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L1 Transfer / L1 Interference in Students’ Academic Writing (Practice)

This study aims to analyze errors in academic writing practices by Central Asian, university students
enrolled in advanced English for Academic Purposes course focusing on research writing and reading.
Research essays written by 40 first-and second-year students were initially analyzed to categorize the
typical errors as a result of Russian language interference/transfer. Russian was assumed to be the first
language (L1) in the present research due to the fact that it was named as the language most frequently
utilized by respondents both individually and in their families. The researchers explored the way that
multilingual speakers of languages that share certain similar syntactic structures (e.g. Kazakh and
Russian) demonstrate language interference and transfer. Learners demonstrated transfer/interference
in areas like grammar structures (construction of sentences, participles and cases), prepositions and
collocations to name a few. The theoretical framework underpinning this study was outlined and discussed
in a separate article.

Key words: Second language writing, second language acquisition, English language education,
English in higher education.

C. 96aipamaHoBa, 3. 3H
Ka3ak cTyaeHTTepiHiH aKaAeMUANDIK }Ka3blUlbIM XXYMbICTapblHAA Ke3aeceTiH
opbic Tini MHTepdepeHUMnACHI

3epTTey KyMbICbIHBIH MaKCcaTbl OPTasblK a3usAbIK }KOFapbl OKY OpbIHAAPbIHbIH BipiHAe cTyAeHTTepAiH
aKaZleMUANbIK OKbUTbIM KaHe »Ka3bl/lbiM KypcTapbl 60/bIHLLA FbUIbIMU JKYMbICTapAbl OpblHAAY O6apbICbIH-
Aa XibepeTiH KaTe TypnepiHe capanTtama xacay. 3eptrey 6apbicbiHAa 1 aHe 2-KypcTbiH 40 cTyAeHTiHIH
’a30a JKyMbIcTapblHa ToH TUNTIK KaTe Typaepi aHbiKTanabl. OnapAblH KanbinTacybl pecrnoHAEHTTepAiH
KapbIM-KaTblHacTa Wi KonjaHaTblH OpbIC Tili MHTephepeHUUACBIHbIH HATUXeCi eKeHi anKbIHAANAbI.
3epTTey KOPbITbIHALICHI CTYAEHTTEPAIH rpaMMaTUKanblK KypblUlbiIMAapMeH (ecimwe, kKeceMmue
opanbiMibl CeWneMaep), KeMeKli ce3aepiiH KongaHbulybiMeH OGalnaHbiCTbl KaTenepai >koHe
NYHKTYaUMANbIK KaTenepai xuixibepeTiHiH KepceTin oTbIp.

TyiiH cespnep: weT TiniHAEri )asblNbIM, LWET TiNiH OKY, aFbUILWbIH TiliH OKY, X0fapbl OKY OPHbIHAAFbI
afblLWbIH Tifi.

C. AbgpamaHoBa, 3. 3H
UntepdepeHumna pyccKoro A3biKka B aKaleMU4YEeCKOM NUCbMe CTYeHTOB-Ka3axoB

LlEHbIO AaHHOro nuccneagoBaHuA ABNAETCA aHaInN3 OLWMOBOK B MMCbMEHHbIX pa607ax CTyAEHTOB O4HOIo
N3 UeHTpPpaNbHOA3NaTCKNX YHUBEPCUTETOB, CAeNlaHHbIX MU BO BpeMA BbINOJIHEHUNA 3agaHnn Kypca no
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aKajeMnyeckoMy YTeHUIO 1 Hay4HOMy nucbMy. B paboTax 40 cTyaeHTOB nepBoro 1 BTOPoro Kypcos 6binu
BblfABEHbl TUMNYHbIE OWNOKU, MEBLLNE MeCTO B pe3ynibTaTe MHTephEepeHLMI PyCCKOro A3bIKa, KOTOPbIN
Obl1 Ha3BaH pecrnoHAeHTaMM Kak Hamnbosee YacTo NpYMeHAeMbIi UMK A3bIK. Pe3ynbTaThbl ccnefoBaHma
MOKasanu, YTo CTyAeHTbI Yallle BCEro AeNatoT OWnOKN B rpaMMaTMYeCKmNX CTPYKTYpax (CUHTaKCUMYeCKmX,
MpUYaCTHbIX U NafeXHbIX 060poTax), NpeAnorax 1 CJI0BOCOYETaHUAX, B MYHKTyaLUUn U T. A,

KnioueBble cnoBa: nMcbMo Ha MHOCTPAHHOM A3bIKe, N3y4YeHNe NHOCTPaHHOrO A3bIKa, 06y4eHne aH-
rNUACKOMY A3bIKY, aHIJIMNCKUIA A3bIK B BbiCLIEM 06pa30BaHNN.

