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Following a surge in the 1970s of research on the role played by the L1 
in L2 acquisition, Ellis (1985) compiled ESL studies in which the 
percentage of L1-based errors was provided. He concluded that, 
according to available research findings, approximately one third of ESL 
errors appear to be due to L1 influence. For more than 30 years, that 
figure of 33% has been extensively cited, and Ellis’ table and/or its 
content has been reproduced in many publications. Increased 
accessibility to publications in electronic form makes it possible not 
only to add new studies to the table created by Ellis, but to make 
changes to the already existing table by adding studies conducted prior 
to 1985. A thorough search based on various selection criteria allowed 
us to greatly expand the original table with 20 newer studies, and eight 
studies that had been overlooked in 1985. We obtained the more 
reliable figure of 42%, based on 34 studies rather than on seven only. 

Keywords: Crosslinguistic Influence; Error Analysis; ESL Errors; Language 
Transfer; L1 Interference.  

1. Introduction 

The extent to which the L1 affects the process of acquiring an L2 has been a 
crucial question in SLA research. One (but by no means the only one) of the 
ways in which the impact of the L1 on the acquisition of the L2 can be 
manifested is through L1-induced errors in the L2 production of learners. 
Many studies have been conducted with the aim of assessing the share of L2 
errors which can be attributed to L1 influence. In 1985, Rod Ellis published a 
much needed and important compilation of such studies, on the assumption 
that, while there are differences in methodologies between studies, the mean 
result from a large number of publications will provide a general idea of the 
percentage of L1-induced errors. This compilation, which yielded a mean of 
33%, has been extensively cited since its publication and reprinted many 
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times, but has never been updated. The aim of this article is to present an 
updated version of the list of studies which provide a percentage of 
crosslinguistic errors. Given the unavoidable differences in the methodologies 
and the error classification systems adopted by various researchers, the 
strength of this approach lies in the inclusion of a large number of studies.  
Since access to academic publications has improved radically since the 1980s, 
it is possible not only to add studies which have been published since 1985, 
but also look for older ones which were not included in the original 
compilation made by Ellis.  

2. Background 

It is a widely recognized fact that the languages spoken by one person affect 
each other, a phenomenon that has commonly been observed since time 
immemorial; especially the impact of a bilingual’s L1 on the L2 has been 
documented since classical antiquity (Titone, 1968). However, the scholarly 
exploration of this tendency sparked lively debates in the second half of the 
20th century. 

In the heyday of behaviorism, the notion of transfer became central to study 
of language acquisition, since language learning was seen as a process of habit 
formation. In this view, acquisition could be greatly facilitated by the 
similarity between L1 and L2 patterns, in which case “positive transfer” was 
said to be taking place. In contrast, acquisition would be impeded by L1-L2 
differences, which were seen as the cause of “negative transfer” or 
“interference”. As a result, contrastive analysis (CA) became a popular means 
of predicting problem areas in L2 acquisition (e.g., Lado, 1957). With the 
advent of cognitivism and generative grammar, behaviorist approaches to 
language acquisition were largely discredited, and the popularity of CA faded, 
as it was blamed for overemphasizing L1-L2 differences as the main source of 
difficulty in language learning, and for the mistaken assumption that errors 
were to be avoided at all costs. For those reasons, contrastive analysis was 
replaced by error analysis (EA) (Corder, 1967), in which errors are seen as a 
useful window into the learning process, and the L1 seen as only one of the 
tools at the disposal of the L2 learner, rather than a hindrance and the main 
source of errors. 

2.1. Crosslinguistic influence and errors 

The advent of EA triggered research on the role played by the L1 in L2 
development, as researchers sought to verify whether L1 played a dominant 
role in second language acquisition—as originally claimed in contrastive 
analysis—or a minor role, as advocated in error analysis. The main 
manifestation of L1 influence taken into consideration by researchers at that 
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time were errors, which were seen as a reflection of the learners’ knowledge 
and were believed capable of shedding light on the learners’ interlanguage.  

Most of those studies were conducted on English as an L2. In 1985, Ellis made 
a compilation of such studies, in a now famous table that we reproduce below 
as Table 1. 

