages.
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2. Research Background

2.1 Similar Languages

Oller-Ziahosseiny's (1970: 183-189) experiment found that Spanish and French
English learners who used the Roman (Latin) alphabet had more difficulty in learning
English than Japanese English learners who did not use Roman letters. Experiment
showed that learning a similar language system is more difficult than learning a
completely different language system. Ogino Shinsaku (2021: 61) notes that mistakes
often occur when using noun postpositional particles because the postpositional
particles systems in both Korean and Japanese are very similar. Woo (1998) argues that
Japanese Korean learners acquire the use of particles relatively easily in the early
stages of learning due to the similarity of Japanese particles, but as they progress to
more advanced stages, the similarity becomes counterproductive, revealing inherent
particle errors that are not easily corrected (Korkmaz, M. Emre, 2018: 126).

Gokmen, Mahmut Ertan (1999: 53) mentioned the fact that in pronunciation,
Korean and Turkish have the same assimilation rules with different aspects that can
cause difficulties on learning. Turkish students were found to have remarkably high
error rates in progressive assimilation, regressive assimilation and especially in
coalescent assimilation. In nasalization, students were influenced by an interference
from the native language. Lim, Jiyoung- Park, Deokyu (2016: 289), the object particles
in Korean are interchangeable with the object particles in Turkish. However, not only
does the use of an object particles in Korean vary, but also the verbs which are
combined with object particles in Korean are combined with different particles when
it comes to Turkish, so Turkish students make many mistakes. Korkmaz M. Emre-Cho,
Eunsuk (2018: 139) found that both Korean and Turkish languages belong to the Altaic
group and share many similarities, and concluded that this leads to a positive impact
on the Turkish learning of Korean. However, as experimental studies of adverbial
cases have shown, negative transfer in learning due to similarity occurs and thus,
intrusive interference is stronger in Turkish when learning Korean compared to other
languages. This suggests that explicit teaching based on language differences is
necessary. According to Altundag, Pmar- Yang, Soyoung (2021: 253), since Korean is
an agglutinative language like Turkish, it can be accepted that students learning
Korean as a foreign language have positive contributions to language learning
processes. However, the high vocabulary diversity of Korean can be considered as one
of the main problems that students face in the process of learning Korean.

Hide-ki,Noma (2002: 92), emphasizing the importance of Contrastive analysis
between similar languages, argues that Error Analysis is meaningful only if it is

conducted in the same language region and that the level of difficulty of Korean should
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be established in the learner's language. Although intra-linguistic interference is
gradually being reduced, interlanguage transfer is also present in advanced learners.
Therefore, the symmetrical and asymmetrical structures of Korean and Japanese
should be clarified thoroughly, and at the same time, explicit and discourse
asymmetrical structures should be taught. Han, Junghee (2003: 1) found in the error
analysis of Japanese-speaking learners that when the native and target language are
similar, the learner expects the same expression as the native speaker, so more errors
occur. By making a comparison with the native language model, the learner should
keep in mind the similarities, differences, frequent misuses and expressions, and there
is a need for a teaching method that teaches and trains from the perspective of the
native language model. According to Goksel (2010: 29), the differences between the
two languages are the biggest problem for Turkish learners in forming the habits of a
new language, Korean. Therefore, more research should be done to find out the
differences between the two languages and organize Korean learning content based
on them for more effective teaching.

Yang, Soyoung (2023) set up six contrastive types of Korean from the Turkish
perspective for elementary, intermediate, and advanced-level Turk learners of Korean
and revealed the order of an importance hierarchy and learning priority hierarchy
among the contrastive types. This was done by comprehensively reflecting the
learners' learning difficulty, the importance of native speakers' error evaluation, and
the distribution of contents in the textbooks for each contrastive type. The type that
ranked first in both the importance and priority of learning was type of ‘One Turkish
corresponding to many in Korean', while the most difficult type was ‘Absent in
Turkish, but Split in Korean' type, and the type with the highest importance of error
evaluation by native Korean speakers was type of ‘Many in Turkish corresponding to
one in Korean'. The study also revealed that it is an urgent task to develop an effective
teaching method for each contrastive type for efficient teaching in terms of contrastive
analysis.