Introduction

Looking at writing samples produced by 40
multilingual Kazakhstani students enrolled at a
private university of their capstone English for
Academic Purposes (EAP) course (an advanced
English reading and writing for research purposes)
over the course of one semester, this paper examines
the interaction between students’ Russian and
English language repertoires as seen in their final
papers. Corpus analysis was used to compare drafts
of the final papers to see how students interpreted
global feedback comments from the instructors and
to see if students were able to recognize when they
were using ‘non-idiomatic English.” By looking
at students’ writings, this paper examines how the
writing process may contribute to students’ general
English language acquisition. [1]

Project

The corpus that was used in this paper was taken
from students’ final papers submitted as the final
assessment for this course. The papers were the
product of a semester-long project in which students
had to conduct an original, primary research project.
Instructors allowed students to choose their topics
within class-specific parameters in the hope that
this would generate students’ intrinsic motivation
to write about their topics. The research project
enabled students to produce a 5,000 word research
paper by the end of the semester. Throughout the
semester, students submitted components of their
paper. The course adopted the assumption that
process-writing enables students to grow not only
as writers but as critical thinkers as develop new
knowledge about their topic through experiential
learning (i.e., conducting research).

The corpus. There are a range of studies which
focuses on errors made in second language writing
(L2) writing by learners with different language
background [2; 3; 4] and on ways to respond to
those errors [5; 6]. The most typical errors produced
by L2 learners in their English writing practices in-
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clude (but are not limited to) the following: tense,
word choice, sentence structure, article, preposition,
modal/auxiliary, singular/plural form, fragment,
verb form, pronoun, run-on sentence, infinitive/
gerund, transition, subject-verb agreement, paral-
lel structure, and comparison structure. [4] The
production of different marked forms is attributed
to the fact that students are able to access at least
two languages, i.e., Russian (L1) and English (as a
foreign language). The corpus revealed a range of
areas where language interference/transfer between
Russian and English was evident as seen below.

Results

Sentence structure. In Example 1, the structure
of the sentence is not grammatically correct. The
subject of the English sentence is missing and this
hinders understanding of the sentence meaning. In
the Russian translation, the omission of the subject
does not cause any difficulty in its comprehension
and the sentence structure corresponds to syntacti-
cal grammar rules. In Example 2, the sentence is
complex consisting of two simple sentences. In the
second clause the subject and predicate are implied.
Their omission does not conflict with grammatical
rules in Russian, whereas in English it breaches the
requirements for building up sentences.

Example 1 — Sentence structure

In this chapter will be explained the Methodology of Re-
search that was made for investigating

B aToii ri1aBe GyneT 00bsiCHEHA METOHO0JIOTHSI UCCIIEN0-
BaHHs, KOTOPOe ObLI0 NPOBEICHO IS U3yYeHUs

opinions of people about Kazakhstan’s proposal to initiate
commercial imports of radioactive wastes.

MHeHHU J1ojieii o npeayoxenun Kazaxcrana muHUIMUpPO-
BaTh KOMMePUYeCKUii UMIIOPT PAAHOAKTHBHBIX OTXO010B.

English has a fixed word order, which means
that every written declarative sentence must have
a subject and a finite verb. In Russian, sentence
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structure 1s looser and more flexible, i.e., sentence
structure may change depending on its meaning or
in order to place emphasis to a definite object in the
sentence. Sentences may be bi-composite (i.e., hav-
ing a subject and a predicate) and mono-composite
(i.e., having only one main member, either a subject
or a predicate). And because of its morphosyntax,
sentences in Russian can consist of one undivided
word (‘aeunennmeie’). Thus, Examples 1 and 2 il-
lustrate how language interference might be seen at
the sentence level.

Example 2 — Sentence structure

More complex questions were posed at the beginning of the
survey, more easier — to end.

BoJiee ci1okHBIE BOIIPOCHI OBLIM MOMeIleHbI B HaUaJjIe
orpoca, DoJiee Jierkue — B KOHIIE.

Lexico-grammatical units. Russian is a syn-
tactically synthetic language while English is an an-
alytical language. Russian has six noun cases, three
grammatical genders, and identifies perfective and
imperfective aspects in verbs. On the other hand,
English only has case in relation to pronouns and
verbs are distinguished along simple and progres-
sive aspects.

