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ABSTRACT

This paper explores Georgian students’ errors influenced by their L1 and their perceptions
on integrating translanguaging into error correction in the writing task. Implementing
translanguaging (simultaneous use of Georgian and English languages as a unitary meaning-
making system) as a tool of correcting Georgian students’ errors in writing seems to be the
novelty of our research. The given case study deals with 21 Georgian students, aged 16-17,
learning English as a foreign language. Both, qualitative (online questionnaire for students)
and quantitative methods were used. Students’ general errors were classified accordingly:
grammar (e.g., tense and aspect (17), agreement (15), number (24), infinitive and gerund (5),
article (19)) (Overall — 80); Vocabulary (missing word, extra word, wrong word) (Overall —
49); Spelling (Overall — 54); Punctuation (Overall — 31); Out of which errors stipulated by L1
were distinguished. The survey found that the most students (= 52%) supported replacing the
monolingually-focused way of giving feedback on writing tasks. However, some students (=
33%) were skeptical of the translanguaging approach and found it unexpected and
unnecessary. The study suggests that implementing translanguaging as a tool of correcting
students’ errors, i.e., emphasizing the role of L1 can enhance learners’ understanding of
grammar and vocabulary in both languages.

Keywords: Translanguaging, Errors, Writing discourse, EFL, Georgian learners.

1. Introduction

One of the things that puzzles many teachers is why students go on making the same mistakes even

when those mistakes have been repeatedly pointed out to them. However, not all mistakes are the

same; sometimes they seem to be deeply ingrained, yet at other times students correct themselves with

apparent use. There are couple of reasons why students make mistakes, which are the part of a natural

acquisition process. Besides, tiredness, anxiety, psychological state of students can have an effect.

Moreover, students are not the ones who should be blamed, but teachers also are accountable of

providing proper feedback.
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Feedback on students’ work probably has more effect on achievement than any other single factor
(Black and William 1998). Teachers provide formative assessment for correcting students’ errors. At
the same time, do teachers always emphasize the origins of the students’ errors in their feedback?
Apprehending the rationale of making the same mistakes can make a difference for students. This
paper aims to study Georgian students’ errors influenced by their L1 and their perceptions on
integrating translanguaging into error correction in the writing task.

Translanguaging is using language as a unitary meaning-making system of the speakers (Garcia et
al 2017). It is a characteristic of bilingual speakers. Languages are not perceived separately in
translanguaging, rather they are seen from speakers' perspective as a language repertoire, from which
they select features that are appropriate to communicate. In Pedagogy, translanguaging is used as an
approach to make the context better understandable with the help of using bilingual speakers’
(students’) repertoire.

Besides, there are two views of teaching languages in the classroom. The conventional view
represents the process when two languages are generally taught as two isolated systems. But most
people, who live in bilingual and multilingual parts of the world tend to uphold the contemporary view
of teaching a foreign language.

Thus, the given study aims to answer the following research questions: 1. What are the types of
errors the Georgian students have in EFL writing; 2. What are the common L1 errors the Georgian
students have in EFL writing. 3. What are the perceptions Georgian students have on integrating
translanguaging into error correction of the writing task.

1.1 Theoretical background of the research

Translanguaging has a great impact on policy and practice in many fields, such as language learning
and bilingual/multilingual education, in the last two decades (Li & Shen, 2021). According to Li
(2018), translanguaging has rethink many language-related notions, such as linguistic competence and
bilingual education, and practically offered new approaches to language teaching, as well as language
learning, in the fields of second language education and bilingual or multilingual education.

Heretofore some researchers have argued for the integrated use of two or more languages in the
foreign language (FL) learning and teaching process to help learners either acquire the content or
develop their language competence by using the stronger language to develop the weaker one
(Canagarajah, 2013; Garcia & Li, 2014; Sano, 2018; Turnbull, 2019). To date, while translanguaging

as bilingual pedagogies has been widely applied in bi-/multilingual classes of various kinds, there are
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only a few studies on translanguaging in writing classes, and most research has focused on learners’
writing identity and teachers’ or students’ written feedback (Barbour & Lickorish, 2020; Canagarajah,
2011; Turnbull, 2019; Velasco & Garcia, 2014), while little attention has been given to teachers’ oral
corrective feedback on students’ written errors. Considering this, the present study investigates the

Georgian students’ perceptions on integrating translanguaging into error correction in the writing task.

1.2 Error correction procedure

Julian Edge, in his book on mistakes and correction, suggested that we can divide mistakes into
three broad categories: ‘slips’ (that is, mistakes which students can correct themselves once mistake
has been pointed out to them), ‘errors’ (Mistakes which they cannot correct themselves. And which
therefore need explanation) and ‘attempts’ (That is, when a student tries to say something but does not
yet know the correct way of saying it) (Edge, 1989). From this broad category, errors are the ones we
are interested in.

