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1 INTRODUCTION

Plurilingualism, individual’'s knowledge in more thane language, is a core value in the
modern European language policy, and Council obg&i(1998: 34) recommends for all
its member states to promote plurilingualism “bga@uraging all Europeans to achieve a
degree of communicative ability amnumber of languagégmy italics]. Foreign language
learning is of particular importance in Finlandye@ Finnish, the mother tongue of the
majority of Finns, is little spoken internationallihus, not only English, the lingua franca
of the modern international community, but alsceotioreign languages are taught and
learned in schools. It is not uncommon for a Fmfetirn three foreign languages during
his/her formal education; according to the offigtdtistics by National Board of
Education, 18.6 % of comprehensive school pupésnled three, and 0.6% four or more,
foreign languages at school in 2010 (Kumpulaineh120Thus, examining how learning
multiple languages affects the language processiag individual is particularly relevant

in the Finnish context.

It is a familiar phenomenon to scholars and laypeapke that some kind of interaction
takes place between languages in an individualfgland probably anyone learning one
or more foreign languages can recall an event ahlgaconfused some elements from two
different languages. In scholarly research, theatf of interaction of two (or more)
language systems in one’s mind are referred ty@ss-linguistic influence(CLI) or

transfer, which is the phenomenon investigated in the presteidy.

The role of cross-linguistic influence varies iffelient areas of language learning and use.
The present study focuses on transfer in lexicdnchvis a subsystem that is perhaps the
most extensively studied in the field of transferdses but still calls for further
investigation. In Finnish settings, lexical trandf®@m Finnish and Swedish into English
has been investigated by such scholars as Ringh®87(2007), Odlin and Jarvis (2004)
and Merilainen (2010). These studies have examirfegence only from Finnish and
Swedish, whereas influence from other foreign laggs which the learners have possibly

learned or are learning is left without attentiblowever, as noted above, it is not
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uncommon for students in Finnish comprehensive @shend upper secondary schools
(lukio) to study an additional foreign language, mostrofcerman, French, Spanish or
Russian. (For more statistical information, segbfab). Therefore, | consider it important
to take these additional foreign languages int@astwhen researching what Finnish
learners transfer into English. Furthermore, masgdies on transfer focus on adult learners
or high-school students, whose proficiency in trget language is relatively high.
Elementary stages of learning are considered irhmso@ller number of studies.
Consequently, in the present study, | chose todacubeginner level learners, more
specifically Finnish 8 grade pupils some of whom are learning English fseign

language and some both English and French.

A further reason for choosing this particular ageug as the subject of my study is that it
allows the investigation of the interaction betw#esse three particular languages: Finnish,
French and English. As presented in the officiatistics by National Board of Education,
most often in Finnish comprehensive schools pgtdst learning their first foreign

language on the third grade (at the age of 8-Qerlan, in the fifth grade in most schools
(at the age of 10-11), pupils can opt for an adddl foreign language. In the seventh
grade, all the pupils start learning another oligalanguage, which is Swedish in case of
Finnish-speaking pupils. (Kumpulainen 2011.) Foeg®xclusively on influences from
Finnish and French is enabled in this study bystigating learners in the stage when they

have not yet started learning Swedish, at leastmformal settings.

The present study focused on examining the quatityquantity of lexical influence that
pupils drew from their first language (L1), thaFgnish, as well as from their second or
third language (L2/L3) that is French, and how that influence showettiéir English
production. Three different learner groups were garad with each other in order to
examine how the order of acquisition affects thalityiand quantity of transfer. Also the
teacher’s actions, as they might have been encimgyag inhibiting transfer, were
discussed. These questions were approached thotsgivation of written samples of
learner language as well as by interviewing teacbarhow they viewed the role of CLI in

language learning.

! The terms L2 and L3 are both used here to reffartagn languages learned in formal settings, the

two differing only in terms of the order of acqtiisi.



In this thesis, | will first provide a theoretidahckground for the subject of the study; first
reviewing the history of transfer studies and eixyphgy the central terminology, then
presenting results from previous studies on lexidiience and third language transfer in
particular. After that, | will provide an overviesn the language policy in the Finnish
comprehensive school and introduce the data ankdoa&bf the present study, which is
followed by the analysis of the current data. Tihalfpart of the thesis consists of the

discussion on the results and the conclusions.

2 CROSS-LINGUISTIC INFLUENCE

In general terms, transfer or CLI can be descrésetthe influence of a person’s

knowledge of one language to that person’s knovdemtgise of another language” (Jarvis
and Pavlenko 2010: 1). As Jarvis (2000: 246) pauts transfer is perhaps one of the most
researched phenomena in the field of second lamgaeguisition (SLA). However, the
research on it is still not comprehensive. In thapter, | first provide a general overview
on the history of transfer studies, illustratingvhine views on the phenomenon have
changed and evolved through the past decades.tAégrin the second sub-chapter, a

discussion on the relevant terminology follows.

2.1 History of transfer studies

While CLI have most likely occurred and been adayiinterest throughout the human
history (Jarvis and Pavlenko 2010: 1), the rootsotiolarly study on transfer lie in the™9
century historical linguistics, which focused ondaage contact phenomena and language
change (Odlin 1989). In that framework, transfeswesearched as a societal phenomenon,
that is, language use was investigated on the t#ubk society rather than of individual
speakers. When the scholarly research on langeaghing started in the 1940’s and
1950's, transfer started to be examined in thel lefzan individual through a
psycholinguistic approach (Jarvis and Pavlenko 28LOwo ground-breaking

publications on transfer originate from that eraileich’sLanguages in contaend
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Lado’s Linguistics Across Culturesvhich are often cited as cornerstones of the mmode
transfer research (see e.g. Ringbom, 1987: 46isJand Pavlenko 2010: 3, Odlin 2003,
Sajavaara 2006: 12). Each of them has contributelifferent branches in the field: the
former one representing research on bilingualisththa latter one being more closely
related to applied linguistics (Selinker 1983: 3@e two approaches have slightly
different focuses and they differ, to an extentheir use of terminology. In the present
study, transfer is discussed in the applied lingrssramework, which has affected my
choice of terminology and the choice of the studles will serve as the core of the
theoretical background of the present study. Belomill present a closer overview on
transfer research particularly in the field of setéanguage acquisition (SLA) and
language learning in formal settings, referringpitorgualism only when the two fields

overlap.

2.1.1 Behaviouristic era and contrastive analysis

In the 1940’s and 1950’s, the time when modernsfienresearch started to develop,
behaviourism was the dominant trend in psychol@&pjdvaara 2006: 11) and it also
influenced strongly the contemporary views on laggulearning (Ellis 1994: 299). As
Ellis (1994: 299) points out, behaviourists constddearning as habit formation based on
repetition of responses to certain stimuli. Accogdio the behaviourist view, interference
from prior knowledge was the main inhibitive facfor forming new habits that is,
learning. Therefore, learning a new habit requirettarning an old one, which cannot be
considered reasonable in the context of SLA, aslthéabit is learners’ L1 and unlearning
it is not desirable. Due to this dilemma, L1 reneaira factor that was considered to cause
difficulty in second language learning, particwar cases when L2 was distant from L1.
(ibid.)

During the behaviouristic era, the view on transfas rather narrow and transfer was
considered mostly as negative L1 influence (infaesthat deviates the language from the
native language norm) on foreign language prodoctiereas transfer in reception and
influence of later-learned languages on a prewvjoastjuired language (i.e. reverse
transfer) were neglected (Sajavaara 2006: 11-b2hd 1950’s and 1960’s the main
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research method in the field was contrastive amafsd the focus was mostly on
pronunciation and grammar (Odlin 2003: 437). Ths® dlustrates how narrow the
scholars’ perception on transfer was. Even thougpigcal study on transfer was still
scarce, some researchers, such as Fries, consareldping teaching materials for
second language acquisition (SLA) and methods datag to learners of a specific native
language as an important application of contrasinayses (Odlin 1989: 16-17). This
illustrates the role of contrastive analysis dutingse decades: it was used as a tool to
make predictions about language learning. Howengertrastive analysis as a method was

soon to receive substantial criticism, as will lsénped out in the next section.

2.1.2 Critical views on transfer and current trends

From the 1960’s onward, many began to challengédhaviourist views and question the
role of transfer overall (Odlin 1989: 22). In th@6D'’s, critical analysis as a method became
overpowered by Error Analysis (EA), which “consisefsa set of procedures for identifying,
describing and explaining learner errors” (Elligid&arkhuizen, 2005: 51-52). Through
error analysis it became apparent that not allrercan be traced back to L1 or other type of
cross-linguistic influence but some of them mayrialingual, such as overgeneralization
of grammatical rules of the target language, oy thay arise from how the learner is

taught as well as from other contextual or indialdiactors (Odlin 1989: 18). The error
analyses of the 1960’s and 1970’s further suggehbtedhere are universal characteristics
in learners’ errors and that second language sitigui is actually not a fundamentally
different process from L1 acquisition (Odlin 1989). Thus, by the end of the 1970’s, the
value of contrastive analysis in predicting leaghautcomes by speakers of a certain L1
had lost most of its credibility. Many scholars gast that CA is useful when identifying
source of learner errors in actual data, but igtté# predictive value. However, the
predictive value of contrastive analysis has néeesmn completely discarded and remains a

controversial question even today. (Odlin 1989: 19)

Much of what is currently known about transfer weatablished in the 1960’s-1980’s
(Jarvis and Pavlenko 2010: 10), but the emergiitigism on transfer finally led to a

period in 1980’s-1990’s when transfer was much eggd as an insignificant phenomenon
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in SLA (Sajavaara 2006: 11). Regardless of theezging scepticism toward transfer in the
1980’s, during that time there were scholars, sagcdlin (1989), who partly disagree
with the transfer scepticism. Odlin (1989: 23)icittes the sceptics’ overemphasis on
errors and universal developmental sequences, laasven certain linguistic sub-systems,
that is, morphology and grammar. Odlin’s (1988hguage Transfer. Cross-linguistic
influence in language learning generally considered as probably the most fsogmit
post-1950’s reference in the field and it laid bfasis for modern views on transfer (e.g.
Jarvis and Pavlenko 2010: 3, De Angelis and SeligkR@1: 42). After the period of
neglect, interest in transfer has been revivetdénvake of the new millennium, which has
brought many new interesting topics, such as reveasisfer, transfer in discourse,
interaction of three or more languages and CLIamceptual representations, into
highlight. (Jarvis and Pavlenko 2010: 13-14). A mwdsuccessor to Odlin’s (1989)
publication is provided by Jarvis and Pavle@wsslinguistidnfluence in Language and
Cognition(2007/2010), which offers a broad overview on teent developments of

transfer research in the field of psycholinguistics

As illustrated above, the views on the role of $fanin language learning have shifted
back and forth during the past decades. Regardfessmerous studies conducted in the
field, much is still to be investigated before fatimprehension of transfer can be acquired
(Jarvis and Pavlenko 2010: 8). There still exiffedng views on when, where, in what
form and to what extent L1 influences learnerskin®wledge and use (Jarvis 2000: 246).
The differing views in the field also show in tharied use of terminology, which is the

issue discussed in the next section.

2.2 Defining transfer and its sub-types

In this section, | will present the varied termiogy that is used in transfer research, discuss
the problems caused by the ambiguity of the termalspmint out some difficulties in
establishing a firm definition for the complex pbemenon in question. The changes in the
use of terminology and how transfer has been defielect also the overall development

of the views in the field, which is outlined in tpeevious sections. The discussion below

further works as a motivation for the terminologjicloices made in the present study and
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suggests which definition best captures the scopamsfer as it is approached in this

thesis.

2.2.1 Problems in defining transfer

Since 1980’s, the term transfer has been critictagzgito its behaviouristic connotations
(Jarvis and Pavlenko 2010: 3). As Odlin (1989: @aints out, contrary to the

behaviouristic notion, CLI is not “simply a consegae of habit formation”. The term
transfer suggests that something is transferrextitljrfrom one language to another, but as
the research shows, in reality transfer procesgesach more complicated and the effects
on the language production and reception can bestdstle and thus difficult to detect.
Despite the misleading quality of the term, Odlif8g9) finds it likely that the term transfer
will be used in the future as well, since it hagatly persisted over a hundred years having
been used as early as in th&' t@ntury by Withney (1881, as reported in Odlin 99%ng

before the theories of habit formation were esshigld.

Odlin (1989: 26) further states that another widedgd term dating from the behaviouristic
era isinterference, which refers to the negative effects of trandiergative transfer refers
to CLI that somehow inhibits or interfers with Iaarg another language. That is contrary
to positive transfer, which is defined by Odlin (@d®003: 438) as facilitative influence of
similarities between the source language and tigetéanguage in language learning. As
the knowledge of positive cross-linguistic influestas increased since the publication of
Odlin’s (1989) book, interference seems to haveberless and less employed term in the
field.

In the mid-1980’s, Kellerman and Sharwood-Smitlhadticed the term cross-linguistic
influence (Jarvis and Pavlenko 2010: 3), whichlbeen since preferred as a theory neutral
term for transfer. According to Sharwood Smith &stlerman (1986: 1), the term cross-
linguistic influence (CLI) reflects the idea of ebRder concept than mere transfer as it

encompasses such phenomena as avoitidmmeowing and L2-related aspects of language

2 Avoid using structures that are very differeminfirtheir counterparts in the learner’s L1 (Odlin

1989: 37)
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loss. However, some scholars regard even the terss-tinguistic influences misleading
(Jarvis and Pavlenko 2010: 4) because it partlylictsiwith Cook’s (2003) notion of
multicompetence , which suggests that there aiseparate language competences for
different languages in an individual’s mind buthetone integrated supersystem (Cook
2003: 2). Nevertheless, both transfer and crogg#stic influence are still commonly
distributed terms in the research literature atidpagh being well aware of the subtle
difference in the associative meanings of the téompractical reasons | have chosen to

use these two terms interchangeably in the prestedy.

Jarvis (2000: 249) further states that the lack okell-established definition of transfer
might be one of the main issues causing confusiohireconsistencies in the research
literature (see also Dechert 2006: 4). It is n@reglear whether transfer should be viewed
as a process, a constraint, a strategy or an oetobm shared underlying conceptual

system of L1 and IL (ibid.). Below, | review somefithitions suggested in the literature.

Odlin (1989: 27) provides the following definition:

Transfer is the influence resulting from similest and differences between the target language

and any other language that has been previoustyarhaps imperfectly) acquired.
Jarvis (2000: 250) claims this definition to be thest cited working definition of transfer.
However, there are some problems also with thimiei. First of all, it excludeseverse
transfer, that is, transfer from a language that is acguiaéer than the target language.
However, these days, reverse transfer is a wididg@vledged phenomenon and should,
thus, be considered in the definition that attenpidescribe the whole scope of transfer.
Second of all, Odlin (2003:436) himself criticiza@s definition of lacking information
about what transfer actually involves, in other dgymwhat is meant by the word influence.
Jarvis (2000: 252) further points out that the abdefinition does not refer to how transfer
is identified and, consequently, he proposes awerking definition that approaches the
phenomenon from the point of view of methodologregjuirements:
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L1 influence refers to any instance of learnendelere a statistically significant correlation (or
probability-based relation) is shown to exist betw some feature of learners’ IL
[interlanguag€]] performance and their L1 background. (Jarvis 262)

If interpreted literally, the above definition caras only L1 influence. However, as

current literature points out, CLI can originatesically from any other language of which
the learner has some knowledge. Nonetheless, valilgiet modification, Jarvis’s definition

is easily adaptable to cover influences also froneiosource languages, should the term L1
be substituted by L2 (or L3 etc.) according to wihatinvestigated source language is.

Due to the qualitative nature of the present stgthtjstical correlation cannot be
established from the data and, thus, Jarvis’s dieimcannot be strictly applied here. The
approach to transfer in this study is thus base@dim’s (1989) definition, with the
difference that also reverse transfer is considekedar as the quality of transfer is
concerned, the terms positive transfer and negaawsfer are used in this study, rather
than the term interference, which is easily assedito behaviouristic views on transfer. As
there are multiple possible sources and targetsdaosfer, further terminology to

distinguish different types of interactional reteis between the learner’s languages has
been developed. Below, | will introduce the ternigy that is used to describe subtypes of

transfer based on its direction.

2.2.2 Different directions of transfer and interlarguage

As research has shown, transfer is not simplyipiktence from L1 to L2, and thus a
variety of terms has been created to describentkeaictional relations between a learner’s
languages. The tersource languaggSL) is used to refer generally to any language from
which the transfer originates, whereas the langiragfee use or knowledge of which the
source language has an influence on is calletatiget language (TL), or recipient
language Most often it is assumed that SL is a languageithlearned prior to TL and that
kind of transfer is referred to &rward transfer (Jarvis and Pavlenko 2010: 12), which
contrasts with reverse transfdforward transfer and reverse transfer are moshafsed to

refer to transfer that involves L1, whether asgberce language or the target language,

3 See p. 15-16 for a definition of interlanguage
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whereas transfer between non-native languageffésae to adateral transfer (e.g. Jarvis
and Pavlenko 2010: 21-22) interlanguage transfer (e.g. De Angelis and Selinker 2001:
43). As the term interlanguage (which is definethi& next chapter) is a central term used
by Dewaele (1998), whose study is one of the maumces of information that the
hypotheses of the present study are based orertindriterlanguage transfer, rather than

lateral transfer, is preferred in this study to mbain theoretical consistency.

The terminterlanguage was introduced in the 1970’s, when the learneguage became
considered as “a system in development, and nat &sroneous form of TL” (Martin and
Alanen 2001: 34). As Cook (2003: 2) points outeitgnguage has become a standard term
used to refer to a speaker’s knowledge of a setargliage. The term is used to
distinguish the language knowledge of a native lsgrefiom that of a second or foreign
language speaker, since the two are consideredicamtly different (Odlin 2003: 438).
Interlanguage can be also seen as a special tygialett, as stated by Corder (1981: 14),
who also introduces the term ‘transitional dialéotemphasise the instability of such a
learner dialect (Corder 1981:18). The nature adriahguage as being something in
between the source language and the target langyeige language variety on its own, is
illustrated in Figure 1, which is taken from Cord#981: 17).

interlanguage

Language A Target language

Figure 1 (Corder 981:71)

Figure 1 clearly illustrates the term interlanguageeferring to not just a partial
knowledge of the target language, as the learmguiage might be perceived, but a

separate entity that includes elements from batdhget language and the source
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language (Language A). In addition to this, integaage is formed of elements that are

not, per se, part neither of the target languagehthe source language.

So far in this paper, transfer has been discussedactor influencing language knowledge
and use as a whole. However, it would be negligeassume that transfer works similarly
in all the areas of language learning and use. ,Tihusldition to the direction of transfer, it
should always be specified which linguistic subteysis the target of transfer. As
mentioned above, the present study focuses orféraasit occurs in lexis and thus the

next chapter is devoted to that particular ardarguage.

3 LEXICAL TRANSFER

Vocabulary is a favourable subject for studyingefgn language transfer in particular
since, as De Angelis (2007: 41) states, “Non-msaitifluence is particularly visible in the
area of lexis, where transfer of non-target infadioraare mostly overt and therefore easily
recognizable”. This claim is supported, in the hssof Poulisse’s (1999) study on slips of
the tongue, that is performance errors due to laggyrocessing problems, in L2 use. In
her data, the majority of slips by adult L2 leameere identified as lexical slips (Poulisse
1999: 117). However, in order to discuss lexicahsfer, a definition is needed for what
vocabulary knowledge is. Therefore, | begin thigatler by discussing how vocabulary
knowledge has been defined in literature and wimat &f factors lexical knowledge
consists of. After that, | will illustrate how trefer can manifest itself on the different
levels of vocabulary knowledge, drawing mainly fréewical transfer research conducted
in Finnish settings by Merildinen (2010) and Ringb(.987, 2001, 2007).

3.1 Vocabulary knowledge

As stated above, in order to understand the scbie aifferent types of transfer that may
occur in vocabulary processing, one has to defiseWhat vocabulary knowledge entails.
Ringbom (1987:36) points out that, even though kngva word may appear simply as an

absolute state - meaning that one either knowstaigevord or not - vocabulary
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knowledge consists of many different dimensions@meach dimension the knowledge
ranges on a continuum from no knowledge to fullideolge, which is mostly a
hypothetical state. Ringbom (ibid) defines vocabukmnowledge consisting of six

dimensions, which are presented in Figure 2.

Jarvis and Pavlenko (2010: 73) provide closer defims to the dimensions introduced by
Ringbom. According to them, the first dimensiorngessibility, refers to the language
user’s ability to recognize an item and retrieviegdin the memory, whereas
morphophonological knowledge means knowledge tk#isg and pronunciation of a
word in its various forms. The third dimension, &y includes the knowledge of the
word’s grammatical class and its syntactic constsai(ibid.) Including syntax in
vocabulary knowledge might appear confusing siramabulary and syntax are often
contrasted. However, syntactic knowledge is tightiynected to lexical knowledge and
keeping these two strictly separate is artificldle problems in defining the border

between syntactic transfer and syntactic aspedexafal transfer will be discussed in

section 3.2.3.
=
e
Accessibility Morphophonology Syntax Semantics Collocation Association T
o
The word is Knows the Knows all Knows all possible Knows all Knows all 8
accessible possible syntactic meanings collocational associative E}
regardless derivations of a constraints constraints constraints ;z>
of context word 8
f o
Knows word in Knows one :
all its forms meaning only Z
(spoken, written, =
inflected) Knows some ;
Knows some constraints Knows some =
constraints constraints <
The word is Knows one form Knows approximate
accessible of word meaning only
within (daisy = ‘some kind
specific of flower’)
context only
Knows no Knows no Knows no
syntactic collocational associative
constraints constraints constraints

FIGURE 1 Lexical knowledge

LE

Figure 2. Six dimensions of lexical knowledge. (Rgbom, 1987:37).
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Jarvis and Pavlenko (ibid.) describe the fourthathsion, semantic knowledge, simply as
the knowledge of the word’s meaning(s), whereakcation and association refer to
contextual knowledge and may be regarded as mewnadd aspects of vocabulary. More
exactly, knowledge of the word’s collocation refewknowledge about which other words
the item typically co-occurs with, whereas assammtefers to the words and items with
which the words is associated but does not hawdl@cational link. Richards (1976, as
cited in Jarvis and Pavlenko 2010: 73) adds yethemnalimension to the list, that is,
awareness of the formality of the word as wellresregister in which it is conventionally
used and how frequently. However, as focusing emehtary level learners, who have not
yet gained knowledge about the degree of formalityocabulary items, this dimension is

not of relevance in the present study.

