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Abstract:

This present study investigated the role of the first language in enhancing second
language vocabulary using bilingual texts. Fourteen students with English as a third
language participated in this study. Learners read different versions of the same text
(English and Telugu), and a pre-test, immediate post-test, and delayed post-test were
conducted to measure the incidental vocabulary learning. The findings revealed that (a)
the two groups made significant gains in lexical knowledge through completing the
treatment; (b) learners who read bilingual text had significantly durable knowledge gain
compared to those who read glossed text only. The mean scores in the delayed post-test
of the participants who read bilingual text were significantly higher than those who read
glossed texts only. Including L1 in language classrooms enables language learners to read
beyond their proficiency level and still learn new words while reading. It provides
learners the opportunity to learn L2 vocabulary at their own pace. The findings of this
study suggest that using L1 in language classrooms contributes to effective learning for
L2 vocabulary.
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1. Introduction

Research in first-language reading presents a strong relationship between students'
vocabulary knowledge and text comprehension (Anderson & Freebody, 1981). As
bilingual texts contain L1 and L2, these materials are widely available, and using these
materials has increased. The significance of using bilingual texts can be attributed to L2
learners' motivation and interest while reading these texts. There is a positive opinion
among the teachers, students, and language researchers on bilingual texts. If the learners
face difficulty in L2 learning, they tend to be discouraged, and their confidence may
decrease. In this situation, L1-assisted texts can make learners feel comfortable and enjoy
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reading. It may serve as an enjoyable resource for the learners. The learners can
comprehend bilingual text easily compared to English-only text. While reading L2 texts
involves not just the students' knowledge of words but also knowledge of the concepts
referred to by the words, the depth and fluency of their knowledge of the words, and the
extent to which they have been able to acquire words through extensive exposure to
written language (Anderson & Freebody, 1981).

Second language acquisition research (Dulay & Burt, 1973; Johnson & Newport,
1991) emphasizes that the difficulties and errors of foreign language learning cannot be
completely attributed to interference by the learner's first language. An investigation
analyzed the sources of errors among native Spanish-speaking children learning English;
Dulay and Burt (1973) found that only 3% of errors came from the L1 interferences, and
85% of errors were developmental. The findings imply that the fear of using L1 in foreign
language classrooms should be reduced. In exploring various ways and possibilities of
using students' knowledge of L1, it has been observed that there is a great deal of
documentation on teachers' use of L1 in the language classroom. Most of the time teacher
uses the L1 for translation, explanation, or classroom management. There are many
situations where students use their L1, such as student-student discussion of work done,
explanation of tasks to one another, collaborative dialogue, particularly in learning.

2. Review of Literature

In addition to the research, there is an example, Greggio, and Gil (2007) audio-recorded
twelve class sessions of Portuguese-speaking beginner EFL learners. In these sessions, it
was observed that the teacher used L1 as an effective strategy for explaining grammar
and offering feedback. L1 was used as a viable learning strategy by the learners to clarify
their understanding of lesson content and participate in the class discussions. Based on
these observations, the researchers suggested that L1 may play an important role in
facilitating the interaction between classroom participants and foreign language learning.
Another investigation done by Liao (2006) into the role of L1 for Taiwanese college
students learning English identified three strategic functions in using L1. First, L1 was
used as a memory strategy in improving their ability to memorize words, idioms,
grammar, and sentence structures. Second L1 was used as an effective strategy for
reducing learning anxiety and increasing their motivation to learn English. Third, L1 was
used as a social strategy to assist them in asking questions or cooperating with others,
which promoted their learning outcomes.

Considering the goal of SLA, teachers can utilize the L1 as a tool or necessary
scaffolding which is gradually removed over time, a time-efficient strategy and effective
with the students whose L2 proficiency is low, and as a bridge between the L1 and L2,
providing a more comprehensible and comfortable learning environment. In addition,
Cook (1997) referred to two languages where the L2 meanings do not exist separately
from the L1 meanings in the learner's mind.

In support of L1 use, Finocchiaro and Boumfit (1983) believed that sensible use of
L1 is acceptable where possible. Following Krashen (1981), language learners develop
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their competence if teachers expose them to varieties of comprehensible input. If the
input is not comprehensible enough, the acquisition will be incomplete; the mother
tongue use can be a helpful tool. For instance, if the text is too difficult for the students to
comprehend or if its comprehension depends on background knowledge, the teacher can
build this background using students' mother tongue.

Similarly, Atkinson (1987) recommends using the L1 equivalents for eliciting
language and comprehension checking by both teacher and student in the form of "How
do you say in English?" Thus, first language use can facilitate communication in the target
language. Some scholars reject the monolingual approach to language instruction on
many other grounds. Hopkins (1988) believed that if another language learner is inspired
to omit his own language from the L2 learning process and completely ignores it, they
might feel identity-threatened. In addition, Skinner (1985) rejected the exclusive use of
the target language on practical grounds by expressing the difficulties in connection with
using the L2 exclusively in the classroom. To support this idea, Stern (1992) questioned
the traditional belief of L2-only classrooms by arguing that learners' L1 could have a
reasonable place in an FL classroom.