Dursun (2020), who proposed a vocabulary teaching approach by contrastive
category from the perspective of Turkish learners of Korean, studied a vocabulary
teaching method utilizing contextual features of emotion-expressive vocabulary.
Dursun categorized vocabulary with similar semantic features in the 'correspondence
category’; vocabulary expressed by two or more words in Korean but by one word in
Turkish in the 'multi-correspondence category’; and vocabulary that have
corresponding words in Korean but not in Turkish, or vocabulary that have
corresponding words in Turkish but do not have similar semantic features in the non-

correspondence category'. The results showed that learners had difficulty

Journal of Oriental Languages
64  Volume: IX - Number: II, December 2024.



Soyoung YANG

understanding vocabulary in the 'multi-correspondence category' and difficulty using
vocabulary in the 'non-correspondence category'. Therefore, as a method of teaching
emotion-expressive vocabulary using situational contexts, Dursun proposed an O-H-
E (Observe-Hypothesis-Experiment) model for vocabulary in the 'multi-
correspondence category’. First, in the first observation stage, learners use real
materials to recognize the meaning of the vocabulary. Next, in the hypothesis stage,
learners analyze the meaning of target vocabulary, search for rules, formulate
hypotheses, and discover errors through discussion. Third, in the exploration attempt
stage, and then conduct communication activities. For vocabulary in the 'non-
correspondence category', based on the I-I-I (Illustration-Interaction-Induction) model,
Dursun proposed a method that focuses on the use of language and negotiation of
meaning. This was to form a schema for vocabulary from examples and recognize
contextual features in ‘Interaction’, and to encourage learners to attempt at real

communication in ‘Induction’.

2.2 Contrastive Types

Yang, Soyoung (2013) categorized errors in the particles and verbal endings in
Turkish students' Korean writing as substitution, omission, and addition phenomena,
and the categorization of all the errors were predicted according to Prator's difficulty
categories. Afterwards, the predicted errors in the particles and verbal endings were
compared with the actual error results, and it was found that the error prediction rate
by Prator’s difficulty categories was high (77.8%). Therefore, it can be proven that
Prator’s difficulty categories are reliable between Turkish and Korean in the
perspective of Contrastive Analysis. A review on Prator's difficulty hierarchy goes as

follows.

The 'Level 0, Transfer' stage, which is defined as the easiest level, refers to the
situation where there is very little difference or contrast between the two languages.

'Level 1, Coalescence' is the situation where two or more items in the native
language can be combined and expressed in a single item in the target language.

'Level 2, Underdifferentiation' refers to the situation where an item in the native
language

is not present at all in the target language.

'Level 3, Reinterpretation' refers to a situation in which a native item represents
a new form or distribution in the target language.

'Level 4, Overdifferentiation' refers to a situation where there is an item that is

not present in the native language but is present in the target language.
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'Level 5, Split', the most difficult level, is where an item in the native language

is split into two or more items in the target language. (Brown, 2007: 250)

However, the problem with these difficulty categories is that they are an
oversimplification of the Contrastive Analysis process. While Prator’s levels merely
contrast two languages, this study aims to create a new set of contrastive types in order
to provide a framework for more specific research to effectively teach Korean to
Turkish learners. In order to achieve this end, the difficulty categories need to be
modified according to the characteristics of the two languages in order to address a
more detailed and accurate contrastive type. Therefore, there is no purpose in teaching
Turkish items that cannot be expressed in Korean. Following this reasoning, the first
modification can be justified; 'Level 2, Little Differentiation' stage —the refined version
of Prator’s Level 2—was dropped in the study. In addition, a 'Level 6, Extreme
Differentiation and Splitting' was newly created from the the ‘Level 4,
Overdifferentiation’. This implies the evaluation of Level 4 as bearing a similar
splitting/combining attribute, the diversion of one item into several expressions in the
opposite language, identified in ‘Level 1, Coalescence' and 'Level 5, Split'. The sixth
placement of this new level was deemed necessary because Korean grammar rules are
comparatively more complicated than those of Turkish. From this point forward, the
term ‘difficulty level” will be referred to as ‘contrastive types’ in order to aid the
contrastive analysis in Korean education from the perspective of Turkish learners.