It is widely accepted that there are two distinct sources for the errors which most students display:
L1 interference and developmental errors (Harmer, 2007). L1 interference — students who learn
English as a second language already have a deep knowledge of at least one other language. Where
that L1 and English encounter each other, there are often confusions which provoke errors in learners’
use of English. This can be seen at the level of sounds, grammar, and word usage. Developmental
errors are part of the students’ interlanguage, that is the version of the language which a learner has at
any one stage of development, and which is continually reshaped as he or she aims to towards full
mastery.

Ellis (1997) points out that an error is an outcome of lacking knowledge. The researchers
conceptualise L1 interference in L2 production in several ways that are mostly caused by learners’ lack
of grammatical knowledge (Al-Khresheh, 2010; Subandowo, 2017). The errors that emerge as a result

of interference are caused by two linguistic backgrounds (Nunan, 2001).

2. Research data and methodology
The aim of our research was to show the need of implementing translanguaging as a transformative
assessment facet for teachers to genuinely and meaningfully correct EFL learners’ errors in writing.

Both, qualitative (online questionnaire for students) and quantitative methods were used.
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Figure 1. Research Methodology

e Error correction/analysing

Method ]_/ students' essays (80);

e Categorizing the error types.

Qualitative

e Quertionnaire for 21 students

Method 2/ taking EFL classes;

e Data analysis.

Quantitative

2.1 Research Participants

The given case study deals with 21 Georgian students, aged 16-17, learning English as a foreign
language. And their female, 30-year-old teacher, who has 8 years of experience in teaching English as
a foreign language. The teacher has collected her students’ essays for 4-5 months and at the end of the
semester she categorized the students’ errors and singled out the ones stipulated by the Georgian

language, students’ L1. The students’ competence was B1-B2 in English.

3. Results and Discussions

Students’ general errors were classified accordingly: Overall — 130 sentences with several
mistakes; For instance: grammar (e.g., tense and aspect (17), agreement (15), number (24), infinitive
and gerund (5), article (19)) (Overall — 80); Vocabulary (missing word, extra word, wrong word)
(Overall - 49); Spelling (Overall — 54); Punctuation (Overall — 31).

3.1 Qualitative Research:

Out of which errors stipulated by L1 were distinguished. Some examples are given as follows.

Example 1.

“Our food, wich we are using to do different meals, have incredible quality.”
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1. wich (spelling)

2. we are using (use) (grammar — tense/L1) (present simple and present continuous tenses are not
separately presented in the Georgian language)

3. to do (cook/make) different meals (vocabulary — WWY/L1) (word by word translation of the

collocation used in the Georgian language).

Example 2.
“On the internet is so many information about vast things.”
1. Structure of the sentence is Georgian (adverbial modifier of place should be at the end of the
English sentence);
2. Uncountable/countable (there is no difference in Georgian; in formal writing better to use a lot

of instead of many or much (not relevant for Georgian).

Example 3.
“In the past, there was books, but there still was lack of knowledge”.

1. Inanimate subjects agree verbs in singular in the Georgian language (06900 s®0ob/foabgdo ogym)

ts’ignebi aris/ts ignebi iq’o “books are/books were” have incredible quality.”
1. wich (spelling)
2. we are using (use) (grammar — tense/L1) (present simple and present continuous tenses are not
separately presented in the Georgian language)
3. to do (cook/make) different meals (vocabulary — WW/L1) (word by word translation of the

collocation used in the Georgian language).

3.2 The Quantitative Research

Within a framework of the quantitative research, several questions were sent to those 21 students,
some of the questions are given below. The questions were based on the errors students made in their
essays.

1. While correcting my errors in my English essay | want my English teacher to draw a

comparison/distinction between the English and my state (Georgian) languages.
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Table 1.

1. AbmEL, Ged dsLHogergdgends obyemoliv® glgodo Rgdo 8mdgdol gobfimMgdolsl dsMswgao
29930l Byl 38mdom6 (JoBorwe) 9bslimsb

21 responses

® woob
. 565
06 3030

Most students (52,4%) responded ‘yes’ to this question, however there were those (33,3%) who
don’t fancy her/his English teacher drawing a comparison/distinction between the English and her/his
state (Georgian) languages.

5. Which of these answers of correcting your written errors is satisfactory for you?

5. 50bodbwe Fobswogdsdo dsbifiogarngdeols oM d93MandolL obimmgdol Hmdgwo dsbrbos
®J396m30L ©ads30s9mzomadgeo? “On the internet is so many information about vast things.”

21 responses

@ =adverbial modifier of place (on the
internet) should be at the end of the
English sentence.