According to Jarvis (2009), these six (or seveRighards’ definition is included)
categories can be placed into two main levels ocibalary knowledge: lemmas and
lexemes. These two terms were originally usedxittgraphy and then associated with
mental lexicon by Kempen and Huijbers (1983) andhigen and Hoejkamp (1987) (as
guoted in Jarvis 2009: 100). The lexemic level ofavknowledge is the knowledge of the
words’ formal properties, that is, knowledge abitwat spelling and pronunciation of the
words’ inflectional forms (Jarvis and Pavlenko 208R). Lexemes can be, thus, considered
as the surface level of vocabulary knowledge. Tdo®sd level of word knowledge is
lemmatic knowledge. Jarvis and Pavlenko (2010:d&2kribe lemmas as abstractions
underlying lexemes. A lemma carries the semanticsgntactic properties of the word.
Semantic properties include the associations ofeimena with concepts as well as with
other lemmas (Jarvis 2009: 102), whereas syntpotigerties include information about

the grammatical class, subcategorization fraané collocational as well as syntactic
constraints (Jarvis and Pavlenko 2010: 82). Fomgt@, go, goes going, wentandgone

are lexemes, whereas [GO] is the underlying lenibid)( Jarvis (2009: 100-101) points

out that it is important to further distinguish bdéxemes and lemmas from mental
concepts, even though research has often failkdagp semantic transfer (transfer on the
lemmatic level) and conceptual transfer (transfeti@ conceptual level) separate. Whereas

lemmas consist of linguistic knowledge, concepésmental images, schemas and scripts
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on the level of thought and experimental knowleflgiel.). As this thesis focuses on
linguistic transfer, that is transfer in the leeélemmas and lexemes, further discussion on

conceptual knowledge is not of relevance at thiatpo

Another model for categorizing lexical knowledgerssented by Nation (2001), who
describes vocabulary knowledge as consisting ofath@wving three aspects: word form,
word meaning and word use. These three categmiesst of further sub-categories, which
are presented in Table 1. Nation (2001) also empbsghe distinction between receptive
and productive knowledge and, in Table 1, eachcauibgory of lexical knowledge is

presented from both the receptive and the prodeietspect.

Table 1 What is involved in knowing a word (Nation2000: 27)

Form spoken H What does the word sound like?

P | How is the word pronounced?
written R| What does the word look like?

P | How is the word written and spelled?

word parts Rl What parts are recognisable in thigi®o

P | What word parts are needed to express the me&aning

Meaning | form and meaning R What meaning doesathisl form signal?

P | What word form can be used to express this mganin

concept and referenfs R What is included in theept?

P | What items can the concept refer to?

associations R What other words does this makkinok of?

P | What other words could we use instead of thi®one

Use grammatical R | In what patterns does the word occur?
functions P | In what patterns must we use this word?
collocations R| What words or types of words occithwhis one?

P | What words or types of words must we use with tiie?

constraints on use | R [ Where, when, and how often would we expect tot i
(register,

word?
frequency...)

P | Where, when, and how often can we use this word?

R = receptive knowledge, P = productive knowledge

The three main categories suggested by Nation {28@h rather well with Jarvis and

Pavlenko’s (2010) distinction of lexemic and lemim&howledge, the knowledge of word
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form corresponding to the lexemic knowledge andWedge of word meaning and word
use comprising what is defined as lemmatic knowdedig the present study, | prefer to
apply the terms by Nation (2001), because, ass1§2@09:101) points out, even though the
distinction between lemmas and lexemes is veryulisefthe literature the definitions of
the terms lemma and lexeme have not been complagelistent. Consequently, the
distinction into lemmas and lexems more ambigubas Nation’s categories: form
meaning and use. Furthermore, Merildinen (2010)Rindbom (2001) use similar
terminology to that of Nation; Merildinen using teeact terms and Ringbom (2001)
referring to “transfer of form” and “transfer in ex@ng”. Thus, using Nation’s terminology
in the present study is an attempt to maintain it@slagical consistency in the Finnish
context.

How the categories of lexical knowledge are defireftcts also on what types of lexical
transfer can be identified. Next, | will introducategories of lexical transfer considered in
this study, which follow the lines of lexical knasdge categories as defined by Nation
(2001).

3.2. Types of lexical transfer

In this section, | will discuss how transfer maymfiest itself in the different areas of
vocabulary knowledge defined above and how thewdfft types of transfer can be
labelled. The categorisation used in this studyasnly applied from Merildinen (2010),
who examined lexical and syntactic transfer int@ritproduction of Finnish upper
secondary school students. She classified thedkttensfer occurrences in her data into
Nation’s (2001) categories (word form, word mearang word use) and further into sub-

categories. The sub-categories are presented ie 2dielow.
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Table 2 Sub-categories of lexical transfer in Merdinen 2010.

transfer in word form

transfer in word meaning

tran sfer in word meaning

substitution

relexification

loan translations

semantic extensions

collocations

functional transfer

orthographic transfer
phonetic transfer

morphological transfer

Under the title word form she defines such form€bf as substitution, relexification,
orthographic transfer, phonetic transfer and moligioal transfer. As transfer in word
meaning, she defines loan translations and semaxténisions. In the third category, that is
transfer in word use, she specifies two sub-categocollocations and functional transfer.
(Merilainen 2010). Merilainen (2010: 69) points th&t these sub-categories are mostly
data-induced and do not (and are not even intetwjembver thoroughly all the aspects of
vocabulary knowledge. These sub-categories by Blegh’s (2010) bear resemblance to
those of Ringbom (1987), which are also referreih this chapter. Both studies,
Merildinen (2010) and Ringbom (1987), serve asmé for categorization of the lexical
transfer in the analysis of the current data, kad the data-driven nature of the analysis is

taken into consideration.

In the following three sub-chapters, | will intraskimore closely the sub-categories of
lexical transfer and provide some concrete exampiesach type of transfer. Merildainen’s
(2010) study focuses on transfer from L1 to L2,akhshows in her definitions and thus she
refers to the source language as L1. However,dardo make the definitions applicable to
L3 settings, | use the term source language (Sitgad, to refer to any language that is
known to the learner in addition to the target laage (TL), which can be L1, L2, or, in

case of reverse transfer, L3.
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3.2.1 Transfer in word forms

Perhaps the most easily identifiable form of lekicansfer issubstitution, which,

according to Merildinen (2010: 70), refers to ocences where target language word is
substituted with a word from another language. Bamy (1987, 2001, 2007) refers to the
same phenomenon as borrowing or complete languaige svhereas a term code-mixing,
adopted from language contact studies, is usedneMgerilainen (2006, as cited in
Merildinen 2010: 70 ). However, as Merilainen (ibidoints out, the term substitution is
more specific to SLA context and thus preferablie hBubstitution is a somewhat
ambiguous phenomenon in the sense that it cannidéfioeed absolutely as transfer.
Ringbom (1983, 1987), for example, distinguishesdwings, or complete language shifts,
from other type of lexical transfer and regardséhvo as separate sub-categories of what
he calls “lexixal influence”. In Ringbom’s (198722) data most of the complete language
shifts from Swedish to English were high-frequen@yds such as connectors and adverbs
or low-frequency words of foreign origins. As omason for complete language shift in the
use of connectors, Ringbom (1987: 122) suggeststibae words probably get less close

attention in the production process.

Second category by Merildinen (2010:71)akexification, which resembles substitution in
the sense that an SL form is integrated into TL,. balike in the case of substitution, the SL
word is modified to look more like a TL item. To beed as a source for relexifications, a
word has to bear already some resemblance tordpet fanguage in the learner’'s mind
(ibid.). Merilainen (2010:71) provides a coupleFfinish-based examples on relexification
in the production of Englishundulate(probudgrerigar, Fin. undulaatt) andvaran (pro
monitor, Fin.varaan). These are Finnish words of foreign origins ahek to their foreign
tone, they are potential source items for releatfan. Relexifications may be also based on
analogies, such as Swedish/English word péadesride, glida/glide—> sprida/*spride
(=spread)(Ringbom 1987: 123).

According to Merilainen (2006, as cited in Meril&m2010: 70-71), in the English

production of Finnish-speaking upper secondary alcstoidents, substitution and
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relexification based on L1 are rare due to the tlaat Finnish and English vocabulary bear
very little formal similarities (see also Ringbor@87, 2007). In Merilainen's (2006, as
cited in Merildinen 2010) data, substitution anéx#ication from Finnish to English
occurred mostly in words that are foreign loanEimmish, which supports the belief that
these two types of transfer occur more often batviesmally similar items. A similar
category to relexifications is that of hybrids, aiRingbom (1987: 123) defines as “forms
consisting of morphemes from different languag&&ire exactly, in the case of hybrids, a
source language form is modified to imitate a tatgeguage item by adding an actual
target language morpheme to it. Ringbom (1987: p28Yides examples of
Swedish/English hybrids, such lage noticed that | was much pigger after the wagkout
(Sw. pigg = refreshed, fresh, algrt

The third type of formal transfeosthographic transfer, refers to the influence of source
language spelling conventions on the TL spelling@(idinen 2010: 71). This type of
transfer is obviously exclusive to written prodoati According to Merildinen’s (2006, as
cited in Merildinen 2010: 71) data, orthographansfer is common for Finnish learners of
English, transfer-induced orthographic errors b&sgecially common in compound
words, in the use of capital letters and in théaggment of certain English letters with a
typical Finnish equivalent. For example, a Finresdrner could writdat instead otat,

since both the letters represent the same sound ianmbt an original Finnish alphabet, or
englishinstead oEnglish since, in Finnish, the names of languages andnadities are

not written with a capital initial as in English.

Another transfer category by Merildinen (2010: #@&t is similar to orthographic transfer
is phonetic transfer, which also results in erroneous spelling, bulikerorthographic
transfer, originates from phonetic differences lesmwSL and TL. According to Meriléainen
(2010: 73), one feature of English that causescdities for Finnish learners is the varying
stress patterns, which cause deviant pronunciatonsometimes influences also the
written production. Finnish learners have sometidi#fulties, for example, in perceiving
unstressed syllables and may thus misgstihmedaisshamedr increasingascreasing
Another phonetic feature that Finnish learners ldiffeeulties processing is making the

distinction between voiced and voiceless soundsesn Finnish there is no phonological
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opposition between the two. As voiced plosives oocly in Finnish loan words of foreign
origins, Finnish learners tend to repldce andg with their voiceless counterparts (e.g.
hobby-> hoppy. (ibid.) However, it is worth noting, as Meril&n (2010: 73-74) points
out, that due to irregular sound-symbol correspand@f English, spelling errors of
intralingual origins are also common in English @imas the origins of the errors should be
analysed carefully. Ringbom (1987:134), as wellawsis and Pavlenko (2010), view
orthography and phonology as separate from lexiaakfer, which illustrates how the
definitions of transfer categories vary drasticéiétween studies. | have decided to follow
Merildinen’s convention, while | consider orthogngmnd spelling as integral parts of

lexical knowledge (see Table 1 on the areas oflwaeay knowledge).

Yet another type of transfer that Merildainen (207248) includes into the category of word
form ismorphological transfer, which can be defined in its broadest sense aasfer of
L1 morphemes into the L2”. Morphological transfasibeen mostly considered very rare
or even non-existent, but more recent researclsugsorted the idea of transferability of
morphemes from one language to another (ibid). [&iegn (2010) gives examples only
on grammatical morphemes being transferred suelraseously adding the plural ending
-sto the English wordurniture, the Finnish equivalent of which takes a pluraliag.
However, morphological transfer can be manifolathsasblends Ringbom (1987: 123-
124) defines blends as occurrences where a saamgadge morpheme is inserted into a
target language form, for examgethers(Swedishklader = clotheg (cf. hybrids, in

which a target language morpheme is inserted istmuace language item). Ringbom
(1987) does not define such a category as morploalotgansfer, but simply discusses
blends as a category of its own under the broasboay of lexical transfer. However, as
blends concern using SL morphemes in TL, | congigsifiable to combine blends with

the general category of morphological transfer.

All'in all, morphological transfer is a somewhattitnging category to define since it
cannot be regarded as wholly integrated into eidacal or syntactic transfer, but falls
somewhere in between. Thus, for example Jarviawtenko (2010), treat morphological
transfer as a separate category that does notd&agither lexical or syntactic transfer. In

contrast, Merilainen (2010) claims that certainuoences of morphological transfer can
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be labelled as lexical transfer, whereas some atls&ances of morphological transfer are
more related to syntax than lexicon. Accordinghtat tview, for example, adding plural
ending into words that do not have a plural forng.(&urnitureg counts as lexixal error.
The difference between lexical and syntactic ermorsorphology will be further discussed

in the analysis section of this thesis.

3.2.2 Transfer in word meanings

Merildinen (2010) names two subcategories undetitieavord meaningtoan

translations andsemantic extensionsLoan translations are defined by Ringbom (1987:
117) as “semantic properties of one item transtean a combination of lexical items”.
Loan translations are created when the learnenassthat SL and TL share a similar
semantic structure and she or he invents an ILsghoacompound based on a pattern of SL
word combination (Ringbom 1987: 115). An exampla ddan translation from Finnish to
English would beain’s shadeg(pro umbrella,Fi. sateenvarjo, sateen = rain’s, varjo =
shad@. There also exist true loan translations from lamguage to another and in those
cases lexical transfer can produce positive resoliisthat kind of positive transfer is rather
impossible to identify simply by observing learpeoducts (Ringbom 1987: 115).

Semantic extension refers to an instance wherke#neer has extended the meaning of an
L2 item based on the semantic range of its SL edent (Ringbom 1987: 116). A classic
example, presented by Ringbom, is the senteleckit himself in the language/here the
use of the wordanguageis influenced by the semantics of the FinrkgHi, which means
bothlanguageandtongue Ringbom’s (1978a, as in Ringbom 1987:118) exathine
compositions produced by Finnish-speaking Finns&wmddish-speaking Finns. His results
strongly suggest that loan translations and semamtensions are almost exclusively based
on L1 and not on another FL, even though the latterwould be more closely related to
the target language. This is contrary to transfeverd forms, where the factor defining SL
seems to be the formal similarities between SLEndather than the L1 or L2 status of
the SL (Ringbom 1987: 118).
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Semantic transfer is also very common in the ch$klse friends”, that is a pair of
formally similar SL and TL items that, despite béir resemblance in form, bear
completely or partially differing meanings (Jar2i309: 107). Ringbom (1987: 124) points
out that in his data of Finnish learners “The latgaimber of errors due to Swedish
influence are “false friends”, where a Swedish wand an English word have formal
similarities, which have caused confusion in trener’'s mind.” False friends cause errors
in the learner’s language use when both the SLTanfdrms are activated in the learners

mind and the meaning is faultily drawn from SL ¢bi

According to Ringbom (1987:124, see also Odlin 19&and Jarvis 2009: 107), there are
different types of false friends, or more exaatlyferent degrees of fallacy. Some false
friends are totally different in meaning, others aimilar but not identical in meaning and
yet some others are equivalent in a certain coitigixhot in the context in question (ibid).
Even true cognates may bear different grammatesdtictions in the two languages. For
example, French verde retireris a reflexive verb i.e. takes a reflexive pronowhereas

the English equivalertb retireis not. This may easily lead a French speakerddyze
erroneous English constructioetire themselvegOdlin 1989: 79). Even though the above
example is an error due to false friends, becausmcerns the grammatical constraints of
the word, it could also be placed into the categdryansfer in word use, which is the topic

of the next section.

3.2.3 Transfer in word use

The third main category of lexical transfer is sfan in word use. The knowledge of word
use, as defined by Nation (2001: 56), consistqoikng the grammatical functions of a
word, its collocations and constraints for its Usethat sense, this aspect of vocabulary
knowledge is close to syntax, and transfer indhnés is only subtly different to syntactic
transfer and partly overlapping. As examples of transfer type, Merildinen (2010)

defines two sub-categories: incorrect useadfocationsandfunctional transfer.

As an example of incorrect use of collocation irgksh based on Finnish, Merilainen

(2010: 76) provides the following sententost people have made a living to bring up
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animals.(Fin. kasvattaa= grow, bring up, rea). In this case, a Finnish learner has chosen a
translation for the Finnish word that is correat pe but not suitable in the context. By
functional transfer Merildainen (2010: 76) meansexing the grammatical conventions

and constraints of the source language into tlyetdanguage in the use of function words.
One example of functional transfer, the erroneagsaf reflexive pronoun with a verb, was
presented in the previous chapter. Another exatmpMeriléainen is the use of the word
someas an indefinite article, which reflects the utéhe Finnish wordgoku (= somg
functioning as an indefinite article in spoken laage. In Merildinen’s (2006) data,
functional transfer was the most frequent typeegidal transfer (Merilainen 2010: 76).
Ringbom (1987), on the other hand, do not recognisesfer in language use as a lexical

transfer category of its own.

It is worth bearing in mind that, as Ringbom (198¥6) states, categories for lexical
influence are always somewhat artificial; the distion between categories is not absolute
and sharp, but they often overlap to an extenseen from above, different scholars
categorize transfer types in slightly different wand also the terms used for each type are
varied, which may be a source of confusion wheengtting to grasp an overall picture of
lexical transfer. For most parts, the present stallgws the definitions by Merilainen

(2010). The labelling of the transfer categorieligher motivated in the analysis section.

4 CROSS-LINGUISTIC INFLUENCE IN L3 ACQUISITION

In this chapter, | will point out the particulag$ of transfer research in the context of third
language acquisition (TLA), and then discuss vari@etors that may interact with transfer
and affect the quality and quantity of transfeleiarner’s products.

As Cenoz (2001: 8) points out, the transfer redesrthird language acquisition (TLA) is
possibly more complex than in second language aitoun (SLA), since second language
users have only two systems that can influence et (L1<—> L2) whereas in third
language acquisition there are two bi-directioe#tionships the influence of which has to
be taken into consideration (& - L3, L2 <> L3). Out of these two relationships,
Hammarberg (2001: 37) emphasizes the2x 2.3 relationship, stating that knowledge of
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previously learned L2s can have a considerablaénfte on L All in all, as learning
multiple languages is becoming more and more commtme globalised world, it has
become apparent that cross-linguistic influencenotihe regarded as merely native
language influence. According to De Angelis (20@7;hon-native languages have been
considered as a potential source for transfer ft860’s onwards. However, research on
cross-linguistic influence on third language actjiais is still in its infancy (Cenoz,
Hufeisen and Jessner 2001: 2) and studies on rioret@nguage influence are scarce

compared to those on native language influenceAigelis 2007: 20).

There are many factors in L3 processing that megctivhat kind of influence is drawn
from where, i.e. what is the source language ofstier. De Angelis (2007: 21) lists the
following: language distance, target language preficy and source language proficiency,
recency of use, length of residence in and expdsuaenon-native language environment,
order of acquisition and formality of context. Fhetmore, among these factors there are
linguistic distance (which has been in the focusaweral studies, e.g. Ringbom 1987,
2007), proficiency level, L2 status, recency, cahtend age. As well as in the field of SLA,
in TLA the research has focused more on forwanasfex, but also L3 influence in L2 and
L1 is gaining more interest (Cenoz & al. 2001:18)the present study, the following

factors are of central interest: linguistic distaand L2 status/order of acquisition. Also
age and proficiency level are considered in congparto similar studies on more advanced
learners and the possible differences in the resuét discussed in this respect. Below, each

of the central factors is discussed in more detail.

4.1 Linguistic distance/similarity

In both transfer from L1 and interlanguage transfevss-linguistic similarities are
probably the most obvious factor affecting trarebdity of certain linguistic items or
features. The early transfer studies focused mostlgifferences rather than similarities
and how they affect language learning (cf. behaigbuiew on interference). However,

Ringbom (2007: 3) emphasizes that actually theulstege similarities are more important in

4 Hammarberg uses the term L3 to refer to the atlgréearned TL, as opposed to priorly learned

foreign languages (L2s).
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the learning processes than differences, becalesereer automatically looks for
similarities rather than differences between th& aed previous knowledge. Ringbom
(1987: 42) further argues that, in the applieddistcs research, it is theerceived
similarities i.e. what learners perceive similar, rather thagdistically analyzed
similarities/differences which should be focused kellerman refers to the perceived
language distance between SL and TL forms or strestwith the term psychotypology
(De Angelis 2005: 382). Also the terms languagéadise and typological proximity have
been used (ibid.). Ringbom (2001: 7-8) points bat perceived linguistic similarity is not
necessarily symmetrical, that is, language x cambee easily understood by the speakers
of language y than language y is understood bgpeakers of x. Perceived similarities
also show individual variation and are thus diffico define. To some extent, the
perceived similarity aligns with linguistic relategss, that is, genetically close languages
are likely to be perceived similar. However, nai tmld assumptions should be made
based on that. (ibid.) Totally unrelated languaagewell can be perceived similar to each
other, which is the case of Finnish and SwahilingfRom 2007: 79)

Ringbom (2007) defines three types of similarityatienships between linguistic items:
similarity, contrast and zero relationshfmilarity relationship means that an item or a
pattern in TL is perceived functionally or forma#iimilar to an SL item or pattern
(Ringbom 2007: 5). Aontrast relationship exists between SL and TL items which the
learner perceives significantly different from eather, but which share a similar
underlying system. (Ringbom 2007: 5)zAro relationship, on the contrary, means that
even though there are some linguistic universaisdmn languages, the learner can
perceive only a little or no links between the tanguages. Learner’'s L1 might completely
lack a concept which exists in TL. For examplep@aker of an Indo-European language
learning Chinese may find it difficult, in the eadtages of learning, to make any
connections between these two different languggesgbom 2007: 6-7).

Cenoz (2001) conducted a study on the role of Istgudistance, L2 status and age in L3
transfer. He compared three different age groufgasfiue L1 speakers (with Spanish as
L2) and Spanish L1 speakers (with Basque as L2, allthad been learning L3 English

approximately an equal period of time. One ceritnaling of the study was that all three
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age groups transferred more from Spanish, whiam indo-European language like
English, than from the non-Indo-European Basqugndess of which one was the
speakers’ L1. Cenoz’s (2001:15) results also sugbas Spanish L1 speakers — even
though still drawing more from Spanish — rely moreBasque than L1 speakers of Basque
or Basque + Spanish do. This supports the ide2 agitatus having an effect on the choice
of source language (see section 4.2 below). It seeowever, that the effect of L2 status,
at least in that study, were weaker than that ofgyeed linguistic distance (Cenoz 2001:
18).

4.2 Order of acquisition and L2 status

Order of acquisition is one of the central issuethird language transfer and in the present
study. It refers to the order in which learnersltiple languages are learner; which of the
foreign languages was learned first and which ater.| Dewaele (1998) investigated Dutch
university students’ lexical inventions in L2 an8 Erench interlanguage. The three
languages involved in the study were Dutch (L1Ibflee subjects), English and French. 32
out of 39 subjects had French as an L2 and rengihimd French as an L3. The
substantial disparity between the sizes of theesailgjroups is worth noting, because it may
justify questioning of the generalizability of thesults. Dewaele (ibid.) categorized the
non-target-like lexemes in an oral data producethbylearners according to their source
(intralingual vs. interlingual, L1 vs. L2/L3) andmpared the two groups, that is L2
learners and L3 learners, with each other. Dews€1l€98: 486) results suggest that
French L2 speakers produce more lexical inventanistralingual origins whereas French
L3 speakers rely more on interlingual strategiestifermore, as far as the interlingual
strategies are concerned, French L2 speakers rabeel on their L1 (Dutch) than L3
English, whereas French L3 speakers relied motéanL2 (English). All in all,

considering that the subjects of his study weratiroximately in the same proficiency
level, the results of Dewaele (1998) clearly sugtes the order of acquisition (O0A)

plays a role in transfer in a multilingual context.

Dewaele (1998: 487-488) suggests that among thesalihe selected language (i.e. target
language = French) was more active in L2 speakeirs] than in L3 speakers. As far as
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the active languages are concerned, when proceSsngh, L2 speakers had a higher
level of activation for L1 (Dutch) whereas L3 speek L2 (English) was more active. The
language that is more active is consequently a fitaly source for transfer. In Dewaele’s
study all three languages were Indo-European lagegiall rather equally close to each
other, which suppresses the effects of linguigstadce on the choice of the source
language. An question thus remains: would the @mfae of cross-linguistic similarity
overpower the influence of OoA or the other wayn®?