Consequently, if we reorganize the level order;

"Type 1, Korean same as Turkish' is where there is no difference or contrast
between the two languages. The learner can simply transfer positively an item from
Turkish to Korean.

"Type 2, Many in Turkish corresponding to one in Korean', where two items in
Turkish are combined into a single item in Korean.

"Type 3, Korean different from Turkish' is when an items in Turkish represents
a new form or distribution in Korean.

"Type 4, Absent in Turkish, present in Korean' is when an items is found in
Korean but not in Turkish.

"Type 5, One Turkish corresponding to many in Korean’ is when an item in
Turkish is split into two or more items in Korean.

‘Type 6, Absent in Turkish but split in Korean” are item that do not exist in

Turkish but are split in Korean.
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The validity of the above six types of contrastive types was demonstrated in
Yang,Soyoung (2023: 224, 227), who found that the newly established the “Type 6,
Absent in Turkish but split in Korean” was ranked second overall in the importance
hierarchy established comprehensively through learner difficulty, native speaker
evaluation, and textbook frequency hierarchy, while the 'Type 4, Absent in Turkish,
present in Korean' was ranked fourth overall. It can be seen that the newly established
control type, which separates type 6 from type 4, provides a framework for more
specific research analysis based on bilingual characteristics.

Yang, Soyoung (2023) summarized the features of each of the above contrastive
types in order of learning importance as follows. First, the “One Turkish corresponding
to many in Korean’ type was ranked first in terms of the number of learning content
in the textbook and writing errors in the compositions, but it was ranked in the middle
in terms of learners' learning difficulty. On the other hand, according to the error
evaluation results of native Korean speakers, errors in the communication aspect were
ranked the sixth lowest in terms of error importance because the actual meaning is
clear in conveying the meaning between similar expressions. On the other hand, it was
ranked first in terms of both importance and priority for learning. The analysis of
writing errors showed that the most common error grammatical expressions were
errors between the Korean analogs of ‘-d1g1 icin” for cause and “—1p’ for sequence. The
analysis on the class factor analysis, which impact the lecture, revealed that low scorers
in this type found Turkish unnecessary, and as learners' scores increased, they tended
to adopt 'Absent in Turkish, present in Korean' type as the most difficult type.

Second, type of 'Absent in Turkish but split in Korean’, was characterized by
fewer errors in the content and writing of the textbook, but was found to be the most
difficult for learners to learn. Native Korean speakers' error evaluation was ranked in
the middle, but it was ranked second in terms of learning importance and sixth in

terms of priority. The most common error among learners at all levels of writing is the

confusion between "-2/=" and "-0|/7}," which increases as learners move to more

n O Ly
—

advanced levels, with "-O|/7}" being misused twice as often as "-= being misused.

The learners' preferred learning style was found to be mixed (input, output) oriented,
and low scorers of this type tended to adopt a learner-centered and collaborative
(learner, teacher) approach to classroom teaching, in addition to the need to use
Turkish language.

Third, type of ‘Many in Turkish corresponding to one in Korean', had a high
frequency of textbooks, but the lowest frequency of errors in learners' writing and the
fifth highest level of learning difficulty. Korean native speakers ranked the highest in
terms of error importance, which can be analyzed as the most negative evaluation of
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inaccurate meaning conveyance when there is semantic confusion between multiple
Turkish languages per Korean. It ranked third in both importance and priority of
learning. In the class factor analysis, the necessity of the Turkish language was
contradictory, with both mecessary' and 'unnecessary' groups scoring high. Low
scorers in this type chose ‘Korean different from Turkish’ type as the most difficult
type.