Moreover, Auerbach (1993) believed that using students' L1 arouses a sense of
security in them since, without their mother tongue, they cannot express themselves and
their experiences in their mother tongue, especially at the beginning stages of language
development. Along the same line, Schweers (1999) emphasized the importance of
judicious and selective use of L1 in L2 classrooms to help facilitate the learning process.
Eldridge (1996) believed there is no empirical evidence to support the notion that
restricting mother tongue use would necessarily improve learner efficiency.
Interestingly, Atkinson (1987) also added that "total prohibition of the students’ L1 is now
unfashionable" (p. 241). Far from being an obstacle, learners' first language is a precious
resource for some scholars. For instance, Stern (1992) considered the judicious use of L1
as a resource that turns input to intake.

Similarly, based on his experience, Cook (2001) believed that optimal first
language use is conducive to having more authentic L2 users. He further believed that
finding cognates and similarities between the languages develops an "interlinked L1 and
L2 knowledge in the students’ minds". By the same token, Cook (2001) and Tang (2002)
believed that the occasional use of L1 by both students and teachers increases both
comprehension and L2 learning since L1 plays a supportive role in the classroom.

Several studies demonstrated the benefit of using L1 to learn a target language.
For example, Villamil and de Guerrero (1996) analyzed the discourse of Spanish-speaking
university students while they engaged in peer revision of their target language writing.
Their data demonstrated that "the L1 was an essential tool for making meaning of the text,
retrieving language from memory, exploring and expanding content, guiding their action through
a task, and maintaining dialogue". Similarly, Swain and Lapkin (2000), in their examination
of the L1 use by 22 pairs of Grade 8 French immersion students as they completed
dictogloss and jigsaw tasks, found that if the students had not used L1 as a means of
negotiation and communication, the tasks might not have been accomplished as
effectively, or perhaps they might not have been accomplished at all.
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Despite its facilitating roles, the mother tongue in the EFL classroom has been a
skeleton in the cupboard. Teachers do not have a positive feeling towards using it. They
mostly feel ashamed and consider English-only classrooms as more efficient. However,
in response, Gabrielatos (2001) believed that L1 had been more "a bone of connection" than
"a skeleton in the cupboard". He stated that "the skeleton has been there all the time; we just have
not wanted to talk about it, because perhaps we have not had the psycholinguistic or pedagogic
framework in which to do so" (p. 8). He thought that a bilingual teacher could amend L2
learning by the use of the mother tongue: "if the L1 facilitates learning, then we use it" (p. 8).
Taking the facilitating function of L1 in teaching L2, in a clean and brief categorization
Wharton (2007) explains three major ways in which the students' L1 can be used in the
language classroom: (1) providing L1 equivalents of English words and expressions; (2)
using L1 to focus on language in use; and (3) using L1 for classroom interaction.
Reiterating these functions, Nation (2003) added another useful function of L1 by
considering it as a productive instrument for communicating meaning. In addition to
these functions, optimal L1 use in teaching a foreign or second language can be justified
since:

1) Initiating with the learners' mother tongue grants the learners a sense of security
and accredits students' lived experience (Auerbach, 1993);

2) L1 use grants students "cognitive support" that enables them to explore language
and produce work of higher standard by playing the role of a bridge for students
to analyze the language and try more than the time they use foreign language only
(Storch & Wigglesworth, 2003).

Inspite of the pedagogical functions of L1, some practitioners dogmatically reject
L1 in language teaching. A situation of this kind was reported by Nunan (1999),
describing a situation where an EFL teacher in China imposed fines on his students in
situations they spoke Cantonese in the classroom. The result was not appealing, and the
learners became silent. Neither did they use the mother tongue, nor did they use English.
The teacher got his wish of no Cantonese, but ironically, he did not get any English from
his students either (p. 158). Putting their prejudices aside, practitioners should let the L1
tulfill its facilitating functions in language classes because:

1) When learners are allowed to use their mother tongue, they can express
themselves more effectively (Wharton, 2007);

2) From a humanistic perspective, it is highly unlikely that a teacher would refuse to
answer a question like "How can I say?" (Harbord, 1992); it is the "preferred learning
strategies" of most language learners in language classrooms around the world
(Atkinson, 1987, p. 242); it is a time-saving device (Wharton, 2007; Atkinson, 1987).
The role of the noticing hypothesis in this study is essential; it says that input taken

by the learner does not become intake for language learning unless it is noticed, which
means consciously registered (Schmidt, 2000). Following this principle, the study
presented learners two versions of the same text, the target language, L1 (Telugu) and L2
(English). At the time of treatment, participants were to find the meanings of the target
words. In this process, the concept of noticing plays an important role. If the students
notice the words, they can write the target words' meaning unless they are noticed.
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2. Methodology

The purpose of this research is to find out how does L1 influences L2 vocabulary learning.
If it has any influence, we can use it in real class teaching and learning.

1) Does reading bilingual materials contribute to vocabulary learning?