Table 1 
Percentage of Interference Errors Reported by Various Studies of L2 English 
Grammar (Reproduced from Ellis, 1985—with Permission from OUP) 
Study % of interference errors Type of learner 

Grauberg 1971 36 1st language German—adult, advanced 
George 1972 33 (approx.) Mixed 1st languages—adult, graduate 
Dulay and Burt 1973 3 1st language Spanish—children, mixed level 
Tran-Chi-Chau 1975 51 1st language Chinese—adult, mixed level 
Mukkatesh 1977 23 1st language Arabic—adult 
Flick 1980 31 1st language Spanish—adult, mixed level 
Lott 1983 50 (approx.) 1st language Italian—adult, university 

Comprising a total of seven studies, this compilation suggests that 
approximately one third of ESL errors are due to “interference” from the L1, 
33% being the mean percentage reported by the authors. 

2.2. Reasons for the wide range in percentages across studies 

As seen in Table 1, the resulting percentages of L1-based errors varied wildly 
across studies, ranging from as low as 3% (Dulay & Burt, 1973) to as a high as 
51% (Tran, 1975). At least three reasons can be invoked to explain such a 
wide range in percentages. 

2.2.1. The language aspect(s) considered 

The impact of the first language on second language acquisition varies 
depending on the aspect of the language under study (Jarvis, 2015); with the 
phonological level being universally recognized as being the most prone to 
transfer (see Ellis, 1994, p. 316). As Nick Ellis puts it, “transfer pervades 
phonology” (2005, p. 3). It is common for the L2 to show traces of L1 
influence on the level of the sound system throughout the speaker’s entire life. 
As a consequence, if a study includes phonological “errors” (based on a 
spoken corpus), we can expect percentages of L1-based errors to be high. 

At the other end of the spectrum, syntax is seen as relatively impervious to L1 
influence, and it has been argued in the field of generative grammar that 
learners’ L2 syntax shows limited or no L1 influence (Epstein, Flynn, & 
Martohardjono, 1996; Pienemann, 1998; Platzak, 1996). 
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2.2.2. The identification of errors 

Since errors are defined as some kind of deviation from target language 
norms, it is only to be expected that various difficulties in error identification 
will arise due to the impossibility of specifying what the norm exactly is. This 
is unavoidable given the many varieties of English, its wide range of registers, 
the differences between prescriptive norms of correctness and actual use, etc. 
As stated by Bhatt (2017), “The research in the past three decades has clearly 
demonstrated that World Englishes have their own structural norms, their 
own characteristic features, and even their own communicative styles” (p. 
306). Another challenge lies in the need to distinguish between actual errors, 
which reflect deficiencies in knowledge, and “accidental” errors, that is slips 
and lapses, which the speaker can self-correct if needed, a distinction best 
known as Corder’s “error” vs. “mistake” dichotomy (Corder, 1967). While very 
appealing, this distinction turned out to be difficult to make on the basis of 
actual data. 

2.2.3. The classification of errors as crosslinguistic 

There exists no watertight method for classifying errors as crosslinguistic or 
not, which in practice means that the judgment is usually made by 
researchers on the basis of the likelihood of a certain error being caused by 
the L1. In some cases the L1-induced nature of an error is quite obvious, for 
example when a speaker of French or Polish says *I have 20 years. However, 
there are cases for which the crosslinguistic origins of an error remain a 
possibility on par with other explanations. For example, an utterance such as 
*She’s an actor could be attributed to the learner’s first language if that 
language does not distinguish between a feminine and a masculine form for 
professions. However, that same error could be based on the learner’s existing 
knowledge of English, because in English male and female names for a 
profession are usually identical (e.g., dentist, player, judge, etc.).1 A syntactic 
example could be the utterance *I no go produced by a speaker of L1 Spanish. 
It could be classified as crosslinguistic, since Spanish uses that negative 
copula before the verb in such sentences; however, according to some authors, 
all ESL learners go through an early stage where negative sentences are 
created by inserting “no” at the beginning of declarative sentences, regardless 
of whether or not this rule exists in their L1 (see Larsen-Freeman & Long, 
1991), which means that the error could equally well be considered 
developmental in nature.  

Finally, and importantly, other discrepancies across studies also make it 
difficult to generalize or conduct a meta-analysis. Among those, we find 
differences in the learners’ level of English and in their first languages. The 
first language is known to impact L2 processing differentially depending on 
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the person’s ability level (Ellis, 1994; Ringbom, 1987), or on the similarity 
between the L2 and their first language (Arabski, 2006; Odlin, 1989). 

