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1 Introduction

Linguistic interference is one of the linguistic phenomena that interest researchers
who study second/foreign language acquisition. It seems to be a significant source of
errors for all learners of a second/foreign language (L2). Brown (2006: 232) states
that the early stages of learning an L2 are more vulnerable to interlingual transfer
from the first language (L1) because the only linguistic system upon which a learner
can draw is the L1.

It is divided to negative interference/transfer, and  positive
interference/facilitating (Gass and Selinker 1983) which is reinforced by the Common
Underlying Proficiency Hypothesis of Cummins (1991), who believed that if a learner
has already learned a language, then they are readily equipped to learn a second.

While we may not always claim that an error is a result of transfer from the
native language, many such errors are detectable in learners’ speech. For instance,
Spanish learners of Modern Greek (MG) may say *éyw meiva (= ‘1 am hungry’, lit. ‘1
have hunger’) instead of using the verb zeivdw, *éyw eikoot ypovie (= ‘1 am twenty
years old’, lit. ‘I have twenty years’) instead of the phrase iua: ixoar ypovaov (lit. ‘1
am twenty yearscen’) and so forth. This kind of error is attributable to negative
interference.

The notion of interference correlates with other studies which clearly show that
the nature of L2 errors is systematic and not just random errors selected from the
myriad of possible L1-to-L2 mismatch constructs made available by Universal
Grammar; but rather, such errors indeed tend to be strategically derived by the
speaker’s L1 language parameter settings (Galasso 2002: 16).

Apart from purely linguistic factors (cross-linguistic influence), L2 acquisition
(SLS) depends on various factors, such as age, psychological and personality factors,
styles and strategies, sociocultural factors, and communicative competence (Saville-
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Troike 2006, a.0.). In addition, learners’ language awareness and psychotypology?, as
well as the efficacy of the teaching procedure, play a significant role during the SLA.

The first theory connected with the phenomenon of linguistic interference is the
Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis (Fries 1945, Lado 1957), in the framework of which,
by comparing L1 with L2, possible errors that lie on the different structures of the two
languages can be predicted. A decade later, the classification and interpretation of
errors are based on a new contrastive approach, Error Analysis (Corder 1967), which
is later reinforced by the Interlanguage Theory (Selinker 1969). Finally, regarding the
interaction among languages, the term cross-linguistic influence is introduced
(Sharwood Smith 1983, Odlin 1989). The theoretical framework adopted by the
present research is congruent with the principles of the interlanguage analysis on the
study and interpretation of errors (Dulay and Burt 1973, Cook 1996).

Although there is a worldwide interest in the study of the Greek language, it was
not until recently that Greek learner corpora were designed and created. The first
learner corpus of Greek as an L2 has been compiled by Tzimokas (2010). It consists
of around 65,000 words and 291 texts produced by adults with different mother
tongues. However, the error annotation schema is complicated and inflexible for both
groups of users, teachers of Greek as a second/foreign language, and researchers.
Also, although the data range is quite elaborative, the architecture and design do not
promote interpretability with other formats and platforms.

The second learner corpus for Greek as an L2 is the Greek Learner Corpus
(GLC) which is assembled from written productions of learners in the first and
secondary education levels. It consists of 33,500 words and 500 texts, and currently, it
is in the process of being expanded.? The texts collected are produced by 7-to-12-
year-old learners of Greek with a variety of mother tongues, the most common of
which are Albanian, Slavic languages, Georgian, Arabic, Hindi & Urdu. Furthermore,
all the texts generated by the learners belong to the same genre, namely narration, and
are part of a placement test for the classification of learners into proficiency levels
(Tantos and Papadopoulou 2012, Tantos et al. 2013, 2015). In contrast to Tzimokas’
corpus, the annotation schema of GLC is less complicated and more user-friendly.

2 The research

In Spain and Latin America, there is a considerable number of Greek language
learners as in Greece many Greek learners of Spanish. However, despite the two-way
interest between the two languages, to our knowledge, there are few linguistic studies
to examine them in comparison, the most significant of which are Alexopoulou (2005,
2010), Lozano (2006, 2008, 2018), Leontaridi et al. (2010), Andria, Miralpeix and
Celaya (2012), Andria (2014). Unlike most of the above studies which focus on
specific linguistic phenomena, the current research project is interested in exploring
the errors which appear in written productions by Spanish learners of Modern Greek
in all linguistic levels.