Case. As aforementioned, Russian has six cas-
es: nominative, genitive, dative, accusative, instru-
mental, and prepositional. In English, personal pro-
nouns have three morphological cases: nominative
case (who? what?), objective/oblique case (whom?
what?), and possessive/genitive case (whose?). But
the absence of case in English is then compensat-
ed by the use of prepositions, e.g., in English ‘to
be friends with Kate’ is translated into Russian as
‘npyxuth ¢ Kareii’. But sometimes a preposition is
not required in Russian. Instead, a single noun could
function as a substitute in the definite case, e.g., ‘to
write with a pen’ is translated into Russian as ‘nu-
cath pyukoir’ (instrumental case). These types of
discrepancies are visible in writing, e.g., ‘BepuTh
KoMy-Inbo/uemy-nnb6o’ (‘to believe to somebody/
something’ instead of ‘to believe somebody/some-
thing’); ‘apyrumu cinoBamu’ (‘by other words’);
‘ckazarh Komy-1r00’ (‘to say to somebody’).

In Example 3, the student has added the prepo-
sition ‘of” to convey the idea of something being
‘against something’ even though in both languages
no preposition is required. Students are confused
by the issues of usage or non-usage of prepositions,
and cases related to this discrepancy provoke them
to make errors.

Example 3 — Case

Kazakhstan has already dealt up with the radioactive prob-
lem that

Kazaxcran yske nume eJio ¢ paiHoaKTHBHOM npod.e-
MO¥i, KOTOpas

happened in Semipalatinsk polygon, and mostly because of
that our population is against of this proposal.

uMesa Mecto Ha CeMUNAJIATHHCKOM MOJUIOHE, H B 0C-
HOBHOM MO3TOMY Halll¢ HACEJICHUE MPOTHUB 3TOT0 Ipea-
JIOKCHMUS.

Prepositions. To continued the discussion then,
the more general use of prepositions in English and
Russian differ, e.g., ‘Hyxnmarecs B momomu’ (‘to
need in help’ instead of ‘to need help’); ‘cnpocutsb
y koro-nu6o0’ (to ask from somebody instead of ‘to
ask somebody’). In Example 4, the verb ‘Bnusts’
(‘influence’) requires a preposition ‘Ha KOT0O-TH00/
gto-° (‘to where or to what’) whereas in English
the preposition is missing ‘to influence somebody/
something’.

Example 4 — Prepositions

Since people’s internal conditions are very important,

HOCKOJIl)Ky BHYTPEHHHUE YCJI0BUSA J"()Zlef/i OYCHb BA’KHbI,

communication skills of psychiatrists greatly influence on
people.

KOMMYHHMKATHUBHbIE YMEHHUSI ICHXUATPOB OY€Hb BJIUSI-
0T Ha JIIoei.

Students typically made errors in cases where
there was no required preposition in English but
where Russian required a preposition, e.g., ‘to face
with somebody/something’; ‘to join to somebody/
something’; or ‘to interrupt somebody from some-
thing.’

There were also cases when the English and
Russian equivalent verbs required different preposi-
tions but learners transferred Russian prepositions
to English words, e.g., ‘to look on’; ‘to react on’;
‘to contribute in’; ‘an/to answer on’; ‘on the street/
on the picture/on the workplace/on the lesson/on the
chart/on the diagram’; ‘distributed between people’;
‘be oriented on something’; ‘to mention about’; or
‘to share with something.’

Punctuation. English and Russian punctuation
is based on different principles. Whereas Russian
punctuation is regulated by strict syntactic rules,
English punctuation is more bound by communica-
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tive rules (although not entirely). In Example 5, the
relative clause was separated by commas on both
sides. In this case, Russian grammar rules require
the presence of these commas, whereas in English,
the presence of the comma is conditional on wheth-
er the relative clause is restrictive or non-restrictive.
In this example, the comma was not needed since
the clause was not restrictive, i.e., the information
conveyed by the relative clause was not essential.

Example 5 — Punctuation

The research, which has been done by me, shows that some
adopted children easily adapt to the new parents,

HcciienoBanue, KOTopoe ObLI0 NPOBEIEHO MHOIO, 110-
Ka3bIBaeT, YTO HEKOTOPbIe YCHIHOBJIEHHbIE 1€TH JIETKO
aJlaNTHPYIOTCS K HOBBIM POUTEJISIM,

to the new country and culture and easily get over the psy-
chological and language barriers.

K HOBOI{i cTpaHe M KYJIbTYpe U JIETKO [Peo10J1eBal0T
MCHXOJIOTMYECKHE U 3bIKOBbIE Gapbepbl.

Students frequently applied commas to a variety
of restrictive clauses, especially ones that are sepa-
rated by ‘kortopsrii/-as/-oe/-pie’ which are equiva-
lent to the English ‘who, whom, that, which’, e.g.,
‘He just included opinions, quotations from people,
who are against or for importing nuclear wastes.’

Word units. Evidence of language transfer or
interference was also observed at the word level.