2.3. Since the 1980s  

After some fading of interest in EA, caused by the numerous difficulties listed 
above, error analysis enjoyed a modest revival in the 1990s, mostly thanks to 
the work of Carl James (1998). The ever-problematic issue of error 
classification was tackled with improved taxonomies (e.g., Salmani 
Nodoushan, 2018), often based on a clear distinction between error 
description and the attribution of an underlying cause (the conflation of 
which had been a problem with some of the early EA studies). 

As pointed out by Odlin (1989), already in the 1980s some researchers 
advocated abandoning the term “transfer”, and it has since been replaced 
almost entirely by the term “crosslinguistic influence” (CLI), even though the 
term “transfer” continues to be used in some important publications (e.g., 
Jarvis & Crossley, 2012; Jarvis & Pavlenko, 2007). CLI became well established 
as an area of research, and its popularity seems to be growing rapidly. One of 
the fundamental differences between contemporary understanding of CLI and 
earlier approaches is the recognition of the bidirectionality of language 
influence. Another important shift is the inclusion of more than two languages 
in the study of transfer, along with the recognition of the multidirectionality of 
the influences between a person’s languages (cf. De Angelis, 2007; De Angelis 
& Dewaele, 2011). The directionality of transfer is understood to be 
connected to patterns of language dominance in more subtle ways than just 
the simple rule that the L1 affects the L2. Perhaps most importantly, it is now 
widely recognized that CLI may be manifest not only in deviant forms, but in 
various patterns of overuse and underuse. It has also been recognized that the 
susceptibility of the same language user to crosslinguistic influence is not 
always the same; it may fluctuate depending on the level of activation of a 
particular language, as bilinguals function in many different modes (Grosjean, 
2001; Salmani Nodoushan, 2013). 

There have also been significant advances in improving the methodological 
rigor in transfer studies. Jarvis and Pavlenko have argued for the need to use 
multiple sources of evidence for the identification of transfer: intragroup 
homogeneity, intergroup heterogeneity, cross-language congruity, and 
interlingual contrasts (Jarvis, 2000; Jarvis, 2010; Jarvis & Pavlenko, 2007). 
Indeed, comparisons of learners with different L1s reveal an interesting 
phenomenon: some errors which are apparently not crosslinguistic when 
analyzed individually, but they appear when language groups are compared. 
One such example is the absence of the third-person -s (see Les niewska & 
Pichette, in press, for details and more examples). Finally, there has been a 
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significant broadening of the perspectives on CLI, with CLI sometimes being 
considered as one of the many manifestations of language contact—in a view 
that sees individual and societal bi-/multilingualism as interrelated (e.g., 
Matras, 2009). 

While the perspectives on transfer and L1 influence have developed so 
dramatically, it has not made the question of how many of ESL learners’ errors 
are due to L1 any less pertinent or interesting. It is possible (but not certain) 
that future research on crosslinguistic influence and errors will be carried out 
with more methodological rigor. Meanwhile, we have at our disposal studies 
which most likely employed different methodologies and may suffer from the 
shortcomings outlined above. Still, knowing at least an approximate figure of 
errors attributed to crosslinguistic influence, is useful and needed, as testified 
by the popularity of Ellis’ 1985 table. Since the existing studies give varying 
figures, it appears that the most sensible approach at the moment (until 
better research is produced) is to take into consideration as many studies as 
possible, in the belief that a sufficiently high number of them would 
compensate for the methodological discrepancies across studies.  

2.4. The figure of 33% still circulating 

For more than 30 years now, the figure of 33% from Ellis’ table (Ellis, 1985) 
has been circulating and its content has been reproduced in many 
publications, such as books (e.g., Archibald, 1993; Du, 2016; Ferna ndez, 1997; 
Mitchell, Myles, & Marsden, 2013; Nunan, 1996), manuals (Mishra, 2005; 
Ziahosseiny, 2008), and articles and theses that would be too numerous to 
list. A search of peer-reviewed sources since the year 2000 (when the table 
was already 15 years old) yielded more than 25 publications that reproduced 
the table and/or the figure of 33% as the number of L2 errors which can be 
attributed to the L1. 

Surprisingly, no attempt seems to have been made to update that table, even 
by Rod Ellis himself, who re-used it in his 1997 book and kept it intact for the 
second edition in 2008. An up-to-date table of L1 interference errors is thus 
long overdue and much needed, for two main reasons: 

1. It would contain more studies: In light of the criticisms concerning the 
various methodology and taxonomies used in error studies, a large 
body of studies is needed to counterbalance/compensate for and to blot 
out as much as possible the methodological divergences across studies, 
thus providing a more accurate figure. 