More specifically, dusting the first stage, the analysis focuses on the errors made
due to the cross-linguistic influence of Spanish (L1) to Greek (L2). This will offer the
opportunity for learners to reassess their work and for teachers to re-schedule the

! See Kellerman 1979.
2 For more information on the current project: http:/lal2a.lit.auth.gr/
3 For a more detailed description see 2.2.
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syllabus or prioritize certain areas to meet learners’ needs and improve efficiency
based on empirical data.

We hypothesize that a big part of the difficulties that Spanish learners face when
learning Greek lie on the negative interference of L1 with L2 due to the mismatch
between the structures of the two languages, distributed in different linguistic levels.

As mentioned above, cross-linguistic influence is a multifactorial phenomenon
where several factors interact (Odlin 2005). However, at this stage, the research will
be limited to the study of the language, while the metadata available will be coded and
analyzed later.

Our research questions are a) Which categories are more problematic during MG
language learning by Spanish learners? b) Which of them seem to be affected by the
interference and to what extent?

This study forms part of Post-Doctoral research titled “The construction of a
corpus of Spanish learners of Greek as a second/foreign language”, conducted in the
Department of Aegean Studies of the University of the Aegean (Greece).

2.1 The Corpus

A dynamic monolingual learner corpus (Spanish Learners’ Greek Corpus, henceforth
SLGC) has been constructed for the aim of this research. The corpus consists of
66,000 words of written productions by Spanish candidates in the Greek language
certification exams organized by the ‘Center for the Greek language’# in various exam
centers in Spain and Latin America, and by ‘The School of Modern Greek Language’
in the Aristotle University of Thessaloniki.

Each candidate was asked to write two texts, one formal and one informal. The
topics are related to everyday communication issues. As regards the level, it ranges
from A1 to C2 according to the classification of CEFR (2001).6

For each learner, SLGC contains the precise background information (e.g.
proficiency level, length of exposure, learning environment, motivation, etc.), which
is essential to conduct L2 research concerning not only interlanguage grammars but
also cross-linguistic effects, residence abroad effects, (re)sources used in composition
writing, etc.

2.2 Methodology

SLGC is being processed with the use of relevant tools (see Dagneaux et al. 1996,
Granger 1998; 2008, Meunier 1998, Diaz-Negrillo and Ferndndez-Dominguez 2006),
computational error analysis practices are followed, while tools are drawn from
corpus and computational linguistics.

The computational processing and quality analysis of the learner corpus,
according to the theoretical framework adopted, extracts the learners’ repeated errors
due to negative transfer of L1 to L2. The detected errors are categorized according to
certain criteria in order to be didactically used.

More specifically, the steps followed during the coding process are a)
compilation and digitalization/transcription of texts (the learners’ hand-written
productions were digitalized into .txt files), b) categorization according to level, exam

4 https://greeklanguage.qgr/en/
> https://smg.web.auth.gr/
6 https://www.coe.int/en/web/common-european-framework-reference-languages/home
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center, and genre, ¢) processing of the annotation schema and manual annotation of
errors, and d) statistical analysis.

For the annotation, we use the free software UAM Corpus Tool” (O'Donnell,
2008), which allows manual annotation of multiple texts using the same annotation
schema, based on the error taxonomy created (it can easily be modified in case new
tags need to be used). Each text is annotated at multiple levels (e.g., NP, Clause,
Sentence, whole document), instances across levels are searched, and comparative
statistics across subsets are made. Finally, all annotation is stored in XML files so that
our annotations can be shared with other applications in the future. "Stand-off" XML
Is used so that the annotation files do not contain the text, just pointers to the text,
which allows for multiple overlapping analyses of the same text.