Williams and Hammarbeg (1998) investigated bothlitiguistic distance and L2 status.
They conducted a case-study on cross-linguistloente in the speech production of a
multilingual speaker. Based on Williams and Hamreggls (1998) study, Hammarberg
(2001) concludes that L1 and L2 seem to be boikeatet in L3 processing, but they have
different roles. Hammarberg suggests that L2 hetsoag supplier role when constructing
new words in L3, whereas L1 works as an instruméatguage used in pragmatically
functional language shifts, such as asking helmftioe interlocutor with an unfamiliar
target language word. This coincides with Dewad|£298) results. Taking into
consideration the effects of typology, recency s#,U_2 status and proficiency as factors
that may affect which language is used in whick inlL3 production, in Williams and
Hammarberg’s (1998) case study the L2 status wpaaraptly the decisive factor resulting
in the usage of L2 in the supplier role (i.e. asaurce language). Itis, however, worth
noting that the subject of the study knows morea thiae L2 but only one of them strongly
dominates as a supplier language (Hammarberg 38)1which suggest that there are also
other influential factors that need closer invesiign.

4.3 Age and proficiency

Proficiency is yet another central factor affectiransfer and has also been discussed in
many studies. It may seem logical to assume thaster occurs more in the early stages of
learning, as in a learning process the learneslimdw knowledge to the already existing
knowledge and, as Ringbom (1987: 60-61) pointsatuhat point there is not much intra-
linguistic knowledge to rely on, but previous lingfic knowledge consists almost

exclusively of L1 knowledge (or knowledge of otlpeeviously learned languages). This
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hypothesis is supported for example by PoulissE399) study, which suggest that lower
proficiency level learners make more slips of tregue in their L2 than higher proficiency
level learners. However, as Jarvis (2000: 246)tsadnt, there are conflicting results on
how the L2 proficiency affects the manifestatiortrahsfer, some studies suggesting that
the amount of transfer decreases when target lgeguaficiency increases, whereas other
studies suggest the opposite. According to sontbestithe increase or decrease would not
be linear along with the proficiency development; &tering as the learning process
proceeds. On top of that, there are also studasstiggest that the amount of transfer does
not change or that it fluctuates before taking réage course (Jarvis 2000: 246-247).
Consequently, more research on the matter is edjuirorder to draw any firm

conclusions about the effects of proficiency leltels also possible that the influence of the
proficiency level on transfer is different in diféat areas of language, being different for
example in transfer of form than in transfer of mag. Ringbom (2001: 67) states that L2-

based transfer of meaning usually requires nearexbike L2 proficiency.

It is not only the L2 proficiency level that haslte taken into account but also the target
language proficiency (here: L3 proficiency), eveaugh it is less researched (De Angelis
2007: 33-34). A widely spread belief is that langesin which the speaker has low
proficiency are not relevant to investigate aswa® of transfer (De Angelis 2007: 35).
However, De Angelis (2007: 34) argues that it il wessible that “one or two years of
formal instruction [of the source language] ardisignt to affect target language

production and development in some meaningful ways.

Even though the effects of proficiency are nahia focus of Cenoz’s (2001) study, he
does mention that the L3 proficiency level of tifeg@aders and"6graders was found
higher than that of the"2graders. Considering that more transfer occumeté &'
graders use of English than that of tiédtaders, Cenoz’s (2001) results contradict with
some other studies that suggest that the amourdrdfer would decrease when the
proficiency level increases. However, Cenoz (2Qfihts out that the proficiency of all
the subjects in his study is rather limited and eathe amount of transfer would decrease
when they reach more advanced level. Neverthdlesse results show that the effect of

proficiency level is not straightforward and sti#eds to be studied more closely.
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As far as the number of transfer occurrences is@med, Cenoz’s (2001, 13-14) results
suggest that the amount of transfer increasesagigh However, the differences between
groups were minor. Between the age groups, there atso differences in the selection of
the source language. The difference between théeuaf transfer occurrences from
Basque and of transfer occurrences from Spanistihveasost substantial among 9th
graders (p.14, table 1.3). This suggests thatwa@eness of linguistic distance increases
with age and the"™®graders can perceive linguistic distance betwaeguages more
accurately (Cenoz 2001: p.16-17). However, it terthe case (also in Cenoz’s study) that
higher proficiency level is related to older agdjelh means that separating the effects of

the two is not straightforward.

Above | discussed various factors that can affeet the languages interact in learner’s
mind and how that manifests in their language pctidn. Before moving on to discussing
the present data, | will briefly introduce the laage policy in Finnish school, which is to
clarify what languages are learned, for how mudahiarwhich order in Finnish school and

to illustrate how the subjects of this study repréd=innish language learners.

5 LANGUAGE POLICY IN THE FINNISH COMPREHENSIVE
SCHOOL

In this chapter, | will present the language polityhe Finnish comprehensive school to
the extent that is relevant to the present stutiysTthis chapter will mainly concern the
language studies in grades 1-6. By providing samawestics on foreign language learning in
the comprehensive school, | aim to motivate whyttipéc of the present study is an

important issue in terms of foreign language leayrand teaching in Finnish schools.

As already mentioned, pupils can study multiplefgn languagesn Finnish

comprehensive school. Compulsory language studiEgnish-speaking schools include

> Here the term foreign language is used to refanty other language than the language of education

in the school in question. In some contexts, Swediseferred to as a second language rather tifamign
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two foreign languages: Al which is most often @i the third grade, and B1, which is
commonly started in the seventh grade. In additictmese compulsory language studies,
pupils can opt for two more foreign languages: Azhie elementary school, starting in the
fifth grade in most schools, and B2, the studyihg/bich is usually started in the eighth
grade. It varies from school to school which larguatudies are offered. (Kumpulainen
2011.)

In the 2000’s the role of English in Finnish schsimicreased in comparison to the 1990's.
According to Kumpulainen (2011), in the year 20th@ overall percentage of third grade
pupils learning a foreign language was 99.2% aedg#rcentage of learners of English was
90.5%. In year 1998, the corresponding percentages 99.3% and 87.7%. In 2010, other
Al languages studied in schools were Finnish, (5.23rman (1.3%), Swedish (1.0%),
French (0.9%), Russian (0.2%) and others (0.1%j(gwainen 2003). Very little, if any,
change has occurred in those percentages since 2006 change has happened in the
numbers of pupils studying an optional foreign laage, A2. In 2006, 27.3% of the fifth
graders were studying an A2 language, whereaslf # corresponding percentage was
25.3%. In comparison to the latter half of the 799the decline in the number of students
learning A2 language in the 2000'’s is even morstdra(Kumpulainen 2011). In 1998, as
much as 37.1% of the fifth grade pupils were laagran A2 language, which means that
the number of pupils learning an additional forei@mguage in the elementary school has
decreased by almost 12 percentage points betwegredns 1998 and 2010. A2 languages
that were studied by fifth graders in 2010 werelshg7.6%), Swedish (7.5%), German
(5.5%), French (2.8%), Finnish (0.8%), Russian¥®),65ami (0.1%) and others (0.4%).
(Kumpulainen 2003.)

To provide an overall picture of language learnim&innish comprehensive schools, the
statistics of how many languages the pupils letiagether, not only in the elementary
school, should be considered as well. In 2010nthprity of comprehensive school pupils,
79.1%, were learning two foreign languages, 18.68teviearning three foreign languages,

1.0 % were learning only one foreign language %0.@ere learning zero foreign languages

language, as it is another official language indfd. However, in this context | see no need taifpéhe
second language status of Swedish and | thus fallevwconvention of the statistics in Koulutuksen
tilastollinen vuosikirja (Kumpulainen 2011), wheSwvedish is included in the category of foreign leenges.
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and an then again an equal percentage (0.6%) e@neithg four or more foreign languages
(Kumpulainen 2011). These numbers indicate that imagils learn at least two foreign
languages and learning three languages is alsovetfacommon. For this reason, |
consider it important to do research on how legymmultiple foreign languages influence

the language learning of Finnish pupils.

6 THE PRESENT STUDY

The present study focuses on seeking answers foltbeing questions:

1. What kind of lexical transfer occurs in the writt€nglish production of Finnish

elementary-level L2 and L3 learners?

2. How does the order of acquisition and/or crosstlistic similarity affect the
source, type and amount of cross-linguistic infleesnthat occur in these learners’

products?

3. How do language teachers view the role of trandfen® are these views reflected

on teaching and learning?

The present study is a qualitative in its appro&mtysing on a small group of subjects. It is
also comparative in nature, comparing differentrieagroups with each other and
comparing learner language samples to teacherssvi this chapter, | will first discuss
the general methodological requirements and chgdieim transfer research and how they

are met in the present study. Then | will introdtlee data and methods used in this study.

6.1 Methodological rigor and motivation of the preent data

As cross-linguistic influence is a widely reseatipbenomenon, understandably also the
range of methods in the field has varied over &y and from a single study to another.

As a result, Jarvis (2000: 246-248) criticizes $fan studies of methodological
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inconsistencies and states that those inconsisteoan explain the great variety of views
on the nature of L1 and its interaction with otfeators (such as age and proficiency). He
questions if all the studies on, for example, ttiects of L2 proficiency on transfer have
actually been even investigating the same phenomgbial). Jarvis suggests some general
methodological standards that should be met wheiguiag transfer studies in order to
make the results reliable and comparable. Jare@ribution to the methodology in the
field is significant, and the methodological franweiwhe introduces has been since
followed, for instance, in the Finnish studies bg&inen (2010) and Malessa (2011).
Below, | will present some of the central problemgansfer research methodology as
addressed by Jarvis (2000) and provide an overgretihe methodological framework that

he suggests.

According to Jarvis (2000: 249), there are threenrnamponents that the methodological
framework should consist of: (1) a theory-neutirdtion of transfer (which is already
discussed above in chapter A2) a statement of the types of evidence that e gtresent
when arguing for or against CLI and (3) a list afsidde variables to be controlled. Below, |
will present the types of evidence Jarvis sugdgeste of value in investigating transfer and
how they have been applied in the field. After thatill briefly refer to the outside
variables and how they can, or should, be takenantount in transfer studies. Some of
those variables are discussed in more detail iptend.

A fundamental question when designing a study amsfer is how transfer can be
identified reliably. Jarvis (2000, see also OdIdD32) lists three possible types of evidence
which are to be considered. One of thenmtier-L1-group heterogeneity, which means
comparing interlanguage (IL) performance by speakédifferent L1’s. According to
Odlin (1989: 32) this type of evidence is of cehimmgortance. This is supported by Ard
and Homburg (1992: 49) who also state that it cessary to compare the performance of
large groups with different L1’s in order to veritye effects of transfer on SLA. However,
on its own inter-group homogeneity is not suffitiedidence for CLI, since it can be
caused by other factors as well, such as intralgtigunfluence (that is influence of the
target language itself) or acquisitional universatssimply reflect the learners' limited
proficiency compared to that of native speakers/{g2000: 256-257). In contrast to Odlin
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(1989), Selinker (1992: 200-209, as cited in Ja2@80: 251) focuses on the comparison of
a learner’s L1 and IL performance. Jarvis (200@)2%lls this type of evidendel-IL
performance congruity and considers it as the strongest type of evidérdeansfer but,
similarly to inter-L1-group heterogeneity, insuféat evidence on its own. When
comparing learners’ L1 and IL performances, L1uafice (even when present) can be
obscured because of the particularities of ledareguage (ibid.), which, according to
Bialystok and Sharwood Smith (1985:106, as quatddingbom 1987:25), differs from
native speakers’ language in terms of represemntafitinguistic structures, the procedures

for accessing the knowledge or both (cf. definitidinterlanguage, p.13-14).

Considering that some studies have followed Od({h%89) emphasis and others Selinker’s
(1992, as reported in Jarvis 2000) approach, theadicting study results and views on
transfer are not surprising (Jarvis, 2000: 252)alksady pointed out above, according to
Jarvis (2000: 253), both these provide a possildasure to detect transfer. However,
Jarvis (ibid.) yet adds a third type of evidencéh list, which is the similarity in L2
performance by learners who share the same L1.ifitnésgroup homogeneityis rarely
mentioned in the literature but is, neverthelesglicitly present in several studies (ibid).
Mere inter-group heterogeneity is not sufficienidewce either as it may obscure CLI in
cases where two different L1’s coincidentally proglsimilar IL behaviour. There might be
also other background factors, e.g. education aftdre, which can cause deceiving inter-

group heterogeneity where actual CLI does not playle. (ibid.)

In conclusion, Jarvis (2000: 254) claims that nohthe three types of evidence is
sufficient in itself to detect transfer reliablyytkall the three types of evidence must be
considered before an accurate and thorough piofuransfer can be created. However,
requiring all three types of evidence in a singlalg is often unrealistic and thus Jarvis
(2000: 255) argues at least two out of three eddaypes should be acquired in order to

claim a feature justifiably being an outcome of CLI

When considering the types of required evidencéréosfer in TLA (third language
acquisition) settings, designing a reliable studgdmes even more complicated as the

number of variables (i.e. languages) to be comdalhcreases. In the present study, the
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focus is on the comparison of CLI in the produdtpupils who study English and French
at school and of pupils who study English as tbely foreign language. | further compare
two groups of learners who both learn two foreigmguages (English and French) but
differ in terms of the order of acquisition. All &il, the data comprises of three learner
groups: 1) learners of L2 English (later referre@s ‘English L2 group’), 2) learners of L2
English with additional L3 French (later referredas ‘English L2 + French L3 group’) and
3) learners of L3 English with French as their l2€r referred to as ‘English L3 + French
L2 group’). The present study, which aims to foondateral transfer more than on L1
transfer, does not include comparison betweenréifiteL 1-groups. However, if the term
L1 is replaced by a more general concept of ‘dirguistic knowledge’ (including both L1
and L2), the subject groups of the present stud\safficient to provide possible evidence
similar to that of inter-L1-group heterogeneity. &lkthe subject groups include several
individual TL learners, the comparison of IL protlan of individuals belonging to the
same ‘prior linguistic knowledge’ group is enabldl thus, the possible evidence of intra-

group homogeneity can be acquired.

As described above, the current data is suffidiemnable both inter-group and intragroup
comparison and, consequently, two out of the thypes of evidence suggested by Jarvis
can be drawn from this data, provided that sucenge occurs. The third type of
evidence, that is intra-group congruity betweemriees’ L1 and IL performance, cannot be
directly acquired in the scope of the present stitdg also worth noting that the data
acquired is relatively narrow qualitative data, @thmeans that the learner samples as well
as teachers views on transfer are analyzed marel@gual cases and are intended to
serve as windows to individual learners’ languageg@sses rather than as a tool to
construct generalizable theories.

6.2 Teacher interviews

Since CLI in the elementary stages of learning@ss Iresearched than in advanced level
learners and research on similar settings andaitaihguage combination as described
above is non-existent, | considered it useful [guae some practical background

knowledge on how CLI possibly shows in L2 and L&eng in Finnish elementary
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schools, before collecting my primary data (i.e téxt samples). As Hirsjarvi and Hurme
(2001: 35) bring up, interview is a good methoddollecting preliminary data when the
topic of interest is rather unfamiliar and the egsber cannot predict what kind of answers
she or he will get. Thus for the purposes of adagicomplementary data on the topic of
the present study, | interviewed thteachers on their experiences in teaching Engéish a
L2 (and L3) and specifically on their views on tisée of L1 and foreign language transfer
in EFL (= English as a Foreign Language) learning.

The teachers who were interviewed were the Engdiabhers of the learner groups who
provided the learner data in the present studthdrcase of learner group Al.a, which was
a compilation of pupils from different English gpmufrom two different schools, the
participating teacher had taught only some of tnglp in the group. However, that does

not affect her suitability for passing as a paptcit, since the interview concerned language

teaching in general rather than teaching of angiquéar group of students.

As Hirsjarvi and Hurme (2001: 36) mention, intewgecan be used to formulate new
hypotheses. In the present study, the interview,dagether with the theoretical
background, is used as a basis for forming hypethdsat are then tested by collecting the
learner data. In other words, the teachers’ expeee and beliefs about transfer in EFL are
compared with the actual transfer occurrencesardarner data. One of the main interests
of the present study is to examine whether thesedifferent types of data show similar
results on the role of L1 and L2/L3 in EFL.

6.2.1 Conducting the interviews

The type of interview used in this study was a ssimictured themed interview. As
Hirsjarvi and Hurme (2001: 47) state, there is tctsdefinition for this interview method,
but it is a type of an interview that falls somewhbetween a fully structured questionnaire
and an in-depth interview. There are differing digions for a semi-structured interview,
but the general principle is that in this intervievethod, some elements, but not all, are
predetermined. (ibid.) Hirsjarvi and Hurme (2007) further define a specific type of a
semi-structured interview that they cath@med interview. The term refers to what is
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characteristic to this interview type: the intewiss focused on specific predetermined
themes. According to Hirsjarvi and Hurme (2001:4Bg themed interview as a method is
based on the focused interview method introducelléston, Fiske and Kendall (1956)
and is also referred to as “the general interviewdg approach” by Patton (1990:280, as
quoted in Hirsjarvi and Hurme 2001:48).

In the present study, the interview guide was taoted around six themes: (1) the
teacher’s general view on L1 transfer, (2) the adlel in EFL classroom, (3) the teacher’s
general view on L2/L3 transfer, (4) the role of L2/in EFL classroom, (5) differences
between learner groups and (6) the teacher’s owwnascconcerning cross-linguistic
comparison/contrasting. A draft version of the imi@w guide consisting of 30 questions
was piloted in April 2012. On the basis of the pifderview and feedback, the interview
guide was then reformulated. The final versionhef interview guide (see Appendix 1)
consists of 19 main questions and possible additignestions. Even though the actual
guestions were written down, their use was ratbferential and the structure of the
interview was aimed to be flexible, as the defontof semi-structured interview suggests.
In practice, the order and the wording of the goaest as well as the use of additional

guestions and requests for further explanationggdrom one interview to another.

The three research interviews were conducted il Apd May 2012. All the participating
teachers were working in different elementary s¢hooCentral and Eastern Finland.

Their work experience as a teacher varied fromass/eo 32 years. In an ideal situation, all
the participating teachers would have had expegi@mcteaching English both as L2 and as
L3, but as teaching English as L3 is relativelyerar Finnish elementary schools, that ideal
was not fulfilled in this study. Two of the teachdrad experience on teaching English also
as L3 and the interview of the Teacher 3, who twalgt experience on teaching English
only as L2, slightly differed from the other twdenviews as the questions concerning L2
transfer and order of acquisition were left oute Teéachers were sent a summary of the
interview guide via e-mail a couple of days befibre interview, so that they could prepare
themselves for the discussion topics and remiraboeit their relevant teaching
experiences. The interviews were conducted in Bimras that was the mother tongue of all

the participants as well as of the interviewer ahds, considered to encourage natural
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discussion and accurate self-expression. The iet@swwere recorded. The length of the

interviews varied between 20 and 30 minutes.

6.2.2 The analysis of the interviews

The first step into the analysis of the recordedririew data was transcribing the
interviews. As the present research questions are noncerned about what the teachers
say about the phenomenon than about their commtionehdbehaviour in the interview
situation, the transcription was rather loose amdqdic features were mostly left
unmarked. The transcription conventions used aaptad from Alanen (2006: 222), with
some additional markings added for clarificatidihe symbols used and their explanations
are presented in Appendix 2. The interview excetfps are used as examples in the text
are numbered and an English translation is proviaedediately below each excerpt. The
aim has been to translate the contents of the ptscerto English as precisely as possible,
but some unnecessary repetition, hesitation andyeexpletives have been left out from
the translation.

The interview data was analysed by using a comtealysis, which means that the data was
categorized into themes and further into sub-theresording to Eskola (2001, as cited in
Tuomi and Sarajarvi 2004: 97) there are three diffeapproaches to content analysis:
data-driven, theory-driven and theory directive (Eoriaohjaava) approach. The last one is
used in the present study. In a theory directivayais both the data-driven analysis and
the underlying theories are used in combinatioro(iuand Sarajarvi 2004: 99). In the
data-driven approach all the themes emerge frorddteg whereas in a theory-driven
analysis the data is categorized according to ptesees. In a theory directive analysis,
the main themes are preset but the sub-theme®hned as they emerge from the data
itself. (Tuomi and Sarajarvi 2004: 95-97).

As the analysis proceeded, | read through thedrdoesl interviews and created codes to
the relevant teachers’ answers or parts of theswars. Codes described the contents of the
interview extracts. A code could be, for exampl@ositive link between Finnish and

English in teachingr a negative foreign language influence in vocabulasg The data
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excerpts were primarily categorized based on whehey discussed the role of L1 or the
role of foreign languages, as mapping out the sbldifferent source languages is one of
the main goals of the study. Furthermore, the saabks to discuss the role of those
languages in respect of both language teachingéaehers’ actions) as well as language
learning. Thus, the codes include information orethibr the extract concerns teaching or
learning. The quality of transfer could not be peeetl and thus the sub-themes that
describe the type of transfer (negative vs. pasijtiexical vs. syntactical) emerged from the
data. Factors interacting with transfer were at@mtes that emerged from the data and

created further data-driven sub-themes.

In the analysis section below, the interview dailhlve presented under headings that
reflect the main themes in the interviews. The themill be discussed through illustrative
extracts from the interviews. Before presentingitherview results, | will, however,
introduce the other set of data used in this sttitht,is learner language samples, and

present the methods of collection and analysighiigrprimary data.

6.3 Learner language samples

The primary data of this study was written samplidearner language. The data consisted
of written products of Bgrade pupils (n=40) from three different learnerups in three
different schools. The groups are marked in theligxcodes Fr+En, En+Fr, EnOnly
according to the language combination studied hatder of acquisition. Group Fr+En
consisted of twelve pupils (n=12) who studied Estgks L3 and French as L2. At the time
of the data collection, they had studied English?f® years and French for 4 years. The
learners in Groups En+Fr and EnOnly all studiedliBh@s L2, that is, their first foreign
language at school, and had studied it for 4 yieptbe time of the data collection. The
Groups En+Fr and EnOnly differ in the way that ldegners in Group En+Fr studied also
French (L3) in addition to English, whereas for tafsthe pupils in Group EnOnly,
English was the only foreign language they studiteschool. At the time of the data
collection, the pupils in Group En+Fr had learneen€h for 2 years.
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The learners filled in a form that requested infation about their language background,
that is, about which languages they know and ustthaw much. Pupils who reported
having a mother tongue other than Finnish (or Bhgtir French), or reported using some
other language on a daily basis at home with flaenily, were excluded from the data,
since extensive knowledge of some other languagettiose concerned in this study might
have influenced what the pupils transfer and fronictv language. For that reason, three of
the original 43 participants had to be left outhef data analysis and thus the number of the
pupils in the actual data used was 40. 12 of tipipwere in Group Fr+En, 10 in Group
En+Fr and 19 in Group EnOnly. One pupil in Group-Enwas originally in Group

EnOnly, but as she or he reported having learneddfrfor 2 years (outside school), she or
he was considered as a member of Group En+Fr iartalysis. The ideal would have been
to exclude all the pupils who had any knowledgarof other languages than Finnish,
English and French, since that would have ensiradthe only possible sources for
transfer had been Finnish and French. However,aag/ il not even most, of the pupils had
some knowledge of an additional foreign languaigepuld have been impossible to do so.
That illustrates one of the challenges in transdsearch. As the language backgrounds of
individuals are varied and it is common even faldren to have knowledge of multiple
languages, it is very difficult to limit a study focus only on one or two specific source

languages.