2. It would contain better studies: We have a better understanding of the 
notion of error than we had a few decades ago, when Ellis compiled the 
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original list. As seen in Table 1, the first studies did not provide very 
specific figures but approximations. As admitted by Brudiprabha 
(1972), “no attempt was made to perform any statistical count” (p. 41). 
The more recent studies are expected to provide figures stemming from 
improved methodology and within better frameworks. 

3. Method 

For our compilation we retained only studies where the percentage is 
provided by the author(s), or is easy to calculate based on the information 
that is provided. We rejected studies whose author(s) only gave rough 
estimates, such as: “most of the students’ errors can be due to L1 transfer” 
(Sawalmeh, 2013, p. 14); “most of the students’ errors can be due to the [sic] 
L1 transfer” (Ridha, 2012, p. 41); “most errors that the students produced 
were of [sic] interlingual errors” (Abbasi & Karimnia, 2011, p. 525). 

As Ellis did, we only included studies where English is the second language. In 
fact, we found only a handful of error studies that focused on other second 
languages, for example in Spanish (Barbasa n Ortun o, 2016; Carcedo Gonza lez, 
1999; Rodrí guez Paniagua, 2001; van Esch & Broeders, 1995) and for French 
(Jamet, 2009). They are not included in the present report; however, such 
studies will eventually be useful in making comparisons across languages. In 
addition, we elected not to compile punctuation errors, since such errors only 
pertain to written production (e.g., Moore, 2016). 

4. Results 

Our search allowed us to find studies that Ellis might have overlooked. By the 
same token, our search allowed us to correct two cases of author 
misidentification, as evidenced by crossing-offs. The original content (n=7) is 
displayed in white rows, while the new content (n=8) is presented in shaded 
rows.  

Respecting the same kind of display the original author had chosen, Table 2 
(below) shows how extensive the list might have looked like back in 1985, had 
the technology allowed Ellis to conduct a more thorough search. The average 
number of L1-induced errors would have been slightly higher, at 40%. 

Since the publication of the table back in 1985, numerous studies have 
provided additional data. The new, updated table presents the same type of 
information as the original one, in the same layout. However, to underscore 
the wide array of language elements examined in those studies, we decided to 
add a column that seeks to summarize the main aspects under scrutiny for 
each study. As in Table 2, the new studies are displayed in shaded rows in 
Table 3 (below). 
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Table 2 
Percentage of Interference Errors Reported in Studies of L2 English before 1985 
Study % of interference 

errors 
Type of learner 

Ward 1969 40 (approx.) First language Spanish – adult, mixed level 
Grauberg 1971 36 First language German – adult, advanced 
Brudiprabpa 1972 33 (approx.) First language Thai – adult, advanced 
George 1972 33 (approx.) Mixed first languages – adult, graduate 
Dulay & Burt 1973 3 First language Spanish – children, mixed level 
Taylor 1975 37 First language Spanish – adult, elem. & Interm. 

level 
Tran-Chi-Chau 1975 51 First language Chinese – adult, mixed level 
White 1977 21 First language Spanish – adult 
Mukkatesh 1977 
Mukattash 1978 

23 First language Arabic – adult 

Mougeon et al. 1979 40 First language French – children & adolescents 
Flick 1980 31 First language Spanish – adult, mixed level 
Sheen 1980 74 First language French – near native 
Tarone 1980 74 Mixed first languages - adult 
Habash 1982 65 First language Arabic - adolescents 
Lott 1983 50 (approx..) First language Italian – adult, university 

(mean) 40  

Table 3 
Ellis’ Table Modified and Updated 
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5. Discussion 

After applying our selection criteria, we multiplied by almost five the extent of 
Ellis’ table. Nineteen newer studies were added to our table 2, which 
combined the seven studies found by Ellis with the eight studies we found 
that had been overlooked in 1985. We obtained a new figure of 42%, perhaps 
not significantly higher but more reliable, since it is now based on 34 studies 
rather than on Ellis’ original seven studies.  

This figure is approximate, because the studies should not have equal weight 
in the balance: Some studies were conducted with only a handful of 
participants, while others are based on data from hundreds of learners. In 
addition, some studies collected only a few dozen errors, while others report 
thousands of them. A meta-analysis that would merge all those figures would 
probably arrive at a different figure, although most likely close to it. However, 
it appears difficult to merge the data in the form of a meta-analysis, given the 
differences in the type of data collected and the handling of them. 