® 5060860 Fobso@ads Js@myemo
Pobaogdob Fymdoom baboomegds,
500l go®ademgds (on the internet)
Labr@gneos ogmb fobs@ow)ool
deagnels 0bgerobey® fobswsydsdo

As the chart shows, most students (57,1%) find the Georgian explanation more satisfactory than
the English one. The students want to know why they make the same mistakes, the reason is the
influence of their native language, the unconscious or conscious awareness of the structure of the

Georgian sentence has a great influence over the students acquiring the foreign language.
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2. Explain why do/don’t you agree the following statement: “while correcting my errors in my
English Essay | want my English teacher to draw a comparison/distinction between the English

and my state (Georgian) languages.”

Positive

e ,Bg30 sBOO® Mo3 90 MBbEs 39000 03Mm©Y 0byerolbymo sb Lbgs wmEbm 9bo,
d0mdommo  gbom  Fogdmeo d9bodzbs 96 (obowowgds ymzgmmzol  ma3d™m
3600836903560, s 9030w s0LoJdgwo 0dbgds*. (“In my opinion, no matter how well
you know English or another foreign language, a remark or feedback received in your native
language will always be more important, and easier to understand.”)

o ,,0mU{ogwal 2oLfimMgdmwo d93MIgd0 ogbdotgds MHMYMEME 0byaolydo gligl
390095 YO0 s193g JoOPMEOL. S1g39 Bmyo FmLfogerg glgl Hgmol O™
R0JOMIL oMo s 9999 MoMdbols 0bywolvMo s8o@Mmdsg dolomzol
LoloGYYdM 096905 JoOrME 9BOLMSD 3505l o3ewgds*. (“Corrected mistakes will
help the student to write both English and Georgian essays better. Also, some students think in
Georgian while writing an essay and then translate it into English, so it will be useful for them
to draw a parallel with the Georgian language.”)

* ,M8OM 35OFH0350 50150 O ILEAIBLMZMYdg0s*. (“It’s easier to understand and
remember”)

* ,MROM 35305030 GO G93MI0L 2o5b5¢0BGds S 53 MM 9bsls ImEOL 35bLb3s3900L
obobgo®. (“It will make it easier for me to analyze the error and see the difference between

the two languages”).

Negative
* ,.380d0Hmd MH™I 0bycrolvy®o gbsl 08 Mbgbg 3BMd MHMAI i LoFoMm 56 0dbgds.
mdxmd9L0S FoLfogwgdgerds hgdo 93mds 0byoliGmo 5dobLLsL.« ("I think that I

possess the English language at such a level that it will not be necessary. It is better for the

teacher to explain my mistake to me in English.")

* ,,3505Wgmol 253cgds 5MmIMOL 5930egOMdS MoYsD 0byolmo s JoOmwmwo
$0b505009g09d0L [gmds goblibgs3w9ds, 45bLs 390 3o F5F0b HrMmEILsg Loddg gbgds

L53MIM0 SHBEOOL 25dMboB3ol, 0bywolGs© godm3gdmo sHMHO JoOHDMEs©
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390d9ds ©5035Mml s 30Modom.* (“It is not necessary to draw a parallel, because the

order of English and Georgian sentences is different, especially when it comes to expressing
one’s own opinion, the genuine ideal of the opinion expressed in English can be lost in
Georgian and vice versa.”)

Overall, the results given with the help of the research demonstrate the effectiveness of using
tranlanguaging by the English language teacher in the process of giving individual or open-class
feedback on students’ essays. The students’ attitude towards drawing the parallel or comparison
between the English and Georgian languages is positive, which results in teachers’ productive and

effective feedback.

Conclusions

Even the initial research suggests that translanguaging is a useful tool for teaching students a
foreign language. The advantage over monolingual teaching is that students can compare their mother
tongue with the foreign language and thus identify similarities and differences which help them to
reduce the number of errors and learn the foreign language better. This is also confirmed by the
students' attitudes towards bilingual education. Most students (= 52%) in our study were in favour of
replacing the monolingual-oriented type of feedback on writing tasks. Thus, the teacher was positively
encouraged to use translanguaging in the error correction phase. However, some students (= 33%)
were sceptical about the translanguaging approach, finding it unexpected and unnecessary. However,
this can be explained by the background of the students' learning tradition or their attitude and
expectations, which are much more subjective than a small experiment or observation on language
acquisition in different environments and teaching methods. This case study also suggests that using
translanguaging as a tool to correct students’ errors, i.e. emphasising the role of the L1, can enhance
learners’ understanding of grammar and vocabulary in both languages.
The results are preliminary and corpus-based studies and a larger and more rigorous questionnaire

should be conducted for further research.
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