Fourth, type of “Absent in Turkish, present in Korean', had a low frequency of
textbooks and low importance of native speakers' errors and a medium frequency of
learners' errors, but it was ranked second in learning difficulty. However, it was also
ranked fourth in learning importance and fifth in priority. In the class factor analysis,
the higher they scored, learners acknowledged the need for Turkish to some extent,
and the lower they scored, learners tended to choose type of ‘Many in Turkish
corresponding to one in Korean ' as the most difficult.

Fifth, the type of ‘Korean same as Turkish' had a medium frequency of
textbooks, a low frequency of writing errors, and was ranked last in the learning
difficulty hierarchy, but was ranked second in the importance of errors by native
Korean speakers. This shows that for native speakers of Korean, which has the same
or almost the same logical expression as Turkish, inaccurate conveyance of key
meanings is rated very negatively. Learning was ranked fifth in importance and
second in priority. In the class factor analysis, the necessity of Turkish language was
ranked second, and low scorers of this type felt the necessity of Turkish language very
much and preferred the input method of teaching.

Finally, type of ‘Korean different from Turkish’ showed a higher frequency
of learners' errors than the frequency of textbooks, but ranked fourth in terms of
difficulty and fifth in terms of the importance of errors by Korean native speakers. The
number of writing errors was high, but the scores for difficulty and error importance
were low. It was ranked 6th in learning importance and 4th in prioritization. However,
in the class factor analysis, the need for Turkish language was the largest type, and

high scorers in this type tended to have a greater need for Turkish language.

3. Methodology

3.1.Procedures

In order to investigate effective teaching methods according to each contrastive
type, a experimental lecture was conducted with 74 basic-level students from Ankara
University, Erciyes University, and Istanbul University who were in the second
semester of their first year. The research was conducted with basic level students from

these three universities, who represent the group most easily affected by teaching
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methods. The participants were determined by convenience sampling of the non-
probability sampling method from the students of Ankara University and Erciyes
University who voluntarily participated.

For the experimental group, the translation method was divided into two
methods and investigated in order to examine the effect of the teaching method based
on the differences and similarities between the students' native language, Turkish, and
the target language, Korean, in terms of Contrastive Analysis. The two methods were
the Back Translation Writing method which follows the TTT (Task, Teach, Task)
model, and the Consecutive Translation Speaking method which follows the PPP
(Presentation, Practice, Production) model. The reason for this was the assumption
that there would be widely varying effects between the TTT and PPP models in the
Translation method, and the same concern held true between writing-oriented and
speaking-oriented methods. For the control group, the PPP model version of the Focus
on Form method, which has recently been an effective grammar-focused method in
communicative training, was chosen. In this way, the effects of the translation method
in the six types were compared with the effects of the Focus on Form method in order
to determine the most effective learning method in each of the six contrastive types of
grammar expressions. Eventually, a total of three practice groups were formed and the
experimental lecture was carried out with the first group using the Consecutive
Speaking Translation method, the second group using the Back Translation Writing
method, and the third group using the Focus on Form method.

In order to investigate whether each group received the same score before the
experimental lecture, the students' scores were reviewed with the 47. TOPIK 1 reading
test before the experimental lecture, and the normality and homogeneity of the data
were checked and analyzed with the Kruskal-Wallis test. The significance level was
decided according to 0.05. As a result, it was found that the scores for each school were
not significantly different. This means that after all the students were divided into
three groups and mixed and adjusted to ensure a nearly identical number of
participants and scores, it was determined that the scores were not significantly
different for each group. In this way, an identical scoring system was organized in each

group and the experimental lecture was carried out.