Nevertheless, the mean yielded by the new table (i.e., Table 3) is relatively 
close to the 33% provided by Ellis, while being more convincing because of 
being based on a much wider array of studies. It also confirms Ellis’ opinion 
that the 3% figure obtained by Dulay and Burt (1973) was dubious at best. 

6. Conclusion 

After a hiatus in the 1990s that is made apparent in Table 3, we are 
witnessing a slow revival of contrastive analysis in light of concerns for 
preventing errors (e.g., Lewandowska, 2013; Zhaokuan, 2007). Knowing that 
the L1 plays a role in SLA and to what extent it does may help guide educators 
in preventing interference under appropriate circumstances. 

For future studies on areas of L1 interference, researchers should avail 
themselves (as did Castillejos Lo pez, 2009) of the extensive learner corpora 
that are available online. Not only is this method time efficient, but the 
percentages thus obtained would be much more solid than figures based on 
errors produced by a few participants. 

Finally, as the body of research keeps growing, we are hopeful that the 
number of studies on other second languages will make it possible to 
eventually compare L1-based error percentages for various second languages. 
A higher number of studies will also allow for researchers to compare figures 
for various aspects of language use (lexicon, syntax, phonology). 

Notes 

1. It could also be both, with L2 items strengthening L1-based assumptions, as 
argued in Les niewska and Pichette (in press). 



 

 

10 F. Pichette & J. Les niewska 

The Authors 

François Pichette (E-mail: francois.pichette@teluq.ca) is Professor of 
Linguistics at Universite  Te luq in Que bec, Canada. His current teaching and 
research interests include first- and second-language acquisition, L2 reading 
and writing, early bilingualism, language testing, and second-language 
vocabulary acquisition. He has published articles as single or first author in 
journals such as Applied Linguistics, Modern Language Journal, Foreign 
Language Annals, and Canadian Modern Language Review. 

Justyna Les niewska (E-mail: justyna.lesniewska@uj.edu.pl) teaches at the 
Institute of English Studies, Jagiellonian University, Krako w, Poland. Her 
research interests are in applied linguistics and include second language 
vocabulary acquisition, lexical and collocational aspects of learner language, 
multi-word items in language learning, early bilingualism and EFL teaching. 
The majority of her publications concern the phraseological and 
crosslinguistic aspects of L2 competence. 

References 

Abbasi, M., & Karimnia, A. (2011). An analysis of grammatical errors among 
Iranian translation students: Insights from Interlanguage Theory. 
European Journal of Social Sciences, 25(4), 525-536. 

AbiSamra, N. (2004). An analysis of errors in Arabic speakers' English writing. 
Retrieved from http://abisamr03.tripod.com/nada/%20Languagwac 
q-erroranalysis.html  

Alhaysony, M. (2012). An analysis of article errors among Saudi female EFL 
students: A case study. Asian Social Science, 8(12), 55-66. 

Al-Jarf, R. (2000). Grammatical agreement errors in L1/L2 translations. 
International Review of Applied Linguistics in Language Teaching, 
38(1), 1-15. 

Arabski, J. (2006). Language transfer in language learning and language 
contact. In J. Arabski (Ed.), Cross-linguistic influences in the second 
language lexicon (pp. 12-21). Clevedon: Multilingual Matters. 

Archibald, J. (1993). Language learnability and L2 phonology: The acquisition 
of metrical parameters. Dordrecht: Springer. 

Barbasán Ortuño, I. P. (2016). El error léxico en la interlengua de lenguas 
afines: Italiano y Español (Unpublished PhD Dissertation). Universitat 
Politècnica de València. 



 

 

11 International Journal of Language Studies, 12(2), 1-16 

Bhatt, R. M. (2017). World Englishes and language ideologies. In M. Filppula, J. 
Klemola, & D. Sharma (Eds.), Oxford handbook of world Englishes (pp. 
291-311). New York: Oxford University Press. 

Brudiprabpha, P. (1972). Error analysis: A psycholinguistic study of Thai 
English compositions (Unpublished MA thesis). McGill University, 
Canada.  