The data was collected via two different writtenguction tasks to collect clinically
elicited as well as experimentally elicited dathisEand Barkhuizen (2005: 23) define three
different types of learner language samples: I)radly occurring samples, 2) clinically
elicited samples and 3) experimentally elicited gl@s1 Naturally occurring samples are
“produced in a real-life situation in order to stisome communicative and or aesthetic
need” (ibid) and they are considered ideal by nfal# researchers. However, such data is
often difficult to acquire, which means that cliliy elicited samples and experimentally
elicited samples are often used for practical neaggllis and Barkhuizen, 2005: 24).
Clinically elicited samples differ from naturallgaurring samples in the way that they are
produced specifically for a research purpose, leifécus of the task is still on message
conveyance (Ellis and Barkhuizen 2005:30-31). Expentally elicited data, on the
contrary, is primarily form-orientated and attertgelicit a pre-determined linguistic
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feature (ibid.) through exercises such as elian@thtion or sentence completion (see Ellis
and Barkhuizen 2005: 37-40). In the next two sestid will describe in detail the type of
elicitation tasks that were used in the presemtystu

6.3.1 Free production task

In the present study, | used mostly clinically kéid samples. The first of the two tasks,
henceforth referred to as Task 1, was a free ptamutask. To elicit learner data |
attempted to design a written production task Waaild resemble a naturalistic language
use situation as much as possible and, consequ#mlianguage samples would imitate
naturally occurring samples. In addition to thehauticity of the language use, another
concern in the task design was how to elicit riabagdthat is, what kind of a task would be
easy enough for the target group so that they woprdduce relatively long texts, and yet
not too simplistic so that the task would seemvahé to the pupils and be in accordance
with their proficiency level. When considering ghificiency level, it is worth taking into
account the heterogeneity of any learner group,caedshould, thus, aim at setting a
writing task that is not too difficult for anyone the groups, but allows also more talented
writers to work on their level. For practical reaspnot too long a time could be used for
writing the samples, which was another reasontioosing a topic that was familiar to all
the pupils and did not require too much of plannifige topic | then chose and considered
meeting the aforementioned requirements was wrdifegter, which | assumed to be a

familiar language use situation for the target grou

To support authenticity, i.e. to imitate real-li&ter writing, the instructions were relatively
broad and no exact instructions on the contentiseoletter were included. The written
instructions provided a context and a recipientlierletter, which | also regarded adding
authenticity and making the task seem more meaumlitgthe pupils. Possible topics,
which were the writers themselves, their family &uothbies as well as life in Finland, were
suggested in the instructions in order to giveasisig point for writing and to stimulate
pupils’ imagination. In oral instruction, the pupivere encouraged to write whatever they
would write in that kind of a letter in a real-li&uation. When it seemed that some pupils

had problems to create enough contents for theiingr | instructed them that they may
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use their imagination, so that not all they writ®at was required to be true. This may
have decreased authenticity of the written produnctse way that the contents of the
letters are not similar to real life letters. | weagare of this disadvantage, but after all, |
considered rich data and spontaneous free productore important to the present study

than authenticity of the message.

Since conveying a message is the primary functidanguage use in everyday life, the
writing task was formulated so that the emphasis evathe message rather than on
accuracy. This is also what makes the task clilyicdicited rather than experimentally
elicited. In order to shift the emphasis away fraccuracy, participants were told that the
task is not a test and their individual languagksskould not be rated. In case participants
asked if the accuracy and spelling were importatihé letter, they were told that it is of
lesser importance and they should write as theydvbwriting a letter in real life.

However, a writing task like this, when done innfiad settings (i.e. classroom), resembles
an exam situation and that may cause the studefdsus on accuracy and thus alienate
the samples from naturally occurring language. Btengh | tried to encourage a more
relaxed attitude towards the task, such an effettteosample collection situation cannot be
completely eliminated. The writing task was conéddbr the first group (Fr+En) without

a strict time limit. The timed allowed for writirthe letter was determined by observing
when most pupils had finished their letter. At thaint, the others were instructed to finish
theirs. This way the time used for the task endetbltbe approximately 15 minutes. The
subsequent participant groups were then providéd agproximately the same time for
their writing. As a loose rule about the lengthlad text, the pupils were told that at least
half of the space provided should be covered. idmebsetting an exact minimum for the
number of sentences, since | was concerned thatyithave encouraged all the participants
to aim only at that minimum and, yet again, inceethee formality of the task and reduce

the authenticity.

6.3.2 Producing words for a given category

The second learner task, henceforth referred itaak 2, was a simple vocabulary

production task to be completed within a stricteretlimit. The original task sheet is
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presented in Appendix 5. In this task, the pup#senvprovided with a word category in
which they should produce as many words as possiladimited time frame (5 minutes).
The category chosen was food and dishes, drinksded. This particular category was
chosen since it is broad enough so that even tls pnoficient learners would not run out
of items and since it is, to some extent, certagnfgmiliar category also for beginner level
language learners. Too limited a set of vocabulayyld have caused problems because the
groups were from different schools using a diffétemtbook in the class and,
consequently, the vocabulary they had learned nhigi differed significantly. Thus, |
chose a category that is general enough and enadi@sion in vocabulary knowledge
without limiting the amount of suitable words toaich. In the work sheet, there were five
pictures of exemplary food items to provide a stgrpoint for the pupils. It was assumed
that most pupils would include the names of thergla pictures in their lists (even though
it was not required). Furthermore, the example stpnesented words that are similar in
English and French. My hypothesis being that tramisfmore probable between formally
similar items, | assumed that if there were lextcahsfer from the pupils’ L2/L3, it would

occur in those words.

One of the example items, a pineapple, is partiupeeculiar as it represents a different
kind of similarity relationship between the threaduages. It is exactly the same word in
Finnish @nanag and in Frenchgnanag, but completely different in Englisipiheappl¢.
Cases like this are rare, since French and Engiare much more common vocabulary
than French and Finnish. By including such an iterthe examples | wanted to investigate
if the learners of French transfer the warthnasinto English more easily than those
pupils who learn only English, which could thendemsidered as an occurrence of
combined transfer.De Angelis (2007: 20-21) refers to combined tranafso as many-to-
one transfer and defines it as simultaneous inlegrom more than one SL. The aim of
this task was to make the pupils to produce writtends quickly so that they did not have
much time to revise and make corrections, whichld/bave possibly eliminated most of
the errors. In both tasks the idea was to distrecparticipants’ attention away from the

accuracy by different means, in order to elicit emspontaneous language use.
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Next, | will move on to presenting and analysing tlata, starting with the discussion on
the teacher interviews theme by theme. The ledanguage samples will be analysed in
chapter 8.

7 TEACHERS’ VIEWS ON TRANSFER

As mentioned above, the interview data was analpgagsing content analysis. However,
identifying the recurrent themes is only the fgtp of the analysis and does not tell much
of teachers’ personal views, since the themes we extent, predetermined in the
interview guide and directed by the intervieweru3 hafter the categorisation, the data
extracts illustrating each theme were observed roarefully in order to see how the
themes are presented. In this section, the thenfidsendiscussed through data extracts,
and interpretations of the role of L1 and otheeifgn languages in EFL classrooms will be
made based on them. Sometimes the same shorttartiacles multiple themes and may
thus be referred to more than once in the analjgssalso worth bearing in mind that, as
Hirsjarvi and Hurme (2001: 36) point out, one ¢ thisadvantages of a themed interview
as a method is that it produces plenty of irreléwiata. Consequently, the relevant parts of
the data had to be carefully identified and it agpd that many interesting insights by the
teachers had to be excluded from the analysisegsdearly digressed from the actual

interview themes and were irrelevant for the presesearch questions.

Below, I will discuss the two main themes, thatéschers’ actions (i.e. teaching aspect)
and transfer in learners’ language processingléagning aspect), in separate sections. As
the interviewees were elementary school teach®es, dnswers and experiences concerned
teaching English specifically in the elementaryelevhis is not always explicitly

mentioned in the text, but if not stated otherws®uld be taken as given. The phenomena
discussed may work very differently in more advahiexels of learning and within other
age groups and, thus, it should be borne in miatirib conclusions concerning other

proficiency levels and age groups cannot be madgedoan the current interview data.
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The interview extracts are numbered and the spsakermarked by the following codes:
T1 = Teacher 1, T2 = Teacher 2, T3 = Teacher 3 anlthterviewer. Translations in

English are provided right below each extract.

7.1 Cross-linguistic comparison in teaching

In this section, | will discuss teachers’ repomshomw they utilise L1 (Finnish) and other
foreign languages in English classroom and how thik it contributes to language
teaching. The issue was approached by asking tesadhectly if they made comparisons
between Finnish (learners’ L1) and English (TL}he classroom. All the teachers gave a
positive answer. When concrete examples of sucbractvere requested, Teachers 1 and 2
both mentioned prepositions as a feature in tegabiinvhich they exploit contrastive
comparison between English and Finnish, by contrggtrepositions and case endings.
This suggests that, in case there is a contrastlagonship (rather than a zero relationship)
between features in two languages, teachers consati@nly similarities but also
differences being useful for language learning. theofeature that both the teachers
mentioned in this context was the comparative fofradjectives. As Extract 1 shows,
Teacher 2 regarded the English comparative andlstige endings as equivalent to the
corresponding Finnish endings and assumed thatasaohnection facilitate learning.

(1) T2: esmes niinkun joku adjektiivien vertailu etidpea nopeampittd, ettafast fasteret samalla

tavalla kun englannissa eer niin meil on-mpi.

[for example something like comparison of adjecitleatnopea, nopeamgifast, faster’) so, that
thatfast fastetthat similarly as in English there-i€r, we have-mpi]

Teacher 2 further mentioned verb forms and tens@gsaanmatical features in teaching of
which she considered Finnish useful or even necgsBaacher 1 also said that it is
necessary to use Finnish as a basis when teachitagncgrammatical features since that
way learners identify which grammatical concepdiscussed. However, Teacher 2
emphasised that she uses comparison/contrasttegaéhing only when it seems useful and
she was aware that Finnish is not of use withtalictural features. In Extract 2 below, she

describes one of the issues where Finnish is nos®f
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(2) T2: mut sithan esimerkiks niin kun SANAJARJESTYKSHSsiin4 ei 0o hirveesti apua koska,
koska suomessa sanajarjestys voi olla melkein M&&N ja suomalainen ymmartaa ja taas
englannissa se on hirmu niinku tarkkaan saadetsganjarjestyksessa pitaa tulla sanojen etta se on
niinkun oikein
[but then again for example like with WORD ORDERsihot much of use because, because in
Finnish the word order can be almost ANYthing aridran understands and then again in English it
is very strictly determined in which order the werdust be placed so that it is like correct]

Teacher 3 did not give examples of what kind of parisons she made and which features
she found comparable between the two languagssndtteworthy that the example
provided by Teachers 1 and 2 all concerned gransalaiructures and none of the teachers
mentioned cases where they had used comparisoedetannish and English vocabulary
in their teaching, which suggests that they comsii¢he comparison and contrasting of

these two languages useful mostly in grammar.

As far as the role of other foreign languagestaed use in English classrooms are
concerned, all the three teachers reported havpasiive attitude towards it. They
reported using some examples from other foreigguages in their teaching and drawing
pupils’ attention intentionally to some similargiand differences between foreign
languages. The two extracts below illustrate hosvtéachers raise pupils’ awareness of
cross-linguistic similarities.

(3) T1:no aina, aina tilanteen mukaan se voi tulla gilattavassa tilanteessa aina etta miten taa tule

jossain toisessa kielessa ku on semmosia tehtdsgimiinku on jotain muuta kielta vilahtaa siella

ja néin ja sit se melkein niinkun kuulostaa engiéaia pitaa jotain tunnistaa niin siellda yhteydés

sit jotain selitan siita kielesta

[well always, always according to the situatiomiy always come up in such a surprising situation
that how it is in some other language when thezeeaercises where there is is like some other
language flashing there and so on and then it dlsmsds like English and something has to be
identified so in that context | explain somethitogpat that language]

(4) T2: no kyl ma valilla sanon- jos ma tiian sen sararskaks niin mé sanon etta niinku et ‘sehén on
ranskaks taméa sama’

[well I do sometimes say- if | know the word ineRich then | say that ‘see? it is the same word in
French’]

Teacher 2 seemed to use comparison with Frenahii{oiother foreign languages) in
vocabulary teaching, whereas when grammar/synteariserned she reported using
comparison with Finnish. This might suggest th&t ;dgarded the closer resemblance
between English and French vocabulary being espeadvantageous for learning

vocabulary. However, as she reported having veriydd knowledge of French herself,
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excluding structural comparisons with French mayp &le due to her lack of structural
knowledge in that language. Extract 5 shows hecrg#gn on how she uses cross-
linguistic comparison when teaching grammaticalctrres.

(5) T2: etté tota enemmaéanki se on sitte SUOMI (xx) katellaan jotain of-genetiivig, tai tammosta etta
miten se aina katotaan niinku miten se on suomessgsa on omenoit&i ku siis totapmena
hetkinen,Lontoon kartta niin kartta Lontoonja toisin pain et niinku SUOMEN kielté ehka
rakenteissa kaytdn enemman kun sita toista vikralsh
[well it's rather FINNISH then (xx) when you thirdbout something like of-genitive, or something
like that how we always look at how it is in Finmjguussa on omenoit@’there are apples in the
tree”)), no not thabmena-{('apple’)), no wait,Lontoon karttaso it's likekartta Lontoon(('the map
of London’)). and the other way round so like FINNISH is the lzage that | probably use more
than that other foreign language as far as strestare concerned]

The above extract supports the interpretation thlagn teaching grammar, Teacher 2
prefers to use Finnish as a reference, compargother foreign languages being used in
vocabulary teaching.

Teacher 1 mentioned numbers and days of the weekekhas gender specific pronouns,
as items in teaching of which she found cross-listgricomparisons with other foreign
languages (such as Italian and Swedish) usefutheee did not specify with what kind of

features she used comparison with other foreigguages.

The significance of cross-linguistic comparisons\itather discussed in the interviews
when the teachers were asked to estimate how helpéth comparisons are for pupils.
Teacher 1 believed that the pupils perceive suatipaoisons relevant and interesting, as is
illustrated in Extract 6 below.

(6) T1: kylla ne ainakii niinku ihan selvasti aina kiielee mielenkiinnolla ettd 'mita?’ ja kyl ne sen

TAJUAA
[at least they clearly do listen with interest gvieme like 'what?’ and they do GET it]

As for Teacher 2, she was not clearly aware of¢lasons for why she makes cross-
linguistic comparisons in the English classroont,reported it being somehow automatic
for her. This illustrates how natural a way of @ssing languages making cross-linguistic
comparisons is. This is how Teacher 2 describedb&igzfs on the significance of cross-

linguistic comparisons in teaching:
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(7) T2: no en (xx) en ma oo sita aatellu ettd minkéataka sitd teen, mé vaan- se vaan tulee mutta tota
kylld méa nyt uskosin et jos ne tietaa sen toisaskaessa ettéd kun ne TAJUAIS j-ja kyllahén ne
tajuaa ne tajus tosi nopeesti sen etta et niidrordsti samaa niissa kielissa ((Englannissa ja
Ranskassa))

[well I haven't (xx) | haven't thought about whyb it, | just- it just comes but | do believe tlifat
they know it also in another language that if tREBALISED and they do realise they realised very
quickly that there is a lot in common between thasguages ((English and French))]

Teacher 1 reported that in their school there amynimmigrant pupils whose mother
tongue is other than Finnish and thus she alsg$up the issue of how those languages
are present in the English classroom. This is hosvoescribed her attempts to support
immigrant children’s learning of English by makiogmparisons with those of their mother
tongues of which she herself has some knowledge:
(8) T1: meil on italialaisia lapsia niin sit me valiliuhutaan taalla- niinku (xx) italian kielestakékee
apua ja miten se on italiaks ja tall4 tavalla kyiéa se niinkun melkein PAIVITTAIN néité tulee
naita vertaamisia aina ja numeroissa, pé- viikorgign yks semmonen kiitollinen oikeen
[we have italian children so then we occasionally here- like (xx) try to get help from Italian
language as well and how it is in Italian and sorthat it sure is like almost DAILY when these

comparisons always emerge and with numbers, da&- afaye week is one such thing that is really
beneficial]

(9) T1: muutama italialainen on tassa ja joku espaimata espanjankielisia perheita, etta... niissa
konkreettisesti nékee etta voi niinkun jonkun agianmartaé ja kattoo ja etta no mietis nyt nain sita
ettd kun ettéd mites espanjassa sanotaan ja mal@s#a sanotaan
[there are a few Italians here and some SpanisiniSip-speaking families, so...with them you
concretely notice that some things can be undadstad looked at and that well think about this like
that and that how it is said in Spanish and haw said in Italian]

The above examples suggest that other GermaniomaR languages in particular can

support EFL learning, at least in the case whew #ne the learner’s L1.

As illustrated above, the teachers had a posititeide towards using other foreign
languages as a tool in EFL classroom. To do thattd¢achers of course have to have
acquired some knowledge of multiple languages teéras. In order to get more insights
into how the teachers perceived the significanaatioér foreign languages in EFL

teaching, the teachers were asked if they consideaad linguistic knowledge, that is,
knowledge of different languages, advantageouaridenglish teacher. Teacher 1 was
clearly of the opinion that having knowledge offelient languages (that is, other languages
than those that she or he teaches) is advantaf@moaisanguage teacher. This is how she

described the significance of a teacher’s knowlaafgaultiple languages in EFL teaching:
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(10) T1: kyl maa oon ihan ihan sitéd mielta ettd kykéska kyl siella vaikkei sita niinkun opettais taal
mut se on niinkun tieto ja miten n&a sukulaisuudenee niin kyl niitd vaan siella tulee niinku
semmosia polkuja ettéd mista johtuu jotain ja mgemmenee. kylla se niin kun- . sit on niinku
jotenkii enempi POHJAA sanoo ettd se tulee nata siyysta kun ja nain muissakin kielissa
[yes | am fully of the opinion that yes. becauser¢his even though you didn’t teach it here big it
like the knowledge and how these relationshipsages those do come up there like a kind of paths

that where something derives from and how it woitkdoes like- . then you have like somehow
more BASIS to say that this works this way for tldason and this is how it is in other languages
too]

She also thought it would be very useful if thectesx had some knowledge of all the
mother tongues of their pupils but especially taae of groups including immigrant pupils
with a variety of L1s it is not possible. Other ttéachers also supported the view that
broad language knowledge of different languagésineficiary for an English teacher.
Teacher 2 was slightly hesitant and had no cleawan how the knowledge of other
languages affects her teaching, but she said:

(11) T2: elikkd, ma MELKEIN kallistusin sille etta sill luultavasti on hydtya etté opettaja, ymmartaa
muitakii kielia ja miten se rakentuu [...] EMMA ainainakaan emma ainakaan uskaltais sanoo etta
ei sil oo merkitysta, etta etta kylla ma niinkurisio vaittaa et kylla silla on kuitenkii
JONKUNnN&akoénen positiivinen vaikutus silla et opgttgmmartéaa niinku ettéd miten muutkin kielet
rakentuu.

[so,  am ALMOST inclined to say that it it, probglis advantageous that the teacher, understands
other languages and how they are constructed [..l¢ast | WOULDN'T- at least | wouldn’t dare to

say that it is insignificant, so that yes | coudy shat it has after all SOME kind of positive effe
that the teacher understands like how also otimgpuiages are constructed.]

Aligning with the other two teachers’ opinions, Tear 3 also regarded the knowledge of
other foreign languages to be useful for an Endbsicher, as she said:
(12)T3: no on silla varmasti niinku myodnteinen vaikuaigsaan ettd kun on enemman tietoa ja taitoa eri
kielista niin sitten osaa niita- valittadkin opjilekin sita tietoa

[well it must have like a positive influence orthiat when you have more knowledge about and
knowledge of other languages so then you can pass-that knowledge on to the pupils too]

As the teachers answers show, mother tongue aed fotleign languages play a role in the
foreign language classroom. Teachers use themesoarce and they use cross-linguistic
comparison as a tool in their teaching. Next, | mibve on to discuss how the teachers
perceive the effects of CLI as they manifest théwesein the learners’ language use and

learning process.
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7.2 The role of transfer in language learning

In this section, | will review how the teachersqeayved the role of other languages in the
learners’ language processing. | will first discties significance of transfer in general and
then look more in detail into the effects of Firmand then into the effects of additional
foreign languages, especially French. The origuied was to discuss only the effects of
French and exclude other foreign languages, bobtall the teachers had experience on
teaching English for learners of French, experisrmeany foreign language transfer were
discussed. In the end, that solution seemed suUateswe that enabled the comparisons of
experiences of foreign language in general witheeigmces of French transfer in particular.
Such comparison may help to shed light on whatterénfluential factors encouraging
transfer, whether the cross-linguistic similargyai significant factor causing transfer or
whether all the foreign languages are as trandfegaid transfer is merely due to the
foreign language status. The last issue discusstlsi section will be how transfer relates

to age and proficiency and how the order of actjarsinfluences transfer.

All the interviews were started with a questiornofv the teachers perceived the role of the
mother tongue in foreign language learning in gandihe question appeared to be rather
ambiguous and perhaps too general, which is whyethehers struggled with giving an
answer and why they all approached the questightbfidifferently. As the extract 13
shows, Teacher 1, considered the mother tongudasisifor any learning, but cannot
estimate its role in foreign language learningipalarly.

(13) T1: niin, se(n)- tietenkin aidinkieli on aina sttokohta ettd minka tahansa oppimiselle et sehéan o
semmonen automaatio joka jokaisella on, et miké&ityarsilla sitten on siihen vieraan kielen
oppimiseen niin, en oikeen osaa kylla sanoo etta...

[well, of course the mother tongue is always thtstg point for learning of anything so it is kiodl

an automation that everyone has, what is its s@ite in_foreign language learning then, that |
can't really tell...]