The annotation schema follows the error taxonomy created to fulfil the needs of
our research. It is based on the taxonomy created by Tantos et al. (2013, 2015) for the
annotation of the Greek Learner Corpus (GLC). The major categories are visualized in
figure 1:

7 http://www.corpustool.com/

13


http://www.corpustool.com/

@ Scheme SLGC_Errorsaoml

SIE Feature:m Depth: W@l Zoom %: [E]0 I Options

Orypay
e _hel
oy

gy P2

il T med
L
arhed
=

rpml:v bk,
[ TEE Ly ypau
-mag
Frov 298 0
Treg

-avn

a-agH
YMa vy
Y TVRE Lo npo
O T T
O
O~
N TR L reh o
auv-Teh

P [nﬂMJ
7 el unana

-bh_prmap
he . NESH_PATH
[~ heEn podan TrerT b_pmpog
-b_pravn

-OT-TMag
=
Fang 7 aT-Tgod
OT-awn
LTI T
UK YnOK TR T O
TYPE L
UTTOE- O TIE
mag-nag
na e nag-npog
B e E T
nag-avn
- ZYNL Lm-nag
_ ERROAS| ., FEMS g PP
TS e TYPL Ll
¥IIAT. Tm-avn
U TRE guyTih-Tiog

LT TYrC ey TR T i

duy ih-avi

Latverpos saumy S40P0PR KATIHD [dw_ﬂ-
- TVPE

avt_op
Feeg
s
~rpaih
[~y
Foukkof

ormag

o L g
% r

ARG aavn
TYP a-Tag

[=]

Hapd

ang

i

a-mpea
a-awn

n-mag

meoo| oo
TYFE P

m-avn
DLNHEVEEY
[ Tvee [nau
KAIT-=A-mag
TYPELwh-npaa

LU R

Fnpod

et

TTurayT

NTof - npold_poaaon

TYPEL 1w mproad,_yevis)
TTubarT_yjdne

T TR EE T paqinTg)

quumhng-Tiap

Louunhfpuya LOWTATIPOA aup - npog
HrhpuE e AT
QU T AE-avn

Figure 1 | The annotation schema

For each file, the UAM tool provides information about the length of the text as
well as the text complexity which will be useful during future analysis (Table 1).
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File: Malaga A2/Malaga_A2_5_a txt

Length:
- Words in text: 86
- Sentences in text: 8
Text Complexity:
- Av. Word Length: 406
- Av. Sentence Length: 107

Table 1 | File information

Also, for each text file, a table of detailed features are provided, giving a full
picture of the errors. For example, in Table 2, the annotated errors of a candidate’s
(Malaga_AZ2_5) written production in the exam center of Malaga are listed.

1 |textfi|e 'llang - lid| ~ |features ~
2 |Malaga A2/Malaga_A2_5_a.txt Greek 1|errors;cop