Carcedo Gonza lez, A. (1999). Ana lisis de errores le xicos del espan ol en la 
interlengua de los finlandeses. In M. C. Losada Aldrey, J. F. Ma rquez 
Caneda & T. E. Jime nez Julia  (Eds.), Actas del IX Congreso Internacional 
ASELE. Español como lengua extranjera, enfoque comunicativo y 
gramática (pp. 465-472). Santiago de Compostela: Servicio de 
publicaciones de la Universidad de Santiago de Compostela. 

Castillejos Lo pez, W. (2009). Error analysis in a learner corpus: What are the 
learners’ strategies? Aelinco Survey of corpus-based research. Retrieved 
from http://www.um.es/lacell/aelinco/contenido/pdf/45.pdf 

Chelli, S. (2013). Interlingual or intralingual errors in the use of prepositions 
and articles: The case of first-year students of English at Biskra 
University. In: Cohérence configurationnelle des sujets de mémoires et de 
thèses: Positions épistémologiques et préoccupations méthodologiques. 
M’sila, Algeria. 

Chin, C. (2001). Error analysis: An investigation of spoken errors of Korean 
EFL learners. English Teaching, 56(2), 97-123. 

Corder, S. P. (1967). The significance of learners' errors. IRAL: International 
Review of Applied Linguistics in Language Teaching, 5, 161-170. 

De Angelis G., & Dewaele, J.-M. (2011). New trends in crosslinguistic influence 
and multilingualism research. Clevedon: Multilingual Matters.  

De Angelis, G. (2007). Third or additional language acquisition. Clevedon: 
Multilingual Matters.  

Du, Y. (2016). The use of first and second language in Chinese university EFL 
Classrooms. Singapore: Springer. 

Dulay, H., & Burt, M. (1973). Should we teach children syntax? Language 
Learning, 24, 245-258. 

Durán Gómez, W. J., & Mayorga, J. F. (2007). Spanish transfer effects in the 
English writing of university students at the first level of the ELT 
program: A contrastive and cross-cultural rhetoric study (Unpublished 
BA Thesis). Universidad Industrial de Santander, Colombia. 



 

 

12 F. Pichette & J. Les niewska 

Ellis, N. (2005). Introduction to Part I: Acquisition. In J. F. Kroll & A. M. B. de 
Groot (Eds.), Handbook of bilingualism: Psycholinguistic approaches 
(pp. 3-8). Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Ellis, R. (1985). Understanding second language acquisition. Oxford: Oxford 
University Press. 

Ellis, R. (1994). The study of second language acquisition. Oxford: Oxford 
University Press. 

Epstein, S., Flynn, S., & Martohardjono, G. (1996). The strong continuity 
hypothesis: Some evidence concerning functional categories in adult 
L2 acquisition. In S. Flynn, G. Martohardjono & W. A. O'Neil (Eds.), The 
generative study of second language acquisition (pp. 61-77). Mahwah, 
NJ: Erlbaum. 

Falhasiri, M., Tavakoli, M., Hasiri, F., & Mohammadzadeh, A. R. (2011). The 
effectiveness of explicit and implicit corrective feedback on 
interlanguage and intralingual errors: A case of error analysis of 
students’ compositions. English Language Teaching, 4(3), 252-264. 

Farahani Khomeijani, A. A., & Tabatabaei Far, M. S. (2014). An investigation of 
discoursal errors of Iranian EFL learners. The Iranian EFL Journal, 
10(6), 7-17. 

Ferna ndez, S. (1997). Interlengua y análisis de errores en el aprendizaje del 
español como lengua extranjera. Madrid: Edelsa. 

Flick, W. C. (1980). Error types in adult ESL. In B. Kettemann & R. N. St-Clair 
(Eds.), New approaches to language acquisition (pp. 57-63). Tübingen: 
Gunter Narr Verlag. 

George, H. V. (1972). Common errors in language learning: Insights from 
English. Rowley, MA: Newbury House. 

Grauberg, W. (1971). An error analysis in the German of first-year university 
students. In G. Perren & J. L. Melville Trim (Eds.), Applications of 
linguistics (pp. 257-263). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Grosjean, F. (2001). The bilingual’s language modes. In J. Nicol (Ed.), One 
mind, two languages: Bilingual language processing (pp. 1-22). Oxford: 
Blackwell. 

Habash, Z. (1982). Common errors in the use of English prepositions in the 
written work of UNRWA students at the end of the preparatory cycle in 
the Jerusalem area (Unpublished MA thesis). Birzeit University, 
Palestine. 