School Number Mean X2 P
+Standard Deviation

1 21 35.8+ 4.163

2 16 37.4+ 3.558 4.121 0.127
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3 53 35.8+3.895
Table 1. TOPIK score Analysis Result by 'School'

Group Number Mean + X2 P
Standard Deviation

1 30 36.3+ 3.798

2 30 36.0+ 3.676 0.342 0.842

3 30 35.9+ 4.342

Table 2. TOPIK score Analysis Result by 'Group'

Afterwards, three experimental lectures were conducted with each of their
respective teaching methods on six grammar expressions that had never been taught
before in the three universities. Since the level of certain grammar expression were
categorized differently by each book, when a grammar expression was found in the
curriculum of the basic level in any of the three books used by the three universities,
they were simply recorded and investigated as the basic level.

The written evaluation test and speaking evaluation test were administered
immediately after the experimental lecture. The evaluation test was conducted on
paper. It was a total of seven questions including one morphological, one semantic,
two pragmatics questions, two translation questions, and one writing composition
question. The writing question assessed syntactic and contextualization skills by
presenting students with a grammar topic related to the grammar expressions and
requiring them to write three to five sentences. The speaking evaluation test consisted
of one question on a topic related to the target grammatical expression and assessed
syntax, discourse organization, and fluency skills. Upon analysis of the results, each
score was analyzed in two detailed ways; one group included those with an average
or above average score and another group included those with below average scores.
When analyzing with the R statistical program, score data was checked and analyzed
with One-way ANOVA or the Kruskal-Wallis test.

3.2 Research Model

3.2.1 Grammatical Expressions

According to the characteristics of each contrastive type of Yang,Soyoung
(2023), a list of six basic 2 grammatical expressions that were not commonly taught in

the practice at all three universities was extracted from the basic textbooks used by the
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three universities. Using this, the effective teaching methods for each contrastive type

will be analyzed through the practice of the three teaching methods.

Contrastive Expression

Turkish Expression Level in Textbooks?

Types s
Type1 242 -dik¢a-lasmak Korece 1-9.chapter,
T=K oLx|C} Korean Speaking for
university life. Basic2-
‘As you do
10.chapter
more, you
get more’
Type 2 =gz -Ir maz/ -dig gibi Hanguko 2-18.chapter
T>K ‘just as/ as
soon as’
Type 3 = Hem A hem B Hanguko 2-17.chapter
T #K 7| & st} (In reverse order)
‘and - too’

Type 4 -Of stCt (For third person, itisnot  Yonsei Academic Korean
Tabscent/ ‘appears found in Turkish as an Vocabulary & Grammar.
K present to' auxiliary verb that turns the Basic2

adjective into a verb.)

Type 5 -2 H LY -abilir Hanguko 2-15.chapter,

T<K 2 g (Same predictive meaning but ~ Korece 1-8.chapter,
) =" depending on the situation of =~ Korean Speaking for
SUpPPOse, use and the wording used)  university life. Basic2-
will’/
10.chapter,
‘would,su
ppose’

Type 6 H2e Not found in Turkish Hanguko 2-19.chapter,

T abscent LHZR (When recalling old events, Korece 1-12.chapter,
/ expressions are selected Korean Speaking for
w1 ‘I directly . ) o .

K” split according to whether the university life. Basic

saw that’

2- 10.chapter,

2 ‘HANGUKO 1 and 2’ textbooks are used in the first year curriculum at Ankara University. 'Basic
grammar of KOREAN by subject' and ‘KORECE 1’ textbooks are used in the first year curriculum at
Erciyes University. 'Korean for University Life 1 and 2' and '"Yonsei Academic Korean Vocabulary &
Grammar Basic 2’ textbooks are used in the first year curriculum at Istanbul University.
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situation is continuing or

completed).

Table 3. Basic 2 Level of Grammar Expressions in Experimental Lecture

3.2.2 Teaching methods

Different teaching methods were applied to groups in the following manner:
Consecutive Translation method for the first group, Back Translation method for the
second group and Focus on Form method for the third group.

First, the Consecutive Translation method, in the form of a PPP Teaching model,
aims to use both input and output-oriented teaching by using a deductive approach.
This follows the order of explaining in the student’s native language, translating a
sentence into the target language at the practice stage, and then freely constructing the
next sentence by dialoguing in the target language according to the context. The goal
is to translate from the first language into the target language immediately and to be
aware of the similarities and differences between the two languages. Finally, in the
task phase, speaking and contextualization were supervised in integration with the
writing task.