Teacher 2 understood the question concerning hgaod mastery of one’s mother tongue
relates to success in foreign language learnings i§thow she described the role of mother
tongue in general:

(14) T2: no tuota ihan, meilla aina kun tehhaan nevaghnat ja vanhemmille pietaan se kielivalintailt

nii me siellakii sanotaan niinku et jos jos toté..6niinku hyvin menee aidinkielessa , niin sitten
vois harkita niinkun aakakkoskielen ottamista.Keose korreloi ihan selvasti siihen etté jos sielia
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ongelmia nii sitten siella saattaa tulla ongelmi@mvieraassa kielessa VARSINKIN jos on niinkun
paha lukiongelma tai joku muu

[well right, when they make the language choicesunschool and we have the info evening for
parents about language options there we alsoleayhat if if. err. like if they do well in Finnish

then they could consider like opting for an A2 laage. because it correlates quite clearly with that
if you have problems there [in Finnish] then probdemay emerge also in foreign languages
ESPECIALLY if one is something like severely dystegr so]

The answer reflects her view on individual diffezes in language aptitude being a
significant factor affecting language learning &rashsfer. That is a theme that emerged
also in many of her other comments, as well abenanswers of the other two teachers.
Such variety between individual learners and betwearner groups may be one reason for
why giving any general statements about the sicaniice of the mother tongue and other
languages in EFL appeared to be a difficult tagkth® three teachers seemed to view
pupils varying from those with a high language taipie to those who are linguistically less
talented, and they perceived L1 having a differeld in foreign language learning for
different individuals mostly based on their gendésaljuage aptitude. Linguistically less
talented pupils seem to have more difficultieseéeping their mother tongue and English
apart from each other, which leads to confusionreaghtive transfer. This view is
perceptible for example in the comment below:

(15)T3: ... no EN oikeen tiia... ehka se etta tota, suokielessa on kuitenkin niin erilainen jarjestelma
kokonaisuu- kokonaisuutena kielend kun esimerkikgasnnissa ni se hankaloittaa jonkin verran sita
kielen oppimista nailla heikoilla oppilailla
[...well | DON'T know really... maybe that that, Fintisanguage has after all such a different

system as a who- as a whole as a language thanxdarple English so that makes the language
learning somewhat difficult for the weak pupils]

In comparison, the pupils with high aptitude armdrsg) language skills seem to be more
capable of processing the two (or more) languagparately and they perceive and
understand the differences between the languadtes.bBeacher 2 stated that those who
have established a certain kind of linguistic awass, are able to produce English without
translating it word for word from Finnish, as issdabed in the extract 16.
(16) T2: mut NE JOILLA rupee yhtaan lahtemaan niinkikisditaju tai se kielikorva sanomaan jotakii

niin NE rupee sitten unohtamaan onneks sité suddiedta jo sieltd ja sit ne rupee niinku

miettimaan ettd mites ne sanookaan englantilaiset

[ but THOSE WHO star to get it in a way like thedaage awareness or the ear for languages starts

to tell them something THOSE fortunately startlready leave out Finnish and then they start to
think that how is it that the English people say]
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I: nii [yes]

T2: et ne ei lahe kdantaan niinkun sanasta sanaan
[so they don't start to translate like word for wpr

The above suggests that, pupils with weaker langs&ijs in general lean more on their
mother tongue in foreign language learning and thake more assumptions on one-to-one
similarities between TL and their mother tonguegvwdas for linguistically more talented

pupils it is easier to process a foreign languaga separate entity.

Prerequisite for estimating the role of transfeEFL is identifying the phenomenon and,
thus, | considered relevant to ask how easy oicditfthe teachers considered identifying
transfer and its source in learner errors. In lnsner, Teacher 1 discussed mainly foreign
languages as SL and stated that the source ofesrorcognizable especially in the case of
immigrant pupils whose L1 is other than Finnishinimmigrant pupils’ products there are
errors that the teacher recognises reflecting ttieilShe further mentioned that in Finnish-
speakers products influence from other foreign l@aggs is not as clear, as in that case,
according to her experience, the influence is maifiinot non-existent. In another
context, she also brought up the general difficaftidentifying transfer:

(17) Ti vaikee sanoo etta se nyt johtuu varmaan lsiitka siell& saattaa tulla muistakin syistéd se sama

virne

[it is difficult to tell that now it must be causég that since the same error might occur there for
other reasons as well]

The above statement summarises well what is otieeahain challenges also in the
scholarly study of transfer. Teacher 2 statedithateasy to identify the errors that are due
to Finnish (L1), especially in the products of lingfically less apt pupils as it seems that
they produce English by translating word for warehfi Finnish. Then again, identifying
transfer from French is difficult for her, whichga@rding to herself, is most probably due
to the fact that her own knowledge of French istech Furthermore, while commenting on
possible influence of French on L3 English, Tea¢herentioned how difficult it is for an
outside observer to estimate the interactions®twlo languages in a learners’ mind:

(18) T2: vertaako ne ranskaan vai onko niilla vaan saise semmonen tiiatko kielellinen taju 66 ne
SAATTAA verrata siihen ranskaan , ma en tieda kénem oo niitten paan sisalla ollu
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[whether they compare it with French or whetheytiust directly have a kind of language
awareness you know they MIGHT compare it with Freddon’t know since | haven’t been inside
their heads]

That observation is also very central for transtedies and causes methodological
difficulties. (See chapter 6.1 above for discussinrihe methodological problematics).
Transfer processes in an individual's mind canXdaentned mostly indirectly through

observing the results of transfer.

Teacher 3 had not paid attention to transfer imkeaerrors as much as the two other
teachers. When asked how easy it is to identifystier in learner errors, she mentioned that
sometimes she notices that there are errors ingbé®f prepositions that are clearly due to
Finnish, but mostly she does not register if thrersrare due to influence from L1 or from
other languages. Her somewhat less alert attetdgitmansfer may be a result of the
language background of her pupils being less vdhad that of the pupils in the other two
teachers’ groups, where there are more immigramtdearners of different foreign
languages.

One more interesting question when observing tleeaL1 and other foreign languages in
EFL classrooms in general is whether the interadbietween languages happens only
unintentionally in learners’ mind or whether thargers use cross-linguistic comparisons
intentionally as a tool for learning. It emergedrfrall the three interviews that pupils are
prone to make explicit cross-linguistic comparisonthe classroom. According to Teacher

1, pupils compare English rather with another (sglaforeign language than with Finnish.

(19) T1: mutta emma SILLEEN oo huomannu ettéa ne niinkemailis, vertailis niinkun, SUOMEEN
mut sillon aikoinaan kun oli n&itd, jotka oli pitk&aksan lukenu ja ruotsin niin siitten kun englant
tuli niille, niin, kylldh&n SIEL oli semmosia aha&témyksia etta 'télleen SAKSASSA on’, ja
'télleen- ai niin ruotsissahan on kanssa jotaile&il nain’, et kyl ne niinku SIINA vaiheessa sitten
hatkahtaa- he- heréa ettd kun on sielld se toiredin tkaut ei niinkdan SUOMEN kielesta sitd huomaa
[but IN THAT SENSE | haven’t noticed that they wduwdompare it with Finnish but back in the day
when there were those who had read A1 German aediSlwthen when they started English there
WAS that kind of Aha moments that 'in GERMAN iti&é this’ and 'this- oh yeah in Swedish it is
also something like this’, so yes at that poinythee awakened when there is that other language.
not so much from FINNISH you don’t notice that]

However, she later mentioned that it actually hagpeery seldom that pupils would bring

up that kind of insights explicitly in the classmoRather than them not making the
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connections, this might be due to them being siprésent their insights in front of the
group. This view was supported by Teacher 1 sayiagwhen she works alone with an
immigrant pupil they are more eager to point oetshmilarities between English and their

mother tongue vocabulary.

According to Teacher 2, pupils very easily spotikirties between languages, whether it
is between English and Finnish or English and asrdidreign language, as illustrated in
Extract 20.
(20) T2: joo tulee tulee. et jos ite ei muista sanagotakii ne sanoo just et 'niinkun suomessakin’
esimes adjektiivin vertailu on just semmonen misigein ite hoksaa sen ampeeii
[yes it does come up, if you don’t remember toisggurself or so they say that 'just like in

Finnish’ for example the comparison of adjectiv@sne such thing where they often notice it
themselves]

Contrary to the experiences of Teacher 1, accorifigeacher 2 pupils are very active at
pointing out similarities explicitly in the classnm, as it shows in the following two
extracts.
(21) T2: nii siin&a ku vaihees kun ne alotti sen nii MATOMAST!I alko se et ’espanjassa sanotaan nain
espanjassa tehdaan nain’.

[at that point when they started it [learning amotforeign language] it INSTANTLY started that ’in
Spanish it is said like this in Spanish it is ddike this’]

(22) T2: et niinkun just tammaosia niinkun etta et kydksilt tulee sitten et lapset ite tarjoo kanssa
'taahan on ranskaks tam&’ niinku et kylla MAAKIIliE aina heitan
[so things like that that it does come that alsokitls themselves provide that 'In French it is'tkib
| do throw those in too every now and then]

Teacher 3 had the impression that pupils compagiidtnmore with Finnish than with
other foreign languages. According to her, lingogty talented children contrast Finnish
and English unprompted and bring it forth in thesskoom, which comes up in the extract
below:
(23) T3: he ((kielellisesti lahjakkaat oppilaat)) saathoksata vaikka min& en ois puhunu asiasta mitaan
niin sit ne huomaa etté 'hei eihén td& menee inidailia kun-

[they ((linguistically talented pupils)) may notiegen though | hadn’t said anything about it they
then notice that 'hey this isn’t this works totatlifferently than- ]

I: nii [yeah]

T3: mehéan sanotaan erilailla ja mehan tehaan taitaélla’ et se on sitten taas ettéd he huomaa sen
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[we say this differently and we do this differentlight?’ so that is again that they notice it]

Based on the teachers’ observations, it indeed Sé®ahit is a naturally occurring learning
strategy to link the different languages togethberg there are similarities and contrast
them where there are differences. This illustrates learning a foreign language is not
separate from the knowledge of other languageddat) extent, they are processed in

parallel.

In this sub-chapter, | presented and discussenhtbrriewees’ views on the role of L1 and
other foreign languages in EFL in general and hoavaupils seem to make connections
and draw from interlingual sources. Despite bewgra of transfer and identifying it in
learner errors, defining the role of CLI in EFLgeneral appeared to be difficult for
teachers. Individual differences in language agétamerged as one central factor affecting
how L1 and other foreign languages hinder or feat#i learning. It also turned out it is not
just the teachers who make explicit cross-lingaistimparisons in the classroom but the
pupils do that, too. In the next sub-chapter, | mibve on to discuss more closely L1
influence in particular and how it manifests itdaltlifferent areas of learner language.
Real-life examples provided by the intervieweed beél presented to illustrate the nature of

L1 transfer in beginner level EFL learning.

7.3 L1 transfer in different areas of language

In the interviews, two sub-systems of language weawstly discussed and contrasted with
each other: vocabulary (i.e. lexicon) and gramrmar $yntax). Even though the focus of
the present study is on lexical transfer, | comgdeelevant to let teachers share their
experiences on transfer in any area of languags.Wdss done in order to gain
understanding of how significant a phenomenon feans in vocabulary learning in
comparison to other areas of language. Accordinigetcher 1, transfer from Finnish
shows both in syntax and vocabulary. She furthenetd that lexical transfer occurs when
a pupil translates mechanically from Finnish to lighg as illustrated in the following

example:
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(24) T1: sanoissa kun ne ettii sanoja kun ne ei muistetietenkii niin jos ei tajua suomen kielen sana
jotain oikein niin hakee varmasti vaaran, et ji&ig niinkun joku voi uida jossakin jarvessa vai
voiko uida niin siella melko varmastoi on unohtunu ja se diutter sitten siella et tammaosia ettei
TAJUAKKAAN sitéa mitd se tarkottaa
[with words when they look for words when they da@member so of course if they don’t
understand a Finnish word correctly then they lfmrka wrong word for sure, so that if it should be
like someone can swim in a lake or can they than”ts mostly certainly forgotten there and it is
‘butter’® then so this kind of that they don’t even GET Iffavit means]

This suggests that at this stage of language legtaarners process the language mainly
on the level of form, which results in semantioesr It seems that pupils choose any
translation that is given to a certain form withwther processing the meaning. The
problem in the above example seems to be thate#raér only processed the language in
the lexemic level and did not automatically prodisslemma. However, this may not be a
common way of processing language in the begireval | since Teacher 1 explains that
this kind of processing is typical for those wha&agome learning difficulties in general,
such as dyslexia.

The teachers seem to regard Finnish having maesimée on interlanguage structures than
on vocabulary as the unprompted examples they gedwconcerned syntactic transfer.
They were then explicitly asked if they have nalitd influence in vocabulary learning.
Teacher 3 answered that sometimes the influencgssalso in vocabulary, but she did not
give any concrete examples. She further mentionaispelling errors due to phonetic
transfer and different sound-symbol correspondanee&ommon in learner English.
Teacher 2 did not give any examples of actual &htransfer either, but did mention that
words that have no direct translation from FinrisliEnglish seem strange to the pupils.
However, it did not come up in the interview if bugords actually result in transfer-
induced errors.

The only positive lexical influence from Finnishatrwas mentioned in the interviews was
that of loan words that are originally borrowednfr&nglish into Finnish. According to
Teacher 1, positive cross-linguistic influence shamwloan words such @soland IT-

vocabulary, as their use in Finnish discourse hadenthem familiar to pupils. On the other

6 Finnishvoi = 1) can + 3rd PERS SING, 2) butter
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hand, foreign loan words may be difficult for thepis to understand in Finnish as well
and, consequently, may not provide help in EFLA=ay:

(25) T1:. mut sitten kun haetaan jotain ihan tammosigkni asiasanojakii tulee jokn fact niin, mita se
fakta sitten- kun puhutaan faktasta niin mitd s(RK®TTAA? ei ne niinkun tieda sitte.
ettd...huomaa ettéd sama sana mutta valttamattaléimést on kyse
[but then when we look for something like kind thfere are key words lika factso what does

faktathen- when we talk abotaktawell what does it MEAN? they don't like know theso...they
notice that the same word but don’t necessarilykndat it is about]

However, Teacher 1 did not think that negativegfanfrom Finnish to English is
particularly abundant, but she believed that sindifficulties can occur in any foreign
language learning regardless of the learner’s bk fbllowing extract shows how she
referred to the confusion caused by polysemy (voar/butter) presented above.

(26) T1: et joku tammdnen kaytdnnon- kaytannodn sotkttantarmaan ihan se on yleismaailmallista etta

nain voi kayda
[so some practical- practical confusion like that bguess it is universal that this can happen]

Slightly contrary to that view is the one preserttgdreacher 3, who seemed to be more of
an opinion that the similarity of SL and TL is antral factor defining transfer. She
considered the linguistic systems of Finnish andliEh being so different from each other
that it makes learning English difficult for pupiho are linguistically less talented.

(27) T3: ... no EN oikeen tiid... ehka se etta tota, suokielessa on kuitenkin niin erilainen jarjestelma
kokonaisuu- kokonaisuutena kielend kun esimerkikgamnissa ni se hankaloittaa jonkin verran sita
kielen oppimista néilla heikoilla oppilailla
[well I don't know really.... maybe it's that, aftdr&innish has such a different linguistic systesnea

whole language than for example English so thatpticates the language learning of the less apt
pupils to an extent]

As far as syntactic transfer is concerned, bottches 2 and 3 mentioned word order as a
feature where negative transfer from Finnish tolishgccurs, as the Finnish word order
is, unlike English, very loose. However, Teachstdled that in the very beginning of
language learning, when the sentences dealt wathexly simple, Finnish is of help in
learning the correct word order as the basic SUDjést — verb — object) word order is the
same in Finnish and in English. Furthermore, Tea8remphasised that this structural

difference causes difficulties mostly for less lirggically oriented pupils.
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As for Teacher 1, she mentioned that as Finnishhighly inflectional language, pupils
may transfer case endings into English. The belkivaet provides an example of how

such morphological transfer may occur in proper @am

(28) T1: et jotenki suomen...suomen kielessé niin on téifagnuotojen runsaus ja astevaihtelu niinku
sanoissa et taivutukset joka tekee esimerkiks kéyitsisd semmosia tilanteita et jos pitéis sanoo
vaikka ettd Virtasen- Virtasen auto Mr Virtanen& aiin sieltd tulee Virtasen'’s. melko
poikkeuksetta. et joku TALLANE tallanen, ettei huaansita ettd suomen- etté kieli pitaa (naurahdus)
niinku pitaa erillaan vaan sinne lipsahtelee rgitémen kielen muotoja
[so somehow in Finnish it is the richness of infil@es and consonant gradation in words so that the
inflections that creates situations for examplpriactice situations like that that if you had ty Haat
Virtanen Virtasen autd(translates into English asr Virtasen’s carthen it become¥irtasen’s
almost without exceptions, so some things LIKE THIWKE that. that they don’t notice that in
Finnish- that the language (laughter) must be &eparate but Finnish forms slip into it]

Furthermore, Teacher 3 mentioned prepositions adeature that is difficult for Finnish
learners of English as it is a feature that doé®rist in Finnish. It seems to be difficult for

the learners to comprehend the functioning of pséjoms as opposed to case-endings.

(29) T3: ei meinaa milladn ymmartaa et se tuleekinnepgsitioiksi eika (naurua) sinne jalkeen
[they have trouble understanding that it comes pieposition and not (laughter) there after it.]

Both the previous extracts suggest that the infiaat — analytical opposition between
Finnish and English seems to be a main L1 indudédudty for Finnish learners when

learning English.

One more interesting insight to L1 transfer is thatsource form does not have to be a
written norm in the source language either, but afsoken language norms can influence
the learner’s interlanguage. In the extract belb@gcher 2 gives an example of a situation

where Finnish spoken language norm causes nededinaer into English.

(30) T2: ja sit se etta et niinkun, OLLA-verbi se ettinkne ei jotenkii niinkun hiffaa sitéa 'olla’...olla-
verbin eri muotoja. tai sit esimerkiks niinku dttdon there is ja there are. SE on viel& helppo
niitten ymmartaa mut sit kun niinkun 'kengét ovéltle shoes is’. tulee sinne kauheen helposti et ku
suomessa voi sanoo et kengat on. ja, se tarkdtéamenikossakin et meil ei tarvii sanoo kenka on
tai kengéat ovat vaan meil on kengat on ja se kaw iyvin. niin s- SE on niille vaikee niinku
muistaa et ai niin tddha onki monikollinen taa pivdla taa olla-verbi
[or then that that like, BE-verb that that they d@amehow like get that 'be’...different forms of

the verb 'to be’. or like for example that whenrthés 'there is’ and 'there are’. THAT is still gas
for them to understand but then when like 'shoes tre shoes is'. that comes there very easily
because in Finnish you can say that 'shoes is’ iintkans that in plural as well that we don’t have
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to say 'a shoe is’ or 'shoes are’ but we just hahees is’ and that works quite well. so th- THAT i
difficult for them to remember that oh yeah thigadually plural this should be this be-verb]

As far as transfer from L1 Finnish was discusseithéninterviews and the type of transfer
was not specified in the question, the teacherglyngave examples only on syntactic
transfer. This suggests that lexical transfer ftdhfinnish is not as common as syntactic
transfer. Also the teachers’ experiences on tratfisien Finnish seem rather negative in a
way that Finnish seems to be a source for confgsamid errors. The only positive effects
from Finnish that could be of help in learning BEslglvocabulary were mentioned by
Teacher 1, who referred to the similarity betweeglih and Finnish loan words from

English.

7.4. Foreign language transfer in different areasfdanguage

As the present study seeks to investigate notthielyole of L1 but also the role of other
foreign languages in EFL, that was yet another nthgme in the teacher interviews and
will be discussed in this chapter. In general tdaehers clearly perceived learning another
foreign language in addition to English more ofe#ptthan a hindrance. When it was asked
explicitly, both Teachers 1 and 2 stated their fpasiview without hesitation. Teacher 3
was a bit more careful with her estimate but she &lso of the opinion that usually
learning another foreign language has more poditiar negative effects. However, she
further pointed out that if the pupil has diffidelt in learning languages in general then
learning multiple foreign languages can resultanfasion. Teacher 2 also mentioned
learning difficulties as a factor that may causadditional foreign language to be a
hindrance rather than help. Otherwise her percemtidearning multiple foreign languages
was very positive and she stated that she coulthimdt of any way how it could be of
hindrance. These remarks again emphasise thefrldiaidual differences between

learners, which is a theme that was strongly prtetbeoughout the interviews.

Teacher 1 was of the opinion that starting to learother foreign language before English
would be beneficial, as the extract 31 shows. $hggests that she considered the order of

acquisition playing a role in how the foreign laages are learned.
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(31) T1: sita aivotoimintaa kehittda hurjasti kun onydhkinen kieli kun englanti jossa laiskastaan sanat
perakkain niin se kolmannen persoonan assa sigkspnsissa on ainut taivutusmuoto joka pitais
osata ja ne ei osaa sita. se turhauttaa kyllareauttaa niitéa itteesa kun niille sanoo ja vertaa
suomen kielen taivutukseen istun istut istuu istm@anmiks te ette opi sitée sits everyday in this
classroommiks se &s ei tuu sinne kun se on yks ainut koiigaéd se tulee sit kun ne lukee naita
muita kielid ja verbit taipuu kaikki taipuu eri &@la on sukuja ja muita niin, kyl se niinkun sikéko
tatd maailmaa niinku panee lokeroimaan eri tavallattd ‘kunhan vaan sinne péain’

[it helps to developbrain activity when there isn&oother language than English where the words
are put in a row so that the third persathere in the present tense is the only conjugdtiahone
should learn and they do not master it. that sufeustrating. that is frustrating for themselvasew
you tell them and compare it with Finnish conjugaisstun istuu istummgEng!.| sit, he sits, we
sit)) so why don’t you learn that he sits every daghis classroom. Why is thas not there when

it’s the only one point where it is added when thearn these other languages and the verbs are
conjugated in different ways there are gendersséufflso that does make you process the whole
world differently than just ‘something like that']

H: niin et ne kiinnittdd huomioo sit ehka enempi?
[so they pay more attention then maybe?]

T1: mm, kylla. et se ois erittdin hyva alottaagoll muulla kielella kun englannilla
[mm, yes. so it would be very good to start witme other language than English]

When commenting on foreign language transfer,¢hehiers mostly talked about effects on
vocabulary, which suggests that it is the area bichvanother foreign language influences
the most in the early stages of learning. This &alas explicitly stated by Teacher 3 as is

presented in Extract 32.

(32) T3: kylla se mun mielesta SANASTO on [l do thinksitYyOCABULARY]
I: joo [yeah]

T3: enemmankin koska tota...nda, saksan lukijatdrekuitenkin sen verran vahan sita
[more because well....they, the learners of German ltave relatively little]

I: niin [yeah]

T3: ehtii olla tassa. etta ei se ei se mun mielesiiéuta rakenteisiin vaan sanastossa sitten jos on
[have they had it. so that if there is any [inflaehno | don't think it has influence on structubes
on vocabulary]

As is implied in the above comment and the onewelbe grammatical features are not
transferred much in such early stages of learngnihp@y are not very stable on the TL
either. Similar view was supported by Teacher 1o afated that syntactic transfer from
L2/L3 is rare but can occur in the production bE fastest learners who are already
starting to master the structures of that langagen though the learning is still at an early

stage). This is what she said about syntactic feafiom L2/L3:
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(33) T1: mm kyl ne siella saattaa rueta sitte niillékyéla jotka jotain on jo oppinu siella toisessa ni
englannin adjektiivi esimerkiks saa monikon padttee
[well yes they can then begin for those smart avies have already learned something in the other
language so the English adjectives start to gétralpending]

H: niin [yeah]

T1: mutta, hyvin satunnaisesti et ma oon tulkinem gaan et se johtuu nyt siita, ja kyllahan ne on
sitten niita aakakslukijoita [...]

[but, very occasionally so | have just interpreitezb that now it results from that, and yes they a
then the A2 pupils [...]]

The above extracts are the only ones in the irderdata where syntactic transfer from
another foreign language is mentioned. Otherwigehters’ remarks on foreign language
transfer concern the role of L2/L3 in vocabularguaisition. Based on the teachers’
answers it seems that the lexical effects can be fbasitive and negative. Below, | will

first discuss the negative effects that the teachegorted and then move on to discuss the

positive ones.

Teacher 1 gave a very careful estimate also o€th@n vocabulary. When asked, she
said that there may be some confusion with the lmadeay between related languages but
not so much. In that context, she also mentionatitlis difficult to identify such transfer
occurrences as identifying the source of transfeomplicated. Teacher 2 gave couple of
examples on how similar vocabulary causes confuseiween languages. However,
according to her report, it seems that pupils gamitice such slips themselves and are able

correct them.