 

 

13 International Journal of Language Studies, 12(2), 1-16 

Hamdi, D. (2015). Investigating the influence of the mother tongue (Arabic) on 
EFL learners’ writing: An analysis study of grammatical errors 
(Unpublished MA thesis). Mohamed Kheider University of Biskra, 
Algeria. 

Hodne, B. (1985). Yet another look at interlanguage phonology: The 
modification of English syllable structure by native speakers of Polish. 
Language Learning, 35(3), 405-417. 

Hu, Y. (2016). A longitudinal study on the extent of Mandarin influence on the 
acquisition of English. International Journal of Language Studies, 
10(4), 59-76. 

James, C. (1998). Errors in language learning and use: Exploring error analysis. 
Harlow: Longman. 

Jamet, M.-C. (2009). Contacts entre langues apparentées: Les transferts 
négatifs et positifs d’apprenants italophones en français. Synergies 
Italie, 5, 49-59. 

Jarvis, S. (2000). Methodological rigor in the study of transfer: Identifying L1 
influence in the interlanguage lexicon. Language Learning, 50, 245-
309. 

Jarvis, S. (2010). Comparison-based and detection-based approaches to 
transfer research. In L. Roberts, M. Howard, M. O  Laoire & D. Singleton 
(Eds.), EUROSLA Yearbook 10 (pp. 169-192). Amsterdam: Benjamins. 

Jarvis, S. (2015). The scope of transfer research. In L. Yu & T. Odlin (Eds.), New 
perspectives on transfer in second language learning (pp. 17–50). Bristol: 
Multilingual Matters. 

Jarvis, S., & Crossley, S. (Eds.). (2012). Approaching language transfer through 
text classification. Bristol: Multilingual Matters. 

Jarvis, S., & Pavlenko, A. (2007). Crosslinguistic influence in language and 
cognition. New York: Routledge. 

Kim, I. (1988). A study of the errors in the use of the English verbs with special 
reference to tense, mood, and voice (Unpublished MA thesis). Pusan 
National University, Korea. 

Kim, Y. (1997). A study of errors and intelligibility of Korean college students’ 
utterances (Unpublished MA thesis). Kangwon National University, 
Chuncheon, Korea. 

https://www.google.pl/search?hl=pl&tbo=p&tbm=bks&q=inauthor:%22Aneta+Pavlenko%22&source=gbs_metadata_r&cad=4


 

 

14 F. Pichette & J. Les niewska 

Lado, R. (1957). Linguistics across cultures: Applied linguistics for language 
teachers. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press. 

Larsen-Freeman, D., & Long, M. H. (1991). An introduction to second language 
research. London: Longman. 

Lee, E. P. (2001). Error analysis on medical students' writing. Retrieved from 
www.stc.arts.chula.ac.th/ITUA/Papers_for_ITUA_Proceedings/Eunpy
o-new.pdf 

Leśniewska, J., & Pichette, F. (in press). Crosslinguistic influence in English as 
the weaker language of French-English and Polish-English bilingual 
children. Studia Linguistica Universitatis Iagellonicae Cracoviensis, 
135(2). 

Lewandowska, A. (2013). The effectiveness of data-driven learning techniques 
in eliminating Polish advanced EFL learners’ interference errors 
(Unpublished PhD thesis). Adam Mickiewicz University, Poland.  

Lott, D. (1983). Analysing and counteracting interference errors. ELT Journal, 
37(3), 256-261.  

Matras, Y. (2009). Language contact. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Mishra, K. C. (2005). Correction of errors in English: A training course for the 
teachers of English as a second language. New Delhi: Sarup & Sons. 

Mitchell, R., Myles, F., & Marsden, E. (2013). Second language learning theories 
(3rd ed.). London: Routledge. 

Moore, N. (2016). What's the point? The role of punctuation in realising 
information structure in written English. Functional Linguistics, 3(6), 1-
23. 

Mougeon, R., Hébrard, P., & Suganasiri, S. (1979). The acquisition of English 
by French-Canadian students in Welland, Ontario. In J. Ornstein-
Galicia & R. St-Clair (Eds.), Bilingualism and bilingual education: New 
readings and insights (pp. 96-144). San Antonio, TX: Trinity University 
Press. 

Mukattash, L. (1978). A pilot project in common grammatical errors in 
Jordanian English. Interlanguage Studies Bulletin, 3(2), 250-291. 