Second, the Back Translation method is a TTT teaching model that uses an
inductive approach, where the first task is to translate a prepared text in the target
language covering the target grammar into the native language. The second task is to
translate the text translated into the native language back into the target language. The
learners then compare the final translation with the original to see if they have used
the target grammar correctly. The teacher acts as a facilitator in this process, answering
learners' questions to promote learning. Since the lecture was mainly based on
students' writing, the final task was a colloquial conversation exercise to ensure that
the actual language was used in a meaningful context.

Third, the Focus on Form method, using a deductive approach in the form of
the PPP Teaching model, provides an explanation in the native language, then targets
practice which focuses on the grammatical accuracy in communication within a given
context. For this purpose, the Input Reinforcement method was used during grammar
explanation. In the practice part, there is the controlled practice (choosing the correct
answer), semi-controlled practice (information difference, filling, linking), and final
task phase. In the final task phase, open exercises (giving information, role-playing)

were practiced through communicative tasks in real-life situations.
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Teaching Teaching Descriptio Manne Learning Course Main Task
Method model nmethod  of model operatio  Applicati
Descript n on
ion method
1.Consecutiv. ~ PPP Deductive  Direct Input &  Learner- Speaking Writing
e Translation  (present- descripti Output-  centered
practice on oriented
produce)
2.Back TTT Inductive  Implied Output- Learner- Writing  Speaking
Translation  (Task- oriented  centered
Teach-
Task)
3.Focuson  PPP Deductive  Direct Input & Learner  Solving  Making a
Form descripti Output- & problems dialog
on oriented  Teacher
centered

Table 4. Teaching Methods

4. Results and Discussion

In the detailed assessment analysis of grammatical expressions by contrastive
type, each score was analyzed in two detailed ways: groups with average and above
scores, and groups with below average scores. When analyzing with the R statistical
program, the abnormal data was first processed and the gaps were filled with the
average of the data. Subsequently, the normality and homogeneity of the score data
were checked and analyzed with One-way ANOVA or the Kruskal-Wallis test. The
significance level was decided according to 0.05. The analysis hypotheses were defined
as the null hypothesis and the alternative hypothesis by looking at whether the scores
were different according to the teaching method groups.

HO: There is no difference in scores according to the teaching method groups
when applied to each of the six contrastive types.

H1: There is a score difference according to the teaching method groups when

applied to each of the six contrastive types.

4.1. 'Korean same as Turkish' type

The Kruskal-Wallis test was conducted to examine the score difference of
detailed assessment items according to the teaching methods. For the 'Korean same as
Turkish” type, there were significant differences in the overall score of the written
test(H[2]= 8.6171, P<.05) and in the semantic question (H[2]= 12.733, P<.01), which
evaluates whether the meaning was understood, by teaching method, but not in the
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morphological and pragmatics questions and the translation, writing, and speaking
questions.

The Dunn post hoc analysis showed that the Consecutive Translation teaching
method was more effective than the Focus on Form method for the group scoring
below average in the written test, which showed a significant difference (p<.05, r=.49).
The effect is large, according to Cohen (1992:157) . The Back Translation and the Focus
on Form teaching method were more effective than the Consecutive Translation in the
semantic test, which showed a significant difference (p<.05, r=.33) and (p<.01,r=.49).
Each effect is medium and large, according to Cohen (1992).

grip ! grzun
Figure 1. Results on the teaching Figure 2. Results on the teaching
method analysis in the group scoring method analysis in the semantic

below average in the overall score of the =~ question of the type 'Korean same as
written questions of the type 'Korean Turkish'

same as Turkish'

4.2. ‘Many in Turkish corresponding to one in Korean' Type

The Kruskal-Wallis test was conducted to examine the score difference of
detailed assessment items according to the teaching methods. For the type ‘Many in
Turkish corresponding to one in Korean', there was a significant difference in
morphological evaluation (H[2]= 10.493, P<.01l) and in terms of organizing the
discourse in speaking (H[2]=8.499, P<.05) by teaching method, but not in semantic,
pragmatics, translation, and writing questions.