(34)T2:[...]ja sitten 'Ol OPETTAJA minad 66 meinasin wagossa kirjottaa espanjan sanan tanne’, ja
silleen, ja sitten taas kun on RANSKALLA alottaneitka on sit aakakkosessa englannissa, niin
NIILLA tulee sielta ranskasta niinku, RANSKA ja dagtihan siel on hirveesti samanlaisia sanoja,
nii sitten ne niinku esimes sanoo niinku niinku GMika on vari? onks seouleur?

[and then 'OH TEACHER | was going to write a Spanigord here’ and so, and then again when
there are those who have started with FRENCH awmd Baglish as A2, THEY transfer from French
like, FRENCH and English they have lots of simikards right? so then they say for example like
like...what iscolour? is itcouleur?]

H: joo [yeah]

T2: nii nii niinku etta...etouleurs are..sitten ne on sillleen ettéd Al EI KAUHEETA se tuli
ranskaks’, ja silleen niinku etta ranska ja englsotkee vahan mutta toisaalta hyvalla tavalla
[so then like that...thatoleurs are..then they are like 'OH DEAR it came out in Frenalnd so on
so that French and English get messed up a litti¢hien again in a good way]
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Teachers 1 and 3 did not clearly bring up posigéffects that French (or another foreign
language) would have on the learning of Englishenghs Teacher 2 seems to have been of
the opinion that French, as it has plenty of leistailarities with English, has positive
effect on learners’ English lexicon. It should lmere in mind that the experiences of
Teacher 2 were with learners who had French as\iZEaglish as L3, whereas the other
two teachers only had experience on learners dfre8ch. That could be a reason why
Teacher 2 seems to have had more experience divpdskical influence of French on
learners’ English than the other two teachers. Bhimw she described the positive lexical
effects of French:

(35) T2: et ne pystyy niinku PAATTELEMAAN jonkun sanawsj ne tietdd ranskaks sen niin sit ne

pystyy péaattelee et mitdhan se mahtais olla enidann

[so they can INFER the meaning of a word if thegwrit in French so then they are able to deduce
what it might be in English]

She was further asked if she considered Frenchriicplar being of help when learning
English or if she regards any other foreign languaging equally useful. It turned out that
she regarded the lexical influence of French asqodarly positive as its vocabulary bears
a wide resemblance with that of English. Howevke, did mention that for example
Swedish as well is helpful in some word categosigsh as the days of the week. This is

presented in the extract 36 below.

(36) T2: no ma luulen etté ainakii tdssa tapauksessanséa on koska se on kuitenkii se siis
sanastollisestihan se on niin [&hell&, siis silleesiel on hirveesti niité lainasanoja, ja hinteedee
sielta sita... mut kyl, nii...no (--) KYLLA RUOTSISSAKIon joskus siis silleen kun esimes jotain
viikonpaivia kaydaan ja sitte kun kay niinku etoretullu viikingeilta ja sitte kayaan niinku et ma
naytan niille havainnollisesti ettd mita se on sigsa ja mitéa se on englannissa, ettd mondag and
Monday ja dag on péiva ja day on péiva ja moonwnjk sielté se tulee etymologiasta

[well I think that at least in this case it is theench language because it is after all lexically s
closely related, | mean like that there are pleritypan words, and a lot of it comes from there...but
yes, so...well (--) ALSO IN SWEDISH there is sometsti&e that when we go through for example
days of the week and then when you go like that tiare come from the vikings and then we look
at | mean | demonstrate them that what it is in @sfeand what it is in English, thatondagand
Mondayanddagis day andlayis day andnoonis moon and it comes from the etymology there]

She also stated that pupils themselves noticesay that the two languages share a lot of
common lexical features. This again supports tee/nguggested earlier that the
comparison between languages comes naturally fnerfeerners and they seek,

consciously or sub-consciously, cross-linguistiikirities (Ringbom 2007:1).
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It could be assumed that lexical transfer is mam@mon in oral production than in written
production as written production allows more tiraglan and formulate the message.
However, Teacher 2, who speculated lexical traftsféveen French and English rather
extensively, had noticed similar lexical transfebbth oral and written production, as she
described:
(37) T2: molemmissa, molemmissa, myds kirjallisessaeetaattaa kirjottaa etté niinku tai sit esimes
niinku m-ma en muista mika se oli just et vaikkaskassakihan die weekend

[in both, also in written production they might terthat or then for example like | don’t remember
what it was exactly but for example in French teisveekendight?]

I: mm [mm]

T2: mut et sit se oli tosiaan sit keesiella et se ei ollukaan tullu gee weekend
[but then it was there really witk so that it wasn’the weekend

The examples that Teacher 2 gave about negatii@ldransfer all concern complete
language shifts or substitutions. This might eitheggest that that is the most common
type of lexical transfer in the beginner level tomight reflect the teacher’s conception on
transfer. As far as the effects of French on tleeai€£nglish vocabulary are concerned,
substitutions are perhaps the most perceptibledfp#luence and, thus, the occasions that
teachers pay most attention to. In order to etitier types of examples it would have been
a good idea to provide the teachers with some ebengm different types of CLI so that
they had had a broader idea about what CLI is.

It is noteworthy that L2/L3 influence was a majoemne in the interview with Teacher 2,
whereas it received less attention in the otherittgrviews. The reason for that is
probably that Teacher 2 was the only one of thexohig A2 English at that time and had
also pupils with an additional A2 language alsbén A1l English groups. At the time of
the interview, Teacher 1 had in her teaching graugg a few pupils who were learning an
additional A2 language, which is probably the reasby she didn’t have so much to say
about foreign language influence on that respastehd, she brought up the influence of
other native languages than Finnish, as she hagftierge on teaching immigrant pupils,
but for the most parts that is excluded from thespnt analysis since it is not of relevance
to the research questions of this study, howeveresting a topic it is per se. As Teacher 1
had no learners of French in her groups, the topioreign language influence was

discussed only on a general level (based on tlohée's experiences on teaching pupils
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who are learning German as A2) and not in detaiegarding any specific languages.
Whether it is the greater number of pupils learrfingnch in general or the fact that the
pupils had started to learn French earlier tharliEmg¢hat caused the more visible role of
French in Teacher 1's classroom is difficult togedIn order to shed light on the possible
effects of the order of acquisition, the teacheesanasked also about their views on the
issue. Whether the teachers believed the ordecgpfisition having an effect, and what
kind of an effect, will be briefly discussed in thext chapter.

7.5 The order of acquisition

It seems to be difficult to estimate the actuaget of the order of acquisition by
comparing different learner groups as there a@ @knty of other factors that interact with
transfer and are difficult to distinguish from eaxther. Both Teachers 1 and 2 brought up
more than once during the interviews that the lel@who opt for an additional foreign
language are mostly pupils that are linguisticallyre talented, and thus their average
proficiency level is higher than of those who oldgrn English. So the positive effects of
learning another foreign language per se are diffio estimate. In this case, the problem
of identifying which is the cause and which is thasult is difficult (if not impossible) to
overcome. According to both teachers (Teachersd2amho had experience on teaching
English as L3, learning English is clearly eastrthose who have already learned another
foreign language before that. They acquire for gdamew vocabulary very fast. This is
how Teacher 1 described the learning pace/effigi@fithe learners of L3 English:

(38) T1: sen huomas sillon kun oli naa saksan ja ruqiikét lukijat ja ne lahti lukee enlantia nii
sitteh&n se oli niinku ihan ihan huimaa milla vdlahinentiin se englanti ja ne sai sen niin nopeesti
kiinni et se- ohikii siitd mita oli nda muut ettégain ihan niinkun vaarin pain lahtee taa kielen opet

[you could notice it when there were those leareémdvanced German and Swedish and they
started to learn English so then it was like diggyihe pace at which we went throught stuff in

English and they caught it ((the level of L2 Enlglisarners)) up so fast so that- even past thatevhe
the others were so that this language learnintaites! the wrong way round]

It is possible that the knowledge of the earlia@rfed foreign language is the beneficial
factor and that the positive transfer from thaglaage is of help when learning English as
L3. However, there are many other possible faafiecting the learning outcomes of L3

learners, one of them being the already mentiomggiktic aptitude. Another possible
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explanation was provided by Teacher 1 who beli¢hatlit is the language learning
strategies that are acquired in L2 learning thédtend 3 learning more effortless. Even if
not definable as linguistic transfer, the knowled§é&arning strategies may be regarded as

a specific type of positive influence of prior knledge.

Yet another possible reason for the ease with witielL3 learners seem to learn English
could be the dominant role of English in the modeanld. As English is somewhat present
in the learners’ environment even before they stalearn it at school, they acquire some
initial knowledge of it implicitly.

(39) T1: jo viidesluokkalainen nii vaikka se ei ois lukekoulussa yhtaan niin se osaa englantia
[a fifth graders already even if they had not leakit at all at school they know English]

H: joo [yeah]

T1: et se on, se on niin erilainen kun- ja sittarmsinkii jos ne on lukenu sen niinkun ovat lukeneet
sen aayks jonkun muun kielen kaikki tammdset, tanigén kielid opiskellaan on jo periaatteessa
niinkun jollain tavalla hallussa ja sitten vaaridgéen helppo joka jo osataan niin se napsahtaa
niinkun ittestaan paikoilleen

[soitis, itis so different from- and then espadlgiif they have learned and as they have leathatd
other language as Al they already like master someil this kind of, ways how languages are
learned and then just this kind of an easy onktliesy already know so that like clicks into pldye
itself]

It seems that it is the order of acquisition tHées more than the number of languages, as
Teacher 2 said that she had not noticed that twbsestart L3 would benefit from it in

their L2, even though some reverse transfer-.82) occurs in vocabulary. She also
believed that, for example in the case of L3 Sgaimdheir school, the L2 English had

more influence on L3 Spanish than the other wandoBearing in mind that the teacher

did not teach Spanish herself her statement ongmre of a guess that reflects teachers

own believes rather than a fact based on obse&agish learners.

It is well possible that learning multiple foreianguages helps pupils to develop more
efficient language learning strategies and prouskful linguistic knowledge that generate
positive transfer between languages. However,atss very possible, that it is not the
number of languages learned, but the individuatuge for language learning, that causes
the positive effects. However, Teacher 1 saidtiatearners of two foreign languages are

not such a homogenous group of linguistically tedrpupils as they used to be, but these
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days there are also less apt pupils who opt foséiwend foreign language. Investigating
the interaction of all these factors more closslynfortunately beyond the scope of this

study.

The insights by the teachers interviewed have piexvia general idea of the role that other
languages have in an elementary school EFL clagsr@ooss-linguistic comparison and
contrasting is a strategy used by both teacherpapils, and teachers believed that
learning multiple languages supports EFL learnkhgwever, L1 and optionally learned
foreign languages also cause some confusion amdeacal slips into learners' English.
What kind of slips and transfer induced confusiend up in learner products? Some
anecdotal examples provided by the teachers wesepted in this chapter, but the
qguestion will be discussed more closely in the miepter where | will move on to discuss

the learner language samples that were eliciteth®purposes of this study.

8 TRANSFER IN WRITTEN PRODUCTION

This chapter focuses on the written samples ohkrdanguage and discusses the possible
occurrences of transfer in those samples. The heitegion tasks will be reviewed
separately and then the results of each task witldmpared with each other. The quantity
of transfer will be investigated through presewotainf numbers of transfer occurrences in
each task and in each learner group, whereas tigyoof transfer will be discussed
through plentiful examples from the data and dismuson transfer categories (see also
chapter 3.2 for the definitions of transfer categ®r Throughout the analysis comparison

will be made between learner groups.

8.1 Free production task

The occurrences of lexical transfer in Task 1, thathe free production task (see chapter
6.3.1), were placed in three main categories basddation’s (2001) view on vocabulary
knowledge and sub-categories following the lineMefildainen (2010). In this section, |

will first present the percentage of transfer-inelditexical errors out of all the lexical errors
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in each learner group and how much each trangberagcounted for that percentage. | will
also pay attention to the possible differences betwthe learner groups as far as the type,
source and amount of transfer are concerned. &ftgr | will move on to discuss more
closely the types of transfer that occurred in Thsly providing concrete examples from

the texts, and discuss the source of transfer.

In the products of Group Fr+En, altogether 33 lakerrors were detected in Task 1. 14 out
of them were identified as transfer-induced erreesen (7) as transfer in word form, four
(4) as transfer in word meaning and (3) as traneferord use. In Group En+Fr, the total
number of lexical errors in Task 1 was 41, inclgd®i transfer-induced errors. 18 of the
transfer errors were identified as transfer in foome (1) of them as transfer in word
meaning and four (4) errors as transfer in word is&roup EnOnly the total number of
lexical errors was 97. 28 of them were identifiedransfer-induced errors: 16 as transfer in
word form, 6 in word meaning and 6 in word usés lorth noting that the numbers
illustrate the number of error occurrences. In aaseword included more than one error,
each of those errors was counted as a single @rmer Furthermore, if the same mistake
was made more than once by the same pupil, edtte aiccasions was counted as one

error occurrence. The percentages of the transtireed errors out of all lexical errors are

I B Other errors
Transfer in word use
B Transfer in word meaning
B Transfer in word form
- -

Group Fr+En Group En+Fr Group EnOnly

presented in Figure 3.
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Figure 3: The percentages of transfer types in thiexical errors of each learner group
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As Figure 3 shows, the total percentage of transéex the highest in Group En+Fr, the
second highest in Group Fr+En and the lowest iru@#®nOnly. However, as the total
number of lexical errors and the number of pupdsed from one group to another, the
average number of transfer occurrences per pupitdhbe counted before any conclusions
on the relative frequency of transfer can be mad&roup Fr+En each pupil made 1.17
transfer-induced errors on average, in Group Etké-average number of transfer
occurrences per pupil was 2.1 and in Group EnQOrdycbrresponding number was 1.47.
Those numbers suggest that transfer is most conimibie products of the learners of
English as L2 (Groups En+Fr and EnOnly). This istcadictory to Dewaele’s (1998)
results, which suggest that L2 learners would netye on intralingual sources, L3 learners

drawing more from interlingual sources.

The source of the most transfer errors in Task 4 Bmanish. Only two (2) errors in Group
Fr+En and seven (7) errors in Group En+Fr weretifled as combined transfer from
Finnish and French. Those errors were all orthdgcagrrors related to the use of capital
letters. The fact that no semantic transfer orsiemin word use originated from French
aligns with Ringbom’s (2007: 86) observation thamantic transfer is mostly L1 transfer.
The source languages and their proportion in ezamér group are discussed more closely
in the context of Task 2, which prompted more tfanom French. Next, | will move on

to discuss each of the transfer categories inld®tdipresent how each transfer category
showed in the learner products in Task 1.

8.1.1 Transfer in word form

Transfer in word form, or formal transfer, is diglinto five sub-categories: substitution,
relexification, orthographic transfer, phonologit@nsfer and morphological transfer. (For
definitions see Chapter 3 above.) The only suligiituin the data occurred in the use of the
word India, which was written by four different pupils bia. As Merilainen (2010: 70)
points out, substitutions are typical in Finnishrdsthat are of a foreign origin or in proper
names, since the learner may not be familiar viiéhEnglish translation of the name. As
some proper names do not have a Finnish translatibare the same in Finnish and in

English, it is possible that the learners, espicyalung learners, do not even realise that
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also the proper names should be translated inttatiyet language. Consequently, India, as
a name of a country, is a very typical item fordithtion. Even though | have labelled

Intia as a substitution from L1, it is also possible ihatsults from phonetic transfer. The
TL form India and SL formintia differ only in regard of one sound, and more spemiify

only in regard of the voiced/voiceless aspect af #ound. Thus, a possible interpretation is
that the learners would have produced the targgulage form erroneously due to the
Finns' difficulty of distinguishing voiced soundweiin their voiceless counterparts, as
original Finnish sound system does not includeegisounds. This kind of ambiguity in

the cause of transfer is not rare and it illusgdtew identifying transfer in learner products

is always, to an extent, a matter of interpretation

Also in the second category of formal transferexélcation, only one occurrence was
found in the free production samples. A pupil iro@ EnOnly described her/his summer
holiday and produced the sentehg® to Midsummer Sweddrhave football turnthe
meaning of which was slightly unclear. Based onciatext, | interpreted she or he was
referring to a football tournament. It seems plbalgsthat the pupil would have taken the
Finnish wordturnaus(Engl.tournament and shortened it to a form that seems/sounds
more TL-like. Asturnis also an actual English word, the possibilittacgfemantic error or
an error in word use has to be taken into accddmivever, in this context there is no

motivation for such interpretation and, thus, ges unlikely.

Most of the transfer-induced lexical errors in Tadlell into the third category of formal
transfer, that of orthographic transfer, whichudlier divided into more specific types of
orthographic errors: an erroneous letter or leitethe words, errors in compounding,
errors in the use of upper case/lower case ladtgierrors in the use of characters (other
than actual letters). Again, only one (1) occureshmonade(pro.Lemonadg in Task 1
could be placed into the first sub-category. Thenlsh equivalent folemonadds
limonaadiand, thus, it seems self-evident that the Finfostm had affected how the pupil
spelled the TL form. Errors in word compounding,renspecifically compounding words
that should be spelled separately, are assumegilyatyfor Finnish learners of English as
Finnish language is rich in compounds, whereaqigligh it is more common that multi-

word items are conventionally written as separaied®. As presupposed, the learners’
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tendency to write multi-word items as single itewes relatively strong in the present data.
Altogether 15 transfer-induced errors in compougdugre found in Task 1 data. The data
included ten (10) cases where a multi-word item grasneously written as one word. Such
items were for examplieehockey(pro.ice hockeyFin.jaakiekkq, littlesister (pro. little

sister, Fin. pikkusiskd andsummerholidaypro.summer holidayFin. kesaloma

Three (3) errors out of the 15 compounding errorscerned the use of a hyphen.
According to the Finnish writing convention, compduvords are hyphenated if the
second part starts with the same vowel as thegagtends. Such words are for example
linja-auto, ulko-ovi tiistai-ilta andvapaa-aika Two (2) pupils transferred this convention
into their English products, as one (1) of themte/feee-time(cf. Fin. vapaa-aika and
another one (1) produced a wa@mpetition-aerobig¢cf. Fin kilpa-aerobig, which is an
erroneous word in other ways too, but that wildigcussed in the section of semantic
transfer. Both pupils transferred the hyphen digdedom the Finnish equivalentsapaa-
aika andkilpa-aerobig regardless of the fact that, even accordingeddinnish writing
convention, the English wordgee andtimewould not require a hyphen in between. The
third error concerning the use of hyphen in thededs in the noun phragerourite colour
and —animal In this case the learner has correctly writtenwlords separately rather than
as one word like the Finnish equivaléspivari However, the learner has applied the
hyphen as it would be in the equivalent Finnishagblempivari ja —el&in where the
hyphen is used to mark the ellipsis of the first pdthe compountempielain This
illustrates how, even when writirfgvourite animalseparately as it conventionally should
be written, in some level the learner still pereeivt as a similar compound as its Finnish
equivalent and thus deemed appropriate to markltipsis as it is done in the case of
Finnish compounds.

Two (2) more erroneous compound forms were fourtierdata. A pupil in group En+Fr
described the colours of her catdbeck-whiteandwhite-black In this case, the pupil has
formed compounds to describe combinations of celagrit is done in Finnish, as opposed
to the conventional English spelliback-and-whiteandwhite-and-black
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The incidents in the next sub-category, transfduged confusions in the use of upper case
letters, were eight (8) in total and occurred e tlames of languages, the names of the
months and the pronounFor example, one (1) pupil in group En+Fr wrbtan speak
finnish, english and frendfpro. | can speak Finnish, English and FrenclReason for the
erroneous spelling in the names of the languageigldy understandable when pointed out
that in Finnish, as well as in French, the namdargjuages are spelled with a lower case
initial. The same applies to the names of the mmntthich explains the erroneous spelling
by another student in Group En+Fr who wrjotee and july(pro.June and July Two (2)
pupils in Groups Fr+En and En+Fr wrote the pronbimthe lower case, which | also
interpreted as combined transfer from Finnish aresth&h, where the equivalent pronouns
min&/jeare written with a lower case initial. However case of the source of error is not
completely clear. The erroneous spellind asi might also be due to overgeneralisation of
the English rule to write other personal pronouith & lower case initial. In order to draw
firm conclusions about CLI in this case, the pradwd Finnish learners should be

compared with those of learners with a different L1

Transfer in the use of characters other than &ttee last sub-category labelled under
orthographic transfer, is a data-driven categodeddo this study on top of the categories
applied from Merildinen (2010). Two (2) occasiomswared in the data where the pupil left
out the apostrophe in the combined fdim and spelled it abn. When taking into
consideration that apostrophe rarely occurs inisimapelling, such an error could be

regarded as transfer from Finnish.

The next category, phonetic transfer, included (deerrors detected from the data. As
there are no voiced sounds in original Finnish wptkhe Finns generally have difficulties
distinguishing voiced sounds from their voicelesarterparts. The following occurrences
where voiced and voiceless sounds were confusee fwend in the datahing (pro think),
think (pro.thing), guestion(questior), exagly(pro exactly andice gream(pro. ice creanm

In case ofyuestion the cause of error is not as clear as in theratb@asions. As both
lettersg andq are not found in the original Finnish vocabuldhgey are relatively

unfamiliar letters for elementary school pupils aasithe two letters resemble each other in

appearance especially in hand writing, it is pdedifat the learner confused the letters
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because of their visual similarity and not becaafgghonological confusion. However, it
seems probable that the phonological confusionsphéyeast a partial role here and, thus, |

have included the error in the category of phonicllgransfer.

The last sub-category of formal transfer is morphadal transfer. Plenty of morphological
transfer occurred in the current data, but mo#twhs more related to syntax than
vocabulary and is therefore excluded from the preapalysis. In the current data, three (3)
occurrences of lexical morphological transfer widentified, two (2) of which were
erroneous conjugation of the wasthoand one (1) of the wordhat One pupil in Group
Fr+En produced a sentendého’s are your familyand another pupil in group En+Fr used
the same erroneous form of who in a sentéibe’s belong to your familyRegarding the
sentence context and the plural conjugation ol/#rb, it seems obvious that both the
pupils tried to form a plural form of the word whyg adding ars, which is the plural
marker in English. In reality, there is no distiptaral form forwhoin English, but the
same form is used in both singular and plural megwhereas in Finnish who+SING is
kukaand who+PL iketkd The case withvhatis very similar. The pupil wrote a question
What's do you like and listed her or his own favourite things afftet, which suggests that
she or he tried to find out not only one but mugtithings that the recipient liked. In
Finnish, there are distinctive singular and pldoains for wordwhat miké (sing.) and

mitka (pl.), which probably caused the learner to trpitoduce a plural form fowhat

which does not exist in English.

The morphological errors described above are \rstiative cases of morphological
transfer that is clearly lexical and not syntadtics not the sentence where the word
occurs, but rather the properties of the wordfitbelt make the attempted plural form
erroneous. To illustrate the difference of lexicarphological transfer and syntactic
morphological transfer, | will present another eparof erroneous use of plural/singular.
It was a common error in the learners’ texts tifira numeral modifier the head noun
was in singular, which is the correct conjugatiorrinnish. One pupil, for example, wrdte
have two little sistefpro.| have two little sistefs In this case, the woslsterin itself does
not require a plural from but it is the matter ofAhthe word is combined with other words

that make the plural form necessary and, thusettoe is considered syntactic. Therefore,
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all the similar errors were excluded from the cotr@nalysis, which concerns only lexical

transfer.