3 |Malaga A2/Malaga A2 5 a.txt Greek 3|errors;Tov;T-Tap

4 |Malaga A2/Malaga_A2_5_a.txt |Greek 4 errors;Tov;T-mop

5 |Malaga A2/Malaga_A2_5_a.txt |Greek 9| errors;mrw; mrw-ovt
6
7
8
g

Malaga A2/Malaga_A2_5_a.txt |Greek 7 errors;ypady;y-Aef
Malaga A2/Malaga_A2_5_a.txt |Greek 10|errors;Tov; T-rap
Malaga A2/Malaga_A2_5_a.txt |Greek 11 errors;opB;o-ypap
Malaga A2/Malaga_A2_5_a.txt |Greek 13 |errors;apf;opLo-map
10 |Malaga A2/Malaga_A2_5_a.txt |Greek 14| errors;Tov;T-map
11 |Malaga A2/Malaga_A2_5_a.txt |Greek 15|errors;Tov;T-map
12 |Malaga A2/Malaga A2 5 a.txt Greek 16|errors;opf;msl
13 |Malaga A2/Malaga_A2_5_a.txt Greek 22|errors;Tov;T-Tap
14 |Malaga A2/Malaga_A2_5_a.txt Greek 24 |errors;Tov; T-map
15 |Malaga A2/Malaga_A2_5_a.txt Greek 27 errors;opB;o-ypap
16 |Malaga A2/Malaga_A2_5_a.txt Greek 28 |errors;oln; pouv
17 |Malaga A2/Malaga_A2_5_a.txt |Greek 29|errors;Aeén_dpdaon;h_d-avtt
18 |Malaga A2/Malaga_A2_5_a.txt Greek 30|errors;Tov;T-Tap
19 |Malaga A2/Malaga_A2_5_a.txt |Greek 32|errors;opB;o-Asf
20 |Malaga A2/Malaga_A2_5_a.txt Greek 35|errors;opB;o-ypop
21 |Malaga A2/Malaga_A2 5 a.txt Greek 37|errors;ypad;y-Aeg
22 |Malaga A2/Malaga_A2_5_a.txt Greek 38 |errors;opB;o0-Asg
23 |Malaga A2/Malaga_A2_5_a.txt |Greek 39 |errors;oTLE;0T-TpoC
24 |Malaga A2/Malaga_A2_5_a.txt Greek 40| errors;Tov;T-map
25 |Malaga A2/Malaga_A2_5_a.txt |Greek 41 errors;Tov;T-nap
26 |Malaga A2/Malaga_A2_5_a.txt |Greek 43 |errors;opf;o0-Aef
27 |Malaga A2/Malaga_A2_5_a.txt \Greek 44 errors;Tov;T-mup
28 |Malaga A2/Malaga_A2_5_a.txt |Greek 45| errors;Tov;T-map
29 |Malaga A2/Malaga_A2_5_a.txt Greek 47 errors;op8;o-ypop
30 |Malaga A2/Malaga A2 5 a.txt Greek 48 errors;opf;0-opla_AsE
31 |Malaga A2/Malaga_A2_5_a.txt Greek 49 errors;Tov;T-mop
32 |Malaga A2/Malaga_A2_5_a.txt Greek 51 errors;Tov;T-nap
33 |Malaga A2/Malaga_A2_5_a.txt Greek 52| errors;Tov;T-map
34 |Malaga A2/Malaga_A2_5_a.txt Greek 53 errors;Tov;T-nap
35 |Malaga A2/Malaga_A2_5_a.txt |Greek 54| errors;oupdy;o-yev
36 |Malaga A2/Malaga_A2_5_a.txt Greek 55 errors;opf;o0-Asg
37 |Malaga A2/Malaga_A2_5_a.txt |Greek 56| errors;Tov;T-map

Table 2 | Error features

In figure 2 some examples of the annotation environment of UAM are given. The
underlining marks annotated words and phrases. The use of more than one-line marks
multiple annotations. Clicking on one of them, the annotation of the selected item is
shown in the field under the text.
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Figure 2 | Examples of annotation with UAM

3 Preliminary results

For this presentation, 62 texts of the corpus have been annotated and 1.862 errors
have been detected. The Al and A2 levels of the exam centers in Barcelona, Buenos
Aires, Malaga, Montevideo, and Oviedo have been analyzed (see table 3). The two
levels are examined together because in the present sample the limits between them
are vague.

Exam center
Level Barcelona Buenos Aires Malaga Montevideo Oviedo Total

Al-A2 20 12 20 2 8 62

Table 3 | Number of written productions per exam center

In the above data, the classification of the errors is in line with the taxonomy
visualized in the annotation schema (Figure 1). Based on that, some general
conclusions will be drawn about the kind of errors Spanish learners make, observing
the general trends shown in Figure 3.
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Figure 3 | Percentage of errors per domain

Figure 3 shows that most errors occur in the orthography and accentuation,
followed by the vocabulary, punctuation, agreement and text organization. More
specifically:

a) 30% of errors occur in orthography® (Fig. 4): a) Orthographical (23%): aryvoun
(‘sorry’), mpémn (‘must’), dwafazeipio (‘passport’), b) graphemic (7%): ypioraliva
(‘crystal clear’), ptiyiouévos (“happy’), katopdytag (‘waterfalls’). 63,5% appear in the
root morpheme, while 26,1% in the grammatical morpheme. Both phonological skills
in the early stages of L2 learning, as well as the unawareness or ineffective
application of spelling rules to more advanced texts, seem to influence learners’
spelling performance. Based on the results, it is clear that, apart from the graphical-
phonetic correspondence, the students face difficulties in the phonemic-morphological
correspondence.