Nunan, D. (1996). Issues in second language acquisition research: Examining 
substance and procedure. In W. R. Ritchie & T. J. Bhatia (Eds.), Handbook 
of second language acquisition (pp. 349-374). San Diego: Academic 
Press. 



 

 

15 International Journal of Language Studies, 12(2), 1-16 

Odlin, T. (1989). Language transfer: Cross-linguistic influence in language 
learning. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Pienemann, M. (1998). Language processing and second language 
development: Processability theory. Amsterdam: Benjamins. 

Platzack, C. (1996). The initial hypothesis of syntax: A minimalist perspective 
on language acquisition and attrition. In H. Clahsen (Ed.), Generative 
perspectives on language acquisition (pp. 369-414). Amsterdam: 
Benjamins. 

Ridha, N. S. A. (2012). The effect of EFL learners’ mother tongue on their 
writings in English: An error analysis study. Journal of the College of 
Arts, University of Basrah, 60, 22-45. 

Ringbom, H. (1987). The role of the first language in second language learning. 
Clevedon: Multilingual Matters. 

Rodríguez Paniagua, L. (2001). Análisis de errores e interlengua de aprendices 
árabes de español como lengua extranjera (Unpublished MA 
dissertation). Universidad de Salamanca, Spain. 

Salmani Nodoushan, M. A. (2013). The bilingual self or selves? Annals 
Universitatis Apulensis - Series Philologica, 14(2), 503-510. 

Salmani Nodoushan, M. A. (2018). Toward a taxonomy of errors in Iranian 
EFL learners’ basic-level writing. International Journal of Language 
Studies, 12(1), 61-78. 

Sarfraz, S. (2011). Error analysis of the written English essays of Pakistani 
undergraduate students: A case study. Asian Transactions on Basic and 
Applied Sciences, 1(3), 29-51. 

Sawalmeh, M. H. M. (2013). Error analysis of written English essays: The case 
of students of the preparatory year program in Saudi Arabia. English 
for Specific Purposes World, 40(14), 1-17. 

Sheen, R. (1980). The importance of negative transfer in the speech of near-
bilinguals. International Review of Applied Linguistics in Language 
Teaching, 18(2), 105-119. 

Subzalipour, B. (2012). Error analysis on students’ Persian-English 
translation. Asian Journal of Social Sciences and Humanities, 1(4), 71-
76. 



 

 

16 F. Pichette & J. Les niewska 

Tarone, E. (1980). Some influences on the syllable structure of interlanguage 
phonology. IRAL: International Review of Applied Linguistics in 
Language Teaching, 18(2), 139-152. 

Taylor, B. P. (1975). The use of overgeneralization and transfer learning 
strategies by elementary and intermediate students of ESL. Language 
Learning, 25, 73-107. 

Titone, R. (1968). Teaching foreign languages: An historical sketch. 
Washington, DC: Georgetown University Press. 

Tran, T.-C. (1975). Error analysis, contrastive analysis, and students’ 
perception: A study of difficulty in second language learning. IRAL: 
International Review of Applied Linguistics in Language Teaching, 13(2), 
119-143. 

van Esch, K., & Broeders, S. M. (1995). Análisis de errores e interlengua en 
estudiantes universitarios del español como lengua extranjera. In J. 
Llisterri (Ed.),  Actas del XII Congreso Nacional de AESLA (pp. 147-
154). Barcelona: Universidad Autónoma de Barcelona. 

Wang, W., & Wen, Q. (2002). L1 use in the L2 composing process: An 
exploratory study of 16 Chinese EFL writers. Journal of Second 
Language Writing, 11(3), 225-246. 

Ward, B. T. (1969). Analysis of the English of four Spanish-speaking foreign 
students. In D. M. Lance (Ed.), A brief study of Spanish English 
bilingualism: Final report, research project Orr-liberal arts-15504 (pp. 
25-44). College Station: Texas A&M University. 

White, L. (1977). Error analysis and error correction in adult learners of 
English as a second language. Working Papers on Bilingualism, 13, 42-
58. 

Zhaokuan, W. (2007). Reflections on the ways of reducing interference errors in 
Chinese learners’ English study (Unpublished MA thesis). Shanghai 
International Studies University, China.  

Ziahosseiny, S. M. (2008). Contrastive analysis of Persian and English and error 
analysis (for students of translation and English) (3rd ed.). Tehran: 
Rahnama Press. 