The data in Task 1 included several occasions aft wén be interpreted as transfer in word
form, but most of the formal transfer recognisethm data is found in Task 2. As Task 2
was very different in nature than Task 1, | consdgustified to analyse the data from the
two tasks separately. Thus, the transfer in Taskl2e discussed in Chapter 8.2. Next, |
will move on to discuss what kind of semantic tfanghat is, transfer in word meaning,

occurred in Task 1.

8.1.2 Transfer in word meaning

In the present study, transfer in word meaningv&ldd into two sub-categories, semantic
extension and loan translation, which are botheratimambiguous in comparison to the
transfer categories in the previous section. Ireotd identify a semantic error, the whole
sentence, or even a wider context, must be examirtedoccurrences of formal transfer in
Task 1were rather similar in the products of déferpupils, whereas the semantic transfer
in the data was more varied. For this reasonl|llanalyse each individual occurrence

separately.

In all the three learner groups, altogether sevgransfer-based semantic extensions were
detected. They are all presented in the list belolnere the semantically erroneous words

are marked in bold.

(40) Our winter isendof this year because summer is coming to Finlaipd@Our
winter is over this year because summer is conorigriland?)

(41) How much is your schotlip? (proHow long is your way to schoofpoken
FinnishMiten paljon sun koulumatka on?

(42) There isasksto you.(pro There are questions for yolr. kysya =v. ask,
kysymys =n. question

(43) a. Intia is a beautifuland. (proIndia is a beautiful countryFin. maa = country,

land)
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b. Is in yourland snakes and is there elephan{p?o Are there snakes in your
country and are there elephanjs?
(44) a. InFinland icehockey means jaakiekKpro In Finnish icehockey is jaakiekko.
Fi. Suomi = Finland suomi = Finnish
b. | want to tell you about my life iRinish. (prol want to tell you about my life in
Finland)

Example 40 illustrates how transfer is not necdlydaased on a written language norm,
but can derive from a spoken language conventibe.plupil erroneously used the word
endwhen trying to convey the meaning that the wiigeyver.Overandendshare
semantic features and thus the confusion is uratetable. It is even more so when the
Finnish equivalents of tendis considered. The Finnish nolopputranslates asnd but in
spoken language, the advéoppunut meaningoveror run out is also often shortened as
loppu Thus, semantic extension based on Finnish istyst plausible explanation to this
particular error. In Example 41, the pupil hazeded the meaning of the wdrg. In
Finnish bothway, in the meaning of a route from point a to poinahdtrip are referred to
with the same wordatka.ln case of Example 41, the pupil has extended #ening of
trip to correspond to the meaning of the Finnish woedka The transfer process in
Examples 43 a and b is similar to that of the sdim@&xtension of the worttip in example
41. In Finnish the wordhaarefers to both a country and a land. Thus thenbzanas not
recognise the need to distinguish the meaningseofwo English words and has extended

the meaning olland to refer to the same referents as the Finmah

In Example 42 the transfer process is slightlyad#ht. It is not a classic example of
semantic transfer in a way that an actual Engl@mrnwould have been used instead of the
correct noun. In this case, an English verb has ke®neously used as a noun, that is, the
grammatical category of the word has been charngedpossible that when a learner does
not know the wordjuestion she or he applies a word that is familiar todreinim and is
semantically related to the intended meaning. Glamgig that in Finnish the veRysya
(Engl. to ask) and the noltysymy<gEngl. question) derive from the same root, insge
justified to suggest that this derivative link imiish made the pupil to assume a similar
link between the English equivalents and thus ther & deemed as transfer from Finnish.
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In Examples 44 a and b, the pupils have confusedvtirdsFinland andFinnish For an
English speaker this kind of an error might appeay strange as the meanings of the two
words are very different, one of them referrin@tocountry and another one referring to a
language. However, looking at the Finnish equivisléor the words sheds light on the
production of such an error. In Finnish, most oftem name of a country and the name of
the country’s native language are the same, with @minor difference in spelling, names
of the countries being spelled with a capital lettbereas the languages being not. For this
reason, it is understandable that elementary leaehers easily confuse the two words.
They perceive eithdfinland or Finnishas translations for bothuomi and suonand, thus,

use it in the wrong meaning.

The second sub-category of semantic transfer, tl@aslations, consists of four (4)
occurrences, which also derived from all the theaener groups. All the loan translations
in the current data were translations from Finmisimpounds where both parts were
translated literally into English. Below, thereaidist of the loan translations found in the

data.

(45) competition-aerobi€pro. sport aerobicsFin. kilpa-aerobic, kilpa = competition
+ aerobic = aerobic}

(46) letter friendand‘letterfriend” (pro.penfriend Fin.kirjeystava kirje = letter +
ystava = friend

(47) class tripp(pro.field trip, Fin.luokkaretkj luokka = classt retki = trip)

The above examples are rather self-explanatoryaardtranslations are relatively easy to
recognise in learner products. In other wordstréuesfer process is rather transparent.
Next, | will move on to discuss the third and leategory of lexical transfer in Task 1, that

is, transfer in word use.
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8.1.3 Transfer in word use

This transfer category resembles partly syntactiesfer and partly semantic transfer.

Thus, defining errors in this category must be dearefully and different definitions are
possible for this transfer type. The approach i® ¢htegory that is used in the present
study is rather moderate, and consequently verytri@usfer occurrences in the present data
were labelled as transfer in word use. | will, hges present and discuss also some
borderline cases to illustrate how | defined thatidction between transfer in word use and

syntactic transfer.

The first one of the two sub-categories of transfavord use is that of collocations. When
identifying collocational errors, a major challengdiow to define what deviant use of
collocation is. One pupil, for example, wrdtmland is little and cold countryThis may
sound slightly foreign, as country is more freqliyieabmbined with the adjectivamnall
thanlittle. It is probable that this slightly foreign expriessis due to transfer from Finnish
since there is only one adjectigeenito refer to both small and little and, thus, tharher

does not perceive or pay attention to the diffeedoetween the two adjectives.

Five (5) more occurrences were labelled as tramsfeollocation. Those were less subtle
cases and more clearly definable as errors. Thosesare listed below, followed by the

assumed sources in Finnish.

(48) Howmuchis your school tripZpro.Long, spoken FinnisiPaljonko sun
koulumatka ony?

(49) wehad a class tripp(promade Fin. Meilla oli luokkaretki)

(50) a. There ismuch forest(pro a lot of/lots of
b. | write quitemuch (proa lot)

(51) Ok, no Istopthe letter(profinish, Fin.lopettaa = stop, finish

The first of the above examples is a good illugirabf how the source of transfer is not

always a written language norm but it can derieenfispoken language as well. In written
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language the length of one’s way to school woulihigeired with the expressidrow
long/kuinka pitk&both in English as well as in Finnish. Howeverspoken Finnish it is

also possible to adMiten paljon...AEngl.How much...Pwhen referring to the length of
one’s way to school or to the time required to $@ort that way, whereas in English the use
of how muchin such a context seems rather odd and mislead®#uer to interpret that the
guestions is about a cost. The second examplég eng¢her intriguing one. In English, it is
colloquial to saynake a trip whereadave a tripis a foreign construction. In Finnish the
same applies to an extent. When talking about @oyrt general, it is more common to say
teimme retkeEngl.we made a trip However, when talking about a field trip botle th
expressionseimme luokkaretkeandmeilla oli luokkaretkiare used, which seems to be a

plausible reason for the pupil’s choice of the verbavein the English sentence.

Two similar errors in the use of the wardichwas detected in the texts of two different
pupils. The expressiorsslot (of) / lots of / muchll translate into Finnish gealjon and thus
it is understandable that the learners easily adhaosncorrect translation as they do not
internalise the difference in the usages of thasglih expressions. This kind of an error is
somewhat similar to errors due to semantic extenssoin both cases there are more than
one translation for one Finnish word. However, ¢hisra significant difference between
these two error types. In case of semantic extaagioee multiple English translations for
the Finnish word differ in meaning, whereas in¢hse of lot / lots ofandmuchthe
meaning of the expressions is the same but they tiderent grammatical constraints, in
other words, it depends on the structure of thesgdavhich one of the expressions should
be used. The last example on erroneous use ottihestopalso resembles semantic
transfer in the way that the error is due to alsif@gnnish word having multiple
translations into English. However, again the Estgkquivalents do not differ in meaning

but in how they are used in combination with otlverds.

The second of the two subcategories in word usgis that of functional transfer. This
subcategory is the one that is the most closestad|to syntax. As functional transfer, |
labelled those errors that were similar to semattensions but concerned the choice of

function words (words that per so do not bear nregrihat is, pronouns, particles,
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connectors etc.), following the categorisation arNéiinen (2010). The six (6) cases of

functional transfer presented below were identifrethe texts.

(52) a.l have a dog[...Jt's four years old(prohe’s)
b. | have a dog, todt’'s name is called Must{pro his)
(53) andif you don’t know, | live in Finlan@oroin casé
(54) Whatdo you like itAprohow)
(55) a.Are you lots of friends in IndiafproDo you have lots of friends in Indip?

b. Are you pets or favourite animalgpro Do you have pets or favourite animagls?

In the first two examples, 52 a and b, the pumksduan incorrect personal pronoun to refer
to a dog. In Finnish, pets are most commonly reterto ase(it), han (he/shg being a
pronoun almost exclusively used for human referemt®ereas in Englishe/shes

conventionally used to refer to pets as well.

Examples 52 a and b are clearly lexical errors,redmExample 53 could be more easily
confused with syntactic transfer. Thus, a carefuistderation on the type of error is
needed. The clausand if you don’t knovis a perfectly functional clause and the
subsequent main clause has to be considered intordpot the error. Still the whole
extract is grammatically correct, but it does nmey the intended meaning correctly. The
sentence, as it is written, suggests that thedieinvironment of the speaker is dependable
on whether the recipient knows about it or not.FHsacondition seems clearly odd and it is
rather obvious that the speaker has actually nteahshe or he should state her or his
country of residenci case the recipient is not aware of it yet. Thejgnctionif has

slightly different functions in Finnish than in Bigdp. In English it has stronger conditional
meaning. The Finnisjos has the same basic meaning as its English coamtérdut in
spoken language it is acceptable tojsaynyt et tieda, niin mind asun Suomegsaonvey
the meaningn case you don’t know where | live, | should imfioyou that I live in Finland
Of course, such a complicated sentence is unnegesisa in English, but the meaning

cannot be summarised by using the conjundfitwt rather by the expressiancase
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Example 54 is simpler and more obvious. In FinmisB’s opinion on something is not
askedMiten pidat siita?(lit. How do you like it}, but ratheiMita pidat siita?(lit. What do
you like it?), which explains the pupil’s choice of interrogativhatin the sentence. The
last two examples, Examples 55 a and b, contaimsranin the choice of auxiliary. In both
sentences, the pupil has used the auxil@instead ohave Both these verbs translate

into Finnish a®lla, and thus confusing the two English auxiliarieanslerstandable.

As the above examples illustrate, transfer can fesiitself in various types of errors in
the production of elementary level English learnbigt many differences occurred
between the learner groups as far as the type, @maod source of transfer is concerned.
The only transfer occurrences of combined transége errors in word form, whereas all
the transfer-induced errors in word meaning orreflected influence from Finnish. In the
next section, | will move on to discuss lexicahgger in Task 2, which was a partially pre-
structured production task. Due to the nature eft#sk, the quality of transfer was

different than in the learners’ products in Task 1.

8.2 Producing words for a given category

In Task 2, most errors that occurred were formadrer which is partially due to the nature
of the task. As the words were not used in a canégrors in word use could not be
existent. Some errors in meaning occurred, buesiine items in the given category were
mostly short single-word items, another one oftthe types of semantic transfer, loan
translations, did not occur in the data. Belowjll present the types of formal errors that
occurred in the data giving first closer attentiorthe elicitation items that were

predetermined by the pictures on the worksheet.

8.2.1 Predetermined elicitation items

In Task 2, five pictures of food items were presdnin the worksheet in order to provide
ideas for suitable vocabulary and also to elictallary that seems particularly

favourable for transfer from French to English tmuéheir relatedness/close resemblance in
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the two languages. Consequently, observing fori@igguage transfer in particular was
emphasised more in the design of Task 2 than fhiBask 1. The example items were:
pineapple(French:ananag, tomato(Fr: tomatg, onion (Fr: oignor), cucumber(Fr:
concombrg French fries(Fr: frites) andsausagdFr: saucissg These elicitation items will
be analysed in more detail than other words pradlbgethe pupils in Tasks 1 and 2, of
which only some examples will be presented. In Tlagkost of the transfer detected was
from Finnish, but in Task 2 also several maniféstet of foreign language transfer from
French were identified. Thus, the source of tramnisfene of the main issues discussed in
this chapter. Below, | will present the findingsdach learner group separately, which

allows inter-group comparison.

In order to investigate how common transfer-baseatrewere in the predetermined lexical
items, it is necessary to count first how many shis produced the words in the first place,
whether in the correct or in an erroneous fornGioup Fr+En, the wordineapplewas
produced by 11 pupilspmatoandonionby all 12 pupilscucumbeiby 10 pupilsFrench
fries by five (5) pupils andausagéy 11 pupils. (These numbers include also the
erroneous forms.) Erroneous forms that were idedtés transfer from Finnish in the
production of these words wei@matto(protomatq Finnishtomaatt) andFrens fries

which reflects orthographic influence from Finnisindcucumpei(pro cucumbey, which
shows phonetic transfer. Combined orthographicstearfrom Finnish and French occurred
in two cases where a pupil had written French fugh a lower case initial. Transfer from
French was identified in one case of substitutibat is,frenc frites(pro French fries
French:frites).

The word that was produced erroneously the moshoft group Fr+En was, as assumed,
pineapple Only four (4) out of 11 produced it correctly afodir (4) of the erroneous forms
were identified as substitutions, as those pup@ts produced the formnanas which can

be transferred either from Finnish or French, onfiboth.

In the production of the predetermined items of pré&r+En, there were altogether three
(3) occurrences of transfer from Finnish, one @uorence of transfer from French and six

(6) occurrences of combined transfer. Figure 4shihe number of non-transfer forms of
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each elicitation item and the proportion betweamtinfluenced by Finnish, forms

influenced by French and forms influenced by corebitransfer.

14
12
10
8 - W Combined transfer
Transfer from French
6 4
M Transfer from Finnish
4 l m No negative transfer
i l
0 B T T T T T
ananas tomato onion cucumber French  sausage
fries

Figure 4: The number of produced elicitation itemsand the number of forms reflecting transfer in Grouwp Fr+En

As far as Group Fr+En is concerned, the itemsdbain particularly favourable to transfer
from French elicitated only one (1) clear occureent French transfer. Possible transfer
from French was manifested in the production ofdtreneous fornrmananas(pineapple).
However, as it might as well be influence from Fam comparison with the other two
learner groups is needed in order to draw any csiahs of the origins of transfer in this
particular case. All in all, the near zero man#ésin of L2 transfer in these given lexical
items suggests that negative lexical transfer ft@no L3 in the early stages of learning is
minimal. However, as already mentioned severalgjreerors are not the only possible
results of transfer but transfer may also havetpeseffects. It is possible that the closely
related French words had facilitated the learnihthese English words and reinforced
their storing in the learners’ minds. Again, compan with the other learner groups is
needed in order to support or to disprove suchudgeons. Thus, | will next move on to

discuss the production of these particular lexieahs in the two other learner groups.

Also in the Group En+Fr, that is, the L2 Englishrteers who study French as L3, CLI

showed in the production of the wastheapple as one (1) pupil produced the form
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ananas In Group En+Fr, unlike in Group Fr+En, also therdtomatowas a target of
cross-linguistic influence. Two (2) pupils produdbd formtomate(protomatq Fr.

tomatg which is a substitution from French. As well aGroup Fr+En, in Group En+Fr
the wordoniondid not cause difficulties, as all the six (6) psiphat produced it did it
correctly. The worcducumberevoked French influence also in this group. Tt{Byeupils
produced a form that showed possible influence ffeemch. Those erroneous forms were
a concombrewhich is a substitution, araicumbreandcocomber(Fr. concombrgwhich
show orthographic influence from French. The werench frieswas spelled erroneously
with a lower case initial twice in this group, whits interpreted as combined transfer. In
one of these two cases, the complete form usedrvesch potatoesyhich also includes
semantic transfer, being a partial loan translaftiom Finnishranskalaiset perunafit.
French potatogs As well as in Group Fr+En, in this group the dieausagelid not elicit
any CLI. In the products of Group En+Fr, five (&carrences of CLI from French (L3
transfer), three (3) occurrences of combined tearefid no purely Finnish transfer were
identified in the data. The number of forms thaivséd no CLI and the number of transfer-

induced erroneous forms in each given item in GienpFr are illustrated in Figure 5.

The absence of L1 transfer and the presence afan3fer in this group, suggests that L3
was more activated in the learners’ mind than LinduL2 production. This contradicts

with Dewaele’s (1998) claim that L2 learners wouse their L1 more as a source than L3.

12

10

8 .
W Combined transfer
6 - Transfer from French
4 - H Transfer from Finnish
I ® No transfer
0 = T T T T l T

ananas  tomato onion cucumber French sausage
fries

N
1

Figure 5: The number of produced elicitation itemsand the number of forms reflecting transfer in Groyp En+Fr
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In order to support the role of French as a solatcguage it is still necessary to compare
the English products of the learners who learn ¢hemith those who do not learn French,
that is, Group EnOnly. Also in Group EnOnly thererevthree (3) pupils who produced the
form ananas(pro pineappl¢ and one (1) produced a relexificatianana As the pupils in
Group EnOnly do not know any French, such transésrto originate from Finnish. As this
transfer error was common also among learnersnatknowledge of French, it is likely
that it reflects more influence from Finnish thaormh French also in the products of the
other two learner groups. It is noteworthy thatyamlo (2) other transfer errors in word
form concerning the given elicitation items werarid in the data of Group EnOnly. One
pupil had produced an erroneous farimkamper(pro cucumbey, which includes an
occurrence of orthographic transfer from Finnisie, teplacement afby k, as well as an
occurrence of phonetic transfer, the replacemehtyfp. Figure 6 below shows the total
number of occurrences of each item in the prodofc@roup EnOnly and the proportion of

forms that contained transfer-induced errors.

18
16
14
12
10 +
8 M Transfer from Finnish
B No transfer
6 4
4 .
2 -
0 1 T T T T - T
pineapple tomato onion  cucumber French sausage
fries

Figure 6: The number of produced elicitation itemsand the number of forms reflecting transfer in Groyp EnOnly

Considering the number of students, the propoxidrl transfer in this last group was

actually lower compared to the combined amountlodhd combined L1+L2 in group
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Fr+En, this suggests that the amount of foreigguages learned does not decrease the

amount of L1 transfer.

8.2.2 Transfer in all lexical items

Next, | will discuss the total number of transfediiced errors in Task 2 in each learner
group and categorize them into sub-categories alsedn the analysis of Task 1. In
addition, | will define the role of each sourcedaage (Finnish and French) in the
production of each group and compare them with effodr. Some discussion on the

possible reasons why these items seem to be gartictransferable will be also included.

First sub-category is that of substitution. Theydalo (2) words that were substituted with
the Finnish equivalent in Task 2 wereanag(pro pineappl¢ andtee(proteg. As far as

the wordteais concerned, the reason for substitution seethemrabvious as the words are
formally almost identical in both languages. Asgamreted above, altogether eight (8) pupils
substituted the worgineapplewith the formananas In case of Group Fr+En and En+Fr
this was interpreted as combined transfer, whereease of the three (3) pupils in Group
EnOnly who produced this form, it has to be intetpd as transfer from Finnish, since the
pupils had no knowledge of French. Substitutioteafwith the Finnish equivaletéewas
done only by one (1) pupil. As far as the wigdis concerned, the reason for substitution
seems rather obvious as the words are formallystiidentical in both languages. The
word pineappleis a peculiar case since it is identical in fom¥innish and in French
(anana$ and yet completely different in English. Thatdiof vocabulary is rare, since, on
one hand, most Finnish loan words are borrowed f&@rmanic languages (English being
one of them) and, on the other hand, lots of Ehglacabulary is borrowed from English.
Thus, it is more common that English and Frenchdewoesemble each other and that
foreign loans in Finnish are formally similar todhish rather than to French words. The
word ananasoriginates from a South-African Tupian languagd has spread into many
European languages through Portuguese (Hakkine®t220 Being a very international
word, ananasmay sound like a foreign language item to therlees and, thus, it is easily

transferrable to other foreign languages.
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Substitutions from French were more numerous ird#ta and altogether eight (8)
occurrences were identified, one being the aboseudsedrench frites where the second
word seems to be directly transferred from Frenithout modifications. Another French
substitute waga) citron (prolemor), which was produced by two pupils. Speculatioms o
the source of transfer in the casecitfon can be raised as the Finnish equivatgntiuna
bears formal similarity to the French word and thusuld be suggested that the choice of
the French forntitron over the Englishkemonwas encouraged by its resemblance to the
Finnish equivalent. Thus, | have defined the o@wre as combined transfer from both
Finnish and French. The other French substitutadinsccurred in the products of Group
En+Fr, including four (4) occurrences of banane g@nana Fr.banang two (2)
occurrences of tomate (ptomatqg Fr.tomatg and one (1) occurrence adncombrepro
cucumbey Fr.concombrg

The second type of lexical transfer found in Tas& 2lexification, which occurred in all
three learner groups and, unlike substitution, m@&sestricted to certain items but the
occurrences were more varied. The following Finfiiaked relexifications were identified:
lakrits (proliquorice, Finnishlakritsi), an anjow(proanchovy Fi anjovig, parron, paron
(pro pear, Fipaarynd, anana(pro pineapple Fi ananag andpekon(probacon Fi pekon).

In addition, the following relexification based oambined influence from Finnish and
French was found in the data of Group En+akao(prococog Fi. kaakaq Fr.cacag

The pupils who produced the word&rits andpekonclearly had some intuition about
Finnish word formation as many foreign loans, wheagrated into Finnish, have received
the voweli at the end, such @®int = pointti, paper-> paperi, canyon= kanjoni, tractor
- traktori, motive= motiivi. The pupils had obviously used this knowledge winging

to trace back the original foreign word. Howevarthis case such strategy resulted in

erroneous forms.

In case of Finland, the possible influence of Ssledh written lexicon should always be
taken into account. Even when the subjects havéeaated any Swedish explicitly, they
have been exposed to Swedish vocabulary, for exgamial ingredient lists in the food

packaging and have most probably gained someiwveipassive knowledge of Swedish.
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This kind of passive knowledge might have affedtedexample the production of the
formsparron andparon (pro pear, Swedisthpéaron) as well adakrits (proliquorice, Fi.

lakritsi, Swe.lakrits). This illustrates well how even passive exposaradividual lexical
items can play a role in the language processiraondividual and, thus, it is rushed to
trace all occurrences of CLI automatically backh®e languages that the subject has
explicitly learned in formal settings. In caseslikis, where there are two possible sources
for transfer, it is very difficult to define theta@l source. Even a careful comparison
between speakers of different native languagestmigihbe of help as, if an L1 Swedish
speaker who has not been exposed to any Finnistuped the fornparon, it would

clearly be influence from Swedish, but it doesme&n that the similar form produced by a
Finn would necessarily be influence from Swedistrather from Finnish. Comparison
with a Finnish speaker who has never been expasadyt Swedish could shed light on the
issue if such a form was produced purely from Bhrbasis, but as Finnish-speakers with

zero exposure to Swedish are hard to find, at ledsnland, the issue remains unsolved.