Dunn's post hoc analysis showed that the Consecutive Translation method was
more effective than the Focus on Form method in the morphological question, where
there was a significant difference (p<.01, r=.43). In speaking, the Focus on Form method
was more effective than the Back Translation method in terms of discourse
organization (p<.05,r=.36). Both effects are medium, according to Cohen (1992).
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402

1 2
grup

Fig.3. Results on the teaching method Fig.4. Results on the teaching method

analysis in the morphological question analysis in organizing
of the type ‘Many in Turkish the discourse in speaking of the type
corresponding to one in Korean’ "Many in Turkish corresponding to one in
Korean'

4.3."' Korean different from Turkish ' type

The Kruskal-Wallis test was conducted to examine the score difference of
detailed assessment items according to the teaching methods. For the type 'Korean
different from Turkish', there was a significant difference (H[2]=6.902, P<.05) in the
group scoring below average in writing composition according to the teaching
method, but not in morphological, semantic, pragmatics, translation, and speaking
questions.

Dunn's post hoc analysis showed that the Consecutive Translation teaching
method was more effective than the Back Translation method for the group of below
average scorers with significant differences in writing composition (p<.05, r=.48). The

effect is large, according to Cohen (1992).

ady

1 2
grup

Fig. 5. Results on the teaching method analysis of the below average scoring

group in writing composition of the type 'Korean different from Turkish'
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4.4. “‘Absent in Turkish, present in Korean’ type

The Kruskal-Wallis Test was conducted to examine the score difference of
detailed assessment items according to the teaching methods. For the 'Absence of
Turkish, present in Korean’ type, there was no significant difference by teaching
method.

4.5. ‘One Turkish corresponding to many in Korean’ type

The Kruskal-Wallis test was conducted to examine the score difference of
detailed assessment items according to the teaching methods. For the ' One Turkish
corresponding to many in Korean’ type, there was a significant difference (H[2]= 6.854,
P<.05) in the group scoring below average in the syntactic evaluation of the writing
copmposition by teaching method, but there was no significant difference in
morphological, semantic, pragmatics, translation, and speaking questions.

Dunn's post hoc analysis showed that the Focus on Form method was more
effective than the Back Translation method for the group of below average scorers with
significant differences in writing copmposition (p<.05, r=.54). The effect is large,
according to Cohen (1992).

asp

grup
Figure 6. Results on the teaching method analysis of the below average scoring
group in writing composition of the type ‘One Turkish corresponding to many in

Korean’

4.6. “Absent in Turkish but split in Korean’ type

The One-way Anova Test was conducted to examine the score difference of
detailed assessment items according to the teaching methods. For the 'Absent of
Turkish Language, but split in Korean' type, there were significant difference in
writing composition (F= 3.746, P<.05) by teaching method. The Kruskal-Wallis Test
was conducted to examine the score difference of detailed assessment items according
to the teaching methods. There were significant differences in pragmatics (H[2]=7.003,
P<.05) and in the total score(written and speaking test) (H[2]= 12.967, P<.01) by
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teaching method. but there was no significant difference in morphological, semantic,
translation, and speaking questions.

Duncan's post-hoc analysis showed that the Focus on Form method was more
effective than the Consecutive Translation method in writing composition. Dunn's
post-hoc analysis showed that the Back Translation method was more effective than
the Consecutive Translation method with significant differences in the pragmatics
evaluation (p<.05, r=.32) and in the total score (p<.01, r=.45). Both effects are medium,
according to Cohen (1992).