60,00%
o 50,27%
50,00%
40,00%
30,00% 20,88%
20,00% 13,19%
o 4,67%
10,00% -5,22% 0,27% 0,82% 2,47% 2,20% o
0,00%
> > "5 . X
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8 For practical reasons, orthography contains here both orthographical and graphemic errors.
Orthographical are the errors with a correct phonological representation, where only spelling errors are
detected. Graphemic are mistakes in the form of the word where there is no proper phonological
representation.
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Figure 4 | Orthographical and graphemic errors

b) Both Greek and Spanish language use an accent mark ("). However, although
in Greek the accent is obligatory in all non-monosyllabic words, in Spanish, the main
purpose of writing an accent mark is to indicate that this particular word is supposed
to be stressed somewhere other than the syllable where it would be stressed naturally
if it followed the rules. As a result, Spanish learners of Greek add, omit, or substitute
it, influenced by the rules of their L1: e.g. oxeptdual, udOnuee, npopyet, tacior. We
assume that the high percentage of its omission (69,76%, see Fig. 5) is due to the fact
that in Spanish the accent normally is not marked, e.g. una manzana (/'una man'6ana/)
‘an apple’.

80,00%
70,00%

0,
60,00% 69,76%

50,00%
40,00%
30,00%
20,00%
10,00% 17,56
12,68%
0,00%

addition omission substitution

Figure 5| Accent mark: Error performance

c) 15% of the errors are performed due to the incorrect use of the vocabulary
(Fig. 6). The errors are related to the selection of the appropriate word (substitution of
form and/or meaning), as well as the addition or omission of words. Difficulties in the
[+/-learned] register, polysemous words, idiomatic expressions, lexical collocations,
inaccurate use of the verbs zyyoivw vs. épyouou (ir/venir, ‘to go/to come’) and
mnyoiveo vs. pépve (llevar/traer, ‘to take/to bring’), eipot vs. mnyaive (estar/ir, ‘to
be’/to go”), and the use of nonexistent forms are noticed. For example, in (1) there is
a clear confusion in the use of the verb eiuo: which here corresponds to the Spanish
‘estar’, and not to ‘ser’, while in (2) and (3) the structures with the verb ir (‘to go’)
and the question pronoun que (‘what”), respectively, are transferred to Greek:

Error Target
(1) *eiuou TTOAD EVOLOPEPODOO.  EVOLOPEPOUAL  TTOAD
be.1sG.PRS very interesting- be.interested.  much
NOM.SG.F 1SG.PRS

‘estoy muy interesada’
‘I am very interested’

(2) *ue Tdel KOAG e Polever
me.ACC.CL go0.3sG.PRs  well me.ACC.CL Suit.3SG.PRS
‘me va bien’

‘it suits me’
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(3) *u ooV paivetal, Twe oov  paivetal,

*what YOU.GEN.CL seem.3SG.PRS  how you. seem.3SG.PRS
GEN.CL
‘,que te parece?’
‘what do you think?’
100,00%
80,00%
84,06%
60,00%
40,00%
20,00% 356% -
0,00%
lex_substitution lex_omission lex_addition

Figure 6 | Vocabulary and expressions: Error performance

d) Although there are few differences between the two languages, 9% of errors
occur in punctuation (Fig. 7). In many of the texts, non-systematic use of the comma
and hyphen is found. Other punctuation marks are also quite problematic, e.g. phrases
at the start of letters, like “Dear John”, are followed by a colon, and not a comma like
in Greek: “Querido Juan: ;Coémo estas?”, and confusion regarding the Greek
question mark (;), which is used as a colon.

40,00%

37,78%

30,00% .
32,22% 30,00%

20,00%

10,00%

0,00%
addition omission substitution

Figure 7 | Punctuation: Error performance
e) 7% of the errors of the present sub-corpus (A1-A2 level) are related to the
agreement in gender>number>person>case (see errors in gender, number and case

agreement in examples 4-5). Figure 8 illustrates the percentage of different types of
agreement:
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Error Target

4) *uéoa ota voyTo. UETQL o voyro.
inside at: night. inside at: night.
DEF.ACC.PL.N ACC.SG.F DEF.ACC.SG.F ACC.SG.F
‘en la noche’
‘in the night’
(5) *amdé  evag PLAODG oo &voy @ilo
of INDEF. friend. of INDEF. friend.
NOM.SG.M ACC.PL.M ACC.SG.M ACC.SG.M