Most of the transfer-induced errors in Task 2 dadler the category orthographic transfer,
which is further divided into following subtypesrang letter/letter missing, compounding,
upper case/lower case letter and others. In tlegoat ‘wrong letter/letter missing’ were
included all the cases where a letter was replagexhother one that is more typical to
Finnish or French spelling. The most cases like tbncerned the use of the leg@r k
instead ok, which is an obvious influence from Finnishcas not an original letter in the
Finnish alphabet but only present in some modean {@ords. Even in loan words the letter
¢ has been most often replaceddayr k when the word has been integrated into Finnish.
Examples of this kind of orthographic transferhie present data were such formgusse
(projuice), carlik (progarlic) andsider (procider). Other occurrences of wrong letters or
missing letters due to orthographic transfer wenged in nature and included such forms
aslimonadeg(prolemonadeFi. limonaad), yougurt (proyogurt, Fi. jugurtti), pitza (pro

pizzg Fi. pitsa) andpanncakes(pro pancakesFi. pannukakky. The letters that are marked

in bold are the erroneous letters and their copatés in the equivalent Finnish word.

Altogether five (5) occurrences of orthographiagf@r manifesting itself in a wrong

choice of a letter/letters could be traced badkrench. Two (2) of those occurrences
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concerned the worducumberand were found in the productions of the GroupfEn¥he
erroneous forms wem@icumbrgecocombel(pro cucumbey Fr.concombrg which both, in
terms of orthography, appear as mixtures of thdi&imgpelling and the French spelling.
Other three (3) cases of orthographic transfer fleench concerned the wotocolate
which was spelled by two pupils in Group Fr+Erchsecolat,omitting the finale as is the

French spelling convention of the word.

Compounding errors were rather common in this taskyell as in Task 1. As mentioned
above, due to Finnish language being rich in comdsuFinns tend to compound words
that should be spelled as separate lexical itertggéther 11 compounding errors resulting
from Finnish transfer were detected, including slacins asstrawberrycake (strawberry
cake) orangedrink(pro orange drink) anitecream(proice crean). Transfer errors in the
use of upper case/lower case initials occurredenntord French fries, which was spelled
with a lower case initial by four (4) pupils fronr@ips Fr+En and En+Fr and can be
interpreted as combined transfer from Finnish amh€h. The last orthographic transfer
category, errors in the use ofcharacters, consadtedly one (1) identified occurrence,

where a pupil in Group En+Fr had omitted the apmste in the expression Mc Donald’s.

The rest of the transfer-induced errors in woranfan Task 2 consisted of 14 occurrences
of phonetic transfer and three (3) occurrencesapimlogical transfer. Phonetic transfer
manifested itself in forms likearlik (progarlic), blueperry (pro blueberry) andhanpurger
(pro hamburger), which illustrate the Finnish learners’ difficulof differentiating voiced
and voiceless sounds. All the three occurrencesaophological transfer in Task 2
concerned the use of the wandeetsIn Finnish the singular forikarkkiis used to refer to
either one piece of candy or a “mass” of sweetgreds in English the wosWeetas
referring to candy is most often applied in pldcaim. Thus the use of the singular form
sweetby three Finnish pupils is somewhat foreign irs tontext and reflects the Finnish

convention of using the wotdarkki more often in singular than in plural.

The data of Task 2 did not contain only formal $fen but also transfer in word meaning,
which was not, however, nearly as common as fotraakfer. The task design was partly

the reason why errors in word meaning were sc&emantic transfer detected in this task
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consisted of four (4) occurrences of loan transfetiand three (3) occurrences of semantic
extensions. All the loan translations were base#ionish and included the interlanguage
form cheesehamburgdpro cheeseburgerFi. juustohampurilainepand three different
forms of intendedrFrench fries which werefrance fries french potatoesindfrance
potatoeqFi. ranskalaiset perunabr ranskanperunat All the semantic extensions
concerned extending a name of an animal to refis tneat as a food item. The
erroneously applied words wesheep(prolamb) andpig (propork). Such errors are easily
detectable as transfer from Finnish, where theesponding wordeammasja sikaare used
to refer to both the animal and its meat. In theeaafsheephe same applies to French as
to Finnish and thus the two occurrences of the wsbeepn Task 2 were considered
combined transfer from Finnish and French, as thene produced by learners in Group
Fr+En.

Even though Task 2 included predetermined vocapitiams that bear heavy resemblance
between English and French and were, thus, asstonprdvoke transfer from French,
transfer from Finnish was still far more frequamnthe products of Group Fr+En in Task 2.
On the contrary, in Group En+Fr transfer from Frem@s more frequent than transfer
from Finnish. It is worth noting, however, thatrtsder from French manifested itself
mostly as substitutions only in certain vocabuléeyns, whereas transfer from Finnish was
more varied in the products of both Groups Fr+Eth Bn+Fr, as well as in Task 1. Figure
7 below illustrates the proportion of transfer fréimnish and transfer from French in Task
2 in Groups Fr+En and En+Fr. Group EnOnly is nespnted in the figure, since all the

transfer occurrences in that group originated flénmish by default.
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Group Fr+En Group En+Fr
M Tranfer from M Transfer from
Finnish Finnish
B Combined B Combined
transfrer transfer

M Tranfer from
French

® Transfer from
French

Figure 7: The proportion of source language of lexil transfer in Task 2

It is not only the number of transfer occurrencestbe type of transfer that should be
considered in order to know what kind of transfergesses take place between learners L1
and L2/L3 and between the learners L2 and L3. Ttiesnumbers of occurrences in each
transfer sub-category discussed above are presenfégures 8, 9 and 10. Figure 8
illustrates the proportion of each sub-categorlerical transfer originating from Finnish,
whereas Figure 9 shows the types of lexical trartbl show French influence. In Figure

10, the number of occurrences of combined trarnisfeach sub-category is presented.

Transfer from Finnish in Task 2

M substitutions

M relexification

m ortographic transfer

M phonetic transfer

B morphological transfer

¥ loan translations

M semantic extensions

Figure 8: Types of lexical transfer from Finnish inTask 2
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As Figure 8 illustrates, orthographic transfer wWeesmost common type of transfer from
Finnish in Task 2, manifesting itself in 30 lexieators detected in the learner products.
Phonetic transfer also played a significant roeng the cause for altogether 13 errors,
whereas other transfer types were relatively re@aeh one being present in 1-7 learner
errors. Even though the two transfer types, orthplgic and phonetic transfer, dominated
as the cause for Finnish-induced transfer errbrsworth noting that each type of formal
and semantic transfer was present in the data.stiggfests that L1 transfer in the beginner
level learners’ products is manifold and influentiesinterlanguage production in various
ways. For comparison, below is presented the ptmpoof each of the above discussed
transfer types originating from French.

Transfer from French in Task 2

M subsitution

M relexification

m ortographic transfer

M phonetic transfer

m morphological transfer

M loan tranlations

M semantic extensions

Figure 9: Types of lexical transfer from French inTask 2

Whereas the transfer from Finnish manifested iiselarious types of errors, the influence
from French was restricted to only two types ofuahce, substitutions and orthographic
transfer, in the data of Task 2. It is also worthimg that the most common type of transfer
from French was substitutions, which was a reltivare transfer type as far as transfer
from Finnish is concerned. The substitutions artdagraphic transfer from French
occurred in the production of items that are fofgnaimilar in French and English, which
supports the hypothesis that foreign language feanscurs mostly between formally
similar items.
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Combined transfer was almost exclusively transfdoirm, including seven (7) occurrences
of substitution, two (2) occurrences of relexifioatand four (4) occurences of
orthographic transfer. In addition, two (2) occues of semantic extensions were found.
The proportions of the transfer types are illustlan Figure 10 below.

Combined Finnish + French transfer in
Task 2

B substitution

M relexification

H ortographic transfer

B phonetic transfer

B morphological transfer
M loan translations

M semantic extension

Figure 10: Types of combined lexical transfemdbm Finnish and French in Task 2

Transfer from French and combined transfer fourithéndata was almost exclusively
transfer in form, which supports Ringbom’s (200tRira that the SL proficiency has to be
high for semantic transfer to occur. As there wasemantic transfer from French found in
the present data but two occurrences of combinedustc transfer were identified, it is
probable that in the case of combined semantisteah1l has a stronger role in triggering
the transfer and L2 merely enforces it. This i® algpported by the fact that also pupils
who did not know any French produced the same serremor (using the name of an

animal to refer to its meat).

Both sets of data in the present study supporypethesis that, even in the elementary
levels of language learning, it is not only L1 bigo L2/L3 that affects the learning and use

of TL. However, based on the learner language sesripseems that L1 influence is clearly
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stronger than foreign language influence and fecef are more varied. The results were
surprising in the sense that more transfer wastégtdrom L3 French in group En+Fr than
transfer from L2 French in group Fr+En. This iswadictory to Hammarberg's (2001:37)

view that lays emphasis on transfer from L2 to L3.

9 CONCLUSION

As the overview on the long and rich history ohster studies suggest, CLI is a complex
phenomenon and investigating it poses many metbgawl challenges. The present study
sought to provide insights into CLI as it is pevesi by language teachers and how it
manifests itself in the elementary level of langaiégarning. While Finland provides ideal
settings for investigating the interaction betw&amish, Swedish and English, other
language combinations have been much neglectée iRihnish transfer studies and this
study sought to fill that gap. The emphasis wasltgon L1 transfer as well as foreign
language transfer.

The data of the present study consisted of twg gigferent types of data, which both
provided a slightly different approach to CLI. Tieacher interviews concerned transfer in
language learning in a broader sense, not onlydmwiritten production. Both positive and
negative effects were discussed, the former oneapp as more dominant in the
processes of language learning, as far as teaghenptions are concerned. The interview
data also placed the emphasis on individual diffees between learners, suggesting that it
is highly dependable on the learner whether thearné of CLI is negative (inhibitive) or
positive (facilitative). The teachers’ way of usiogmparisons between languages as a
teaching strategy appeared to be more intuitive tdadculated, which demonstrates how
automatic a process making interlingual comparisenghe teachers’ reports suggested
that both similarity relation and contrast relatlmetween languages can provide useful
insights into language teaching and learning.

The learner language samples provided more dimémtmation on the learners’ language

use but, as their analysis focused on errors, dsipe effects of transfer did not get much
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attention in the analysis. This was one of the taks of the study and methods for
identifying positive effects of transfer shoulddeveloped and given more attention in the
future studies. As far as transfer-induced erroescancerned, the learner data supported
the hypothesis that foreign language transfer istiméormal transfer and it occurs
especially in items that bear cross-linguistic fanities. Foreign language transfer was
mostly identified as formal transfer, whereas lansfer was more varied and showed
influence in all three areas of lexical knowledgerd from, meaning and function.
However, criticism could be expressed towards #sgh of Task 2, which by focusing on
single words rather than words in context crea&ttings where only a very limited amount
of transfer in meaning and in use could occur anglausibly identified. This put the

emphasis on formal transfer.

The shortage of both data is that, they cannotigeodirect and unambiguous information
on the thought processes in the learners’ minds problematic concerns almost any type
of data on transfer and, consequently, | encourggaducing new methods, such as using
self-reflection and self-narration combined witheptive or productive language tasks,
into the field. However, using such methods requadvanced cognition and, thus,
applying such methods for the target group of shisly would have been challenging, as

children’s introspective skills might not meet tieguirements of such self-reflection.

The present study did not aim to produce statistiata about the amount of transfer, but
focused more on examining the quality of the tranpfocesses and outcomes. In addition
to merely identifying and categorizing lexical tséer, the analysis section of the study
succeeded in providing insights into what kindrahsfer processes can be assumed in
learners’ minds based on the visible outcomes ittemrproducts. The analysis of the
present data also aimed to point out the challetigadie in the transfer identification
process and to illustrate that straightforward agdions on the source of transfer should
be made carefully keeping in mind the various irdlial and environmental factors that
may influence the individual learner’s languagedoiction. In order to provide more
plausible evidence for transfer, a control groupative speakers or other native languages
could be used. However, considering the settingta@dcope of the present study, such

procedure would not have been possible to undertske, as the present study aimed to
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focus on the effects of order of acquisition arftedent foreign language combinations

rather than the effects of different native langsghe choice of learner groups is justified.

The learner samples support De Angelis’ (2007 )clduat even in the elementary levels of
language learning, the role of other foreign larggsacan be significant. However, whether
the effects on learning are more positive or negatannot be concluded from the present
data. The teachers’ reviews on CLI from L2/L3 ingign language learning appeared more
positive than negative, which suggests positivea$f of transfer should be given more
attention in the future studies. If more evidermegositive FL transfer could be obtained,

it would bring attention to the advantages of l@agmmultiple languages and, consequently,
encourage multiple language learning, which hasedsed in Finnish schools during the
first decade of the Zcentury. It could also encourage teachers to vetheir teaching

methods and to consider how cross-linguistic compas could be utilized in teaching.
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Appendix 1: Teacher interview guide

1. Taustatiedot:

a) Montako vuotta sinulla on opetuskokemusta yhteeMs@tako vuotta naista
on alakoulusta?

b) Onko sinulla kokemusta A2-englannin opettamiseltaka verran (esim.
moneltako vuodelta, paljonko ryhmia?)?

c) Minka verran (suunnilleen) Al-englannin opiskebij@i rynmissasi on A2-kielen
lukijoita (t&n& vuonnal/yleensa)? (Onko A2-kielilki#a ranska vai onko muita
kielia?)

d) Mité kielid itse opetat/olet opettanut? Mitd muitalid osaat/tunnet jonkin
verran (myos véahaiset tiedot tdssa voi olla merkid)?

Muistutan, ettei kysymyksiin ole olemassa oikeitaastauksia. Vastaukset taysin omien
kokemusten/ndkemysten pohjalta.

Teema 1: K&sitykset aidinkielen roolista vieraan keélen oppimisessa

1. Millainen rooli sinun mielestasi oppilaan aidinkedé (suomi) on vieraan kielen
(englanti) oppimisessa?

2. Onko suomen kieli (aidinkielend) mielestasi enemmodoeva vai vaikeuttava tekija
englannin oppimisen kannalta? (Millaisia hyo6tyjéitioga siita uskot oppilaille
aiheutuvan?)

3. Minka verran rinnastat opetuksessasi opittavaadiehglanti) ja oppilaiden
aidinkieltad (suomi)? Onko rinnastaminen mielestageellista/hyddyllista? Enta
voiko se sotkea oppilaita ja hankaloittaa oppinfista

Teema 2: Aidinkielen rooli vieraan kielen (tassa: eglanti) oppimisessa
(konkreettiset/nakyvat vaikutukset)

4. Oletko huomannut suomen kielen vaikutusta alakaigtén englannin kielen
oppimisessa ja kaytossa? Ovatko nakyvét vaikutyksstiivisia vai negatiivisia?
Osaatko antaa ilmiosta konkreettisia esimerkkeja?

5. Milla kielen osa-alueilla vaikutukset nakyvat?
- Tuottaminen vs. ymmartaminen
- Kirjallinen vs. suullinen

- Sanasto, rakenteet...
Esimerkkeja?

6. Oletko huomannut oppilaiden tietoisesti vertaavaglantia aidinkieleensa
(suomi)?
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7. Jos vertaat englannin kielen vasta-alkajia (3.laddiket) ja jo hieman kielitaitoa
omaavia oppilaita (6.luokkalaiset), oletko havainméiden valilla eroa suomen
kielen vaikutteiden maarassa ja laadussa?

Teema 3: Kasitykset toisen vieraan kielen (ranska)polista englannin oppimisessa
Vastauksissa voi kommentoida myods muiden vierdigdten (kuin ranska) roolista.

8. Millainen rooli on mielestasi oppilaiden toiselleeraalla kielella (ranska)
englannin oppimisessa?

9. Onko toinen vieras kieli (ranska) mielestasi eneminéeva vai vaikeuttava tekija
englannin oppimisen kannalta? (Millaisia hyotyjéttiaga siité uskot oppilaille
aiheutuvan?)

10. Rinnastat opetuksessasi opittavaa kielta (englgntoista vierasta kieltéa (ranska)?
Onko/olisiko rinnastaminen mielestasi tarpeellisyadyllista? Enta voiko se
sotkea oppilaita?

Teema 4: Toisen vieraan kielen (tédssa: ranska) raaeénglannin kielen oppimisessa
(Oppilaat, joilla ranska ensimmaisena tai toisenaieraana kielend)

Vastauksissa voi kommentoida my6s muiden vierdigdtien (kuin ranska) vaikutuksia, jos
niista on kokemusta.

11. Oletko huomannut ranskan kielen vaikuttavan opgéaienglannin kielen
oppimiseen ja kaytt6on? Jos olet, ovatko vaikutufssitiivisia vai negatiivisia,
vai molempia? Esimerkkeja?

12. Milla kielen osa-alueilla vaikutukset nakyvat?
- Tuottaminen vs. ymmartaminen
- Kirjallinen vs. suullinen

- Sanasto, rakenteet...
Esimerkkeja?

13. Jos vertaat ranskan ja englannin vasta-alkaji&.(Hiokka) ja oppilaita, joilla on jo
hieman enemman kielitaitoa kummassakin kielessdolka), oletko havainnut
eroa naiden ryhmien valilla ranskan kielen vaikd#a maarassa?

14. Oletko huomannut oppilaiden tietoisesti vertaavaglantia ja toista vierasta
kieltaan (ranska)?

Teema 4: Oppilasryhmien vertailua

15. Kokemuksesi mukaan, ovatko ranskan (tai jonkin mealmnaisen vieraan kielen)
lukijoiden englannin taidon taso yleisesti ottaangmpi tai huonompi kuin pelkkaa
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englantia kieltd lukevien? (Enté miten vertautuesbtasoltaan 6.luokkalaiset Al
ja A2 englannin opiskelijat?)

16. Onko suomen kielen vaikutteiden maarasséa/laadusdestési eroja lisékielta
(ranska) opiskelevien oppilaiden ja pelkkaa engaopiskelevien valilla?
Tukeutuuko jompikumpi ryhm& enemmaén aidinkieleensa?

17. Eroaako Al ja A2 englannin opettaminen toisistadit@n? Pitaisikd Al kielta
mielestasi opettaa samalla lailla kuin A2 kieltiei@ Miksi/miksi ei?

Teema 5: Opettajan toiminta

18. Onko opettajan omalla muiden kielten taidolla (@ngin ja suomen liséksi)
mielestasi merkitysta opettamisen kannalta?

19. Onko oppilaiden englannin kielen virheiden alkup@léjohtuuko virhe esim.
aidinkielesta tai toisesta vieraasta kielestd) esiglsi helppoa vai vaikeaa
tunnistaa?
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Appendix 2: Transcription symbols (Alanen 2006:222)

italics = a linguistic example

UPPER CASE = loud speak

underlined = particularly stressed word

an interrupt- = an interrupted word or phrase

. = a pause with lowering intonation

, = a pause with continuing intonation

.... = along pausef/silence

((additional)) = an additional remark by the traitser
(xX) = unheard speech

(something) = unclear speech
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Appendix 3: Learner background information sheet

Taustatiedot

1. Mika on aidinkielesi?

ENGLANTI

2. Miten kauan olet opiskellut englantia koulussa?

3. Kaytatko englantia muualla kuin koulussa ja laksyja tehdessasi?
(Laita rasti sopivalle viivalle.)

___kylla en

a) Jos vastasit kylla , missa tilanteissa kaytat englantia? (Laita rasti
kaikkiin sopiviin kohtiin.)

____luen englanninkielisia kirjoja tai lehtia

____pelaan peleja englanniksi

____kuuntelen englanninkielistd musiikkia

____katson englanninkielisia televisio-ohjelmia tai elokuvia

_____puhun englantia sukulaisten tai kavereiden kanssa

____puhun englantia kotona perheenjasenen/perheenjasenten
kanssa

_____matkustaessa ulkomailla

muu, mika?
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b) Jos vastasit kylla , miten usein yleensa kaytat englantia muualla
kuin koulussa ja laksyja tehdessasi?
___joka paiva
____joka viikko
____Joka kuukausi
_____harvemmin
RANSKA

4. Miten kauan olet opiskellut ranskaa koulussa?

5. Kaytatko ranskaa muualla kuin koulussa ja laksyja tehdessasi?

__kylla en

a) Jos vastasit kylla , missa muualla/miten kaytat ranskaa?

____luen ranskankielisia kirjoja tai lehtia

_____pelaan peleja ranskaksi

____ kuuntelen ranskankielista musiikkia

____katson ranskankielisia televisio-ohjelmia tai elokuvia

_____puhun ranskaa sukulaisten tai kavereiden kanssa

_____puhun ranskaa kotona perheenjasenen/perheenjasenten
kanssa

_____matkustaessa ulkomailla

muu, mika?
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B) Jos vastasit kylla , miten usein yleensa kaytat ranskaa muualla
kuin koulussa ja laksyja tehdessasi?

____|oka péaiva

____Joka viikko

____joka kuukausi

harvemmin

MUUT KIELET

6. Osaatko tai oletko opiskellut jotain muuta kieltd kuin suomea,
englantia ja ranskaa? Mitd? ( HUOM! Jos et osaa muita kielia,
sinun ei tarvitse vastata kohtaan 6. ja 7.)

KIELI:

a) Miten kauan olet osannut tai opiskellut tata kieltd? (Montako
vuotta tai kuukautta?)

b) Missa ja miten kaytat tata kielta?

_ koulussa

____luen kirjoja tai lehtia silla kielella

____pelaan peleja silla kielella

_____kuuntelen sen kielistd musiikkia

____katson televisio-ohjelmia tai elokuvia silla kielella

____puhun kielta sukulaisten tai kavereiden kanssa

_____puhun kielta kotona perheenjasenen/perheenjdsenten kanssa

matkustaessa ulkomailla
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muu, mika?

c) Miten usein kaytat tata kielta?

____joka paiva
____joka viikko
____Joka kuukausi

harvemmin

7. Osaatko tai oletko opiskellut viela jotain muuta kielta? Mita?

KIELI:

d) Miten kauan olet osannut tai opiskellut tata kielia? (Montako
vuotta tai kuukautta?)

e) Missa ja miten kaytat tata kielta?

_ koulussa

____luen kirjoja tai lehtia silla kielella

____pelaan peleja silla kielella

_____kuuntelen sen kielistd musiikkia

____katson televisio-ohjelmia tai elokuvia silla kielella

_____puhun kielta sukulaisten tai kavereiden kanssa

_____puhun kielta kotona perheenjasenen/perheenjasenten kanssa

matkustaessa ulkomailla
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muu, mika?

f) Miten usein kaytat tata kielta?

____|oka paiva
_____joka viikko
____Jjoka kuukausi

harvemmin
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Appendix 4: Free production task sheet

Tehtava 1. Kirjoita kirje englanniksi

Olet saanut uuden kirjekaverin Intiasta. Han on sinun ikaisesi poika
Pradesh tai tyttd Shanti, ja kirjoitat hanelle ensimmaista kertaa kirjeen.
Kirjoita englanniksi. Kerro kirjeessa itsestasi. Voit kirjoittaa
esimerkiksi perheestasi, harrastuksistasi ja elamasta Suomessa. Kysy
sitten kirjekaveriltasi asioita, joita haluaisit tietda hanesta tai hanen
kotimaastaan.

Huom! Laita kirjeeseen nimesi tilalle vain nimesi ensimmainen kirjain.
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Appendix 5: Producing words for a given category wiksheet
Tehtava 2: Ruokia englanniksi

Kirjoita mahdollisimman monta ruoka-ainetta tai ruokaa englanniksi .
(Kuvista saat vinkkeja.)