AN . 2l

s —
T . :
grup grup

Figure 7. Results of Figure 8. Results of Figure 9. Results of
teaching method analysis  teaching method analysis teaching method analysis
in the pragmatics in writing composition of  in the total score of the
evaluation of the type the type 'Absent of type 'Absent of Turkish

'Absent of Turkish Turkish language, Split in language, Split in

language, Split in Korean’ Korean' Korean'

5. General Discussion
Above, for the beginner’s level group, the effectiveness of the Consecutive
Translation method and the Back Translation method were analyzed in terms of
contrastive analysis in the assessment areas of morphology, semantics, pragmatics,
translation, writing, and speaking, in comparison to the Focus on Form method
according to the contrastive type. As a result, the null hypothesis was rejected and the
alternative hypothesis was accepted.

For the 'Korean same as Turkish' type, the Consecutive Translation was found
to be more effective than the Focus on Form method method for the group scoring
below average on the overall written test. The Focus on Form teaching method was
more effective than the Consecutive Translation method in the semantic question.
However, the Back Translation method was found to be less effective than the other

methods. As for the ‘Many in Turkish corresponding to one in Korean' type, the
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Consecutive Translation method was found to be more effective than the Focus on
Form method in the morphological question, and the Focus on Form method was
found to be more effective than the Back Translation method in organizing the
discourse of speech. However, the Back Translation method was found to be less
effective than the other methods. For the Korean different from Turkish' type, the
Consecutive Translation method was more effective than the Back Translation method
for the group scoring below average in writing composition. For the ‘One Turkish
corresponding to many in Korean’ type, the Focus on Form method was found to be
more effective than the Back Translation method for the group scoring below average
in the syntactic evaluation of the writing composition. In the “‘Absent in Turkish but
split in Korean’ type, the Back Translation method was found to be more effective than
the Consecutive Translation method in the pragmatics question and on the overall
total test score. The Focus on Form method was found to be more effective than the
Consecutive Translation method in writing composition. However, the Consecutive
Translation method was found to be less effective than the other methods.

Therefore, the Consecutive Translation method in the Contrastive Analysis
approach is proposed as a teaching method for the group scoring below average on
the overall written test of the 'Korean same as Turkish' type and in morphological
aspect of the ‘Many in Turkish corresponding to one in Korean’ type, for the group
scoring below average in writing composition aspect of the 'Korean different from
Turkish' type. However, the Consecutive Translation method is not proposed as a
teaching method for the “Absent in Turkish but split in Korean’ type. The Back
Translation method is proposed to be an effective teaching method for pragmatics
aspect and on the overall total test score of the “Absent in Turkish but split in Korean’
type. Also, the Back Translation method is not proposed as a teaching method for the
'Korean same as Turkish' and “‘Many in Turkish corresponding to one in Korean’ types.

As for the control group, the Focus on Form teaching method is suggested as an
effective teaching method in semantic aspect of the 'Korean same as Turkish' type, in
organizing the discourse of speech of the ‘Many in Turkish corresponding to one in
Korean' type, for the group scoring below average in the syntactic evaluation of the
writing composition of the ‘One Turkish corresponding to many in Korean” type and
in writing composition of the ‘Absent in Turkish but split in Korean’ type.

As aforementioned, the results showed that between the two translation
teaching methods, Consecutive Translation method is effective for types of 'Korean
same as Turkish', “‘Many in Turkish corresponding to one in Korean’, and the type most
requiring the Turkish language in teaching, the 'Korean different from Turkish' type.

However, this was not for the case for the “Absent in Turkish but split in Korean’ type.
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The Back Translation method is effective for ‘Absent in Turkish but split in Korean’
type, which was ranked to be the most difficult to learn. However, this was not the
case for the 'Korean same as Turkish' and ‘Many in Turkish corresponding to one in
Korean’ types.

In conclusion, the Contrastive Analysis approach was found to be desirable for
most types besides the ‘One Turkish corresponding to many in Korean’ type, which
was ranked highest in terms of importance and learning priority. Therefore, it is
necessary to develop additional effective teaching methods for the future study of this
type not according to the Contrastive Analysis approach. In addition, future research
should explore how these results change when intermediate and advanced courses are

included.
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