‘de un amigo’

‘of a friend’

Except for many other reasons, this difficulty is attributed to interference, e.g.
unlike in Greek, in Spanish, the possessive pronouns agree in gender and number with
the object of property, not the possessor: ot gilor oo ‘mis amigos’ (‘my friends’):

(6a) GR o1 pilol 1oV
DEF.NOM.PL.M friend.NOM.PL.M MY.GEN.SG
‘my friends’

(6b) sp mis amigos
my.PL.M. friend.pL.M

‘my friends’

40,00%

30,00% 35,14%
29,73%
20,00%

10,00% 17,12% o

0,00%
agr_case agr_gender  agr_number  agr_person

Figure 8 | Agreement: Error performance

f) Particularly problematic (5% of the present sample, Fig. 3), although expected
at these levels, as the use of complex structure is limited, is the speech organization in
many written productions. Figure 9 visualizes the non-systematic structure and
inaccurate use of indicators that characterize textual cohesion, the overuse of overt
subjects, the addition of coordinate and substitution of subordinate conjunction, as
well as errors in the selection of clitics, e.g.:
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Error Target
(7a) *0édw  va Plénw oov Oérw vo. o€ ow

want.l to seelsG.sBJ you.s want.ls to Yyou.S seelSG.SBJ
SG.PRS V.IMPFV G.CL G.PRS G.CL V.PFV

‘quiero verte’

‘I want to see you’

(7Tb)  Lati ey mponiudd éva Eevodoyeio yioi Gédw éva dvero kpefam k. éva
KaBopo umavio ue (oo vepo Kal Evo, KOO TPWIVO e KAPE, TOPTOKOLAIA,
woui kot fodtipo.

‘Porque yo prefiero un hotel porque quiero una cama comoda Y un bafo
limpio con agua caliente y un buen desayuno con café, jugo de naranja,
pan y mantequilla.’

‘Because | prefer a hotel because | want a comfortable bed and a clean
bathroom with hot water and a good breakfast with coffee, orange juice,
bread and butter.’

rUTTOK-TTOP
YMNOK-
TYPE rUTTOK-TTROT

[z2. 839

rUTTOK
23.514|

-UTTOK-QVTIK

TIOP-TIOP
0.00%
e | 222
rrap TIGP-TIPOT
[13.044] [13.043]
TIQP-OVTI
TYNA- ETT-TTAP

Fa
TYPE 5.43%
KEIM- EMIPP-

KM TyPE

avi_kA
Lavagopd_kAmko #\T(\ISSJOPA KAITIKO-
ar o0

Figure 9 | Analysis of textual errors in UAM

4  Conclusions

In L2 research relatively little use has been made of corpora, particularly in formal
approaches to second language acquisition (SLA), and many SLA researchers are still
reticent about using corpus data. However, given the increasing interest in L2 Greek
acquisition research, SLGC is a valuable tool for corpus-driven studies as a source of
naturalistic data for researchers, by providing information on Spanish learners’
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interlanguage. This will lead to the improvement in the curriculum design of teaching
Greek as L2.

According to Corder (1981), the learner’s native language is facilitative, and
errors are not a sign of inhibition but the evidence of the student’s learning strategies.
Considering that teachers can control the input but not the intake, we strongly believe
that SLGC will give them evidence of how language is learned, and help them detect,
or even predict, the strategies employed and the areas that need to be reinforced for
the teaching/learning procedure to become more effective.

Besides, the observation of the data will help teachers choose the adequate
teaching method and material, syllabus designers, and textbook writers, to focus on
the specific difficulties due to negative transfer from L1 to L2, so as to be promptly
and purposefully faced.

Moreover, the elaboration of the results may be useful for auto-learning and self-
evaluation, promoting learners’ autonomy and raising their language awareness.

Of course, in this research there are limitations. Although the sample size is much
bigger compared to the sample of previous Greek studies in the research area, more
data are needed. However, the biggest setback is easy and/or free access to adequate
data. Also, a bigger team consisted of more annotators, IT specialists, and other
experts in the area are needed.

Our future research includes the analysis of learners’ interlanguage taking into
consideration different variables, the detection of more error types, and the expansion
of the learner corpus to other languages.
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