Pronouns. There is a confusion between ‘that’
and ‘what’. For example, the equivalent for both
words in Russian is ‘yto’, which can cause some
confusion for emergent writers in English. For ex-
ample, ‘Every human’s brain consists of two parts,
while the first part is responsible for logical think-
ing; the second is responsible for imagination what is
fundamental to art.” This is true for ‘it” and ‘there’ as
well because the equivalent word in Russian is ‘3t0’.
For example, ‘But having done the research paper,
there was concluded that the issue is much more
complicated than it was expected in the beginning.’

Example 6 — Pronouns

Both specialists think that while there are orphans in the
country,

O6a cieuaIMCTa CYUTAIOT, YTO, NOKA €CTh CHPOTHI B
cTpaHe,

it is no need to look for children outside the country.

HeT HeoOX0AUMOCTH MCKATh JieTeill BHe ee.
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As seen in Example 6, ‘it” was incorrectly ap-
plied instead of ‘there’. In the Russian translation,
this sentence transforms into an impersonal one
where the subject is omitted.

Vocabulary and word choice. Perhaps the
most obvious and rich area for observing language
transfer/interference was looking at students’ word
choices. Often when trying to select an appropriate
word to express a particular meaning, they made
errors reflecting semantic differences in lexically
equivalent words. Table 1 is a list of Russian words
that were frequently observed to confuse students.
For example, in English, one can ‘stay at home’ and
one can ‘sit at the table’ whereas in Russian, the
same word ‘cuzmets’ is used to convey both mean-
ings.

Table 1 — Russian words with their English equivalents

Russian

English

Bomnpoc(sr)

3emuist

B3sTh nHTEPBBIO
JlmaTthest

OTKpBIBaTh, OOHAPYKUTD
Jlenatp

[lo3BonsTh
OTKa3bIBaTHCS

3HaTh, y3HaTh YTO-JINO0
[Toguumars Borpoc
Jlate oOpa3oBanue
Cupers oma

Hpyroii, pa3ublit

Hpyroit

OOBIYHBIE JIFOIU

Question(s)/issue(s)
Earth/world/soil/land/ground

To take/to get interview

To last/to spread

To open/to discover, to find out
To make/to do

To afford/to allow, to let

To refuse/to reject

To know/to learn

To rise/to raise

To give/to provide

To stay at home/to sit at home
Different/other, another
Other/another

Usual/common, ordinary

While the marked forms that students produced

were not limited to the ones presented in this paper,
most of the typical ones were presented here in
order to give some general notion of the difficulties
students come across in their writing practices in
Academic English.

Pedagogical implications

This paper assumes the posture that if teachers
could develop the skill(s) can help students identify
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their language needs, they can help their students
become more proficient in developing writing
skills. [7; 8] But practically speaking, this can be
challenging. Two things that are related to this are:
(1) academic readings tend to be difficult to read and
often poorly written (in academic English) and (2)
the vocabulary in these articles tend to be difficult
to understand. Coxhead and Byrd point out how
academic writing differs from a typical language
textbook which often focuses on the verb. In contrast,
academic language tends to be noun heavy. [9] They
list the following grammatical features including:

Long complicated noun phrases with nouns
more often followed by prepositional phrases than
by relative clauses;

Long nouns, big words, and a tendency to
use words of Latin or Greek origin rather than
the simpler Anglo-Saxon word base of everyday
conversation;

Many different words (density of texts);

The use of the simple present tense;

Limited range of verbs with be, and have which
are frequently repeated;

Frequent use of the passive voice; and

The use of adverbial phrases to indicate location
in the text. [2]

As they note, in ESL/EFL learning, vocabulary
building is the responsibility of the reading teacher
(or assumed) rather than having it built into the
course so that students could develop proficiency

using academic language in their writing. Teachers
can therefore help students build vocabulary bases
also by accessing the range of linguistic resources
available to students. [8] Other things that teachers
can do in the classroom include things like:

Being more intentional in terms of text selection;

Reading and highlighting the lexicogrammatical
units that are present and then discussing what
words are repeated or used together;

Planning activities using words that frequently
appear in readings.

Another practical suggestion from Friedlander
[7] is regarding the choice of writing topics. He
found that when writers planned on Chinese-related
topics in their dominant language (Chinese) and
English-related topics in English, that the overall
output was much better than when if they planned in
English for both. His conclusion was that ‘planning
and preliminary considerations of a topic can be
enhanced if ESL writers understand that using the
language of the topic-area knowledge can have
a positive effect on their planning and writing.’
[7] While there are drawbacks to this approach as
well (namely, the mass use of tools like Google
Translate to do the translation work for the student),
Friedlander’s broader point about being more
conscious about using and encouraging students
to think about their linguistic repertoires from a
resource perspective as opposed to a deficit one is
well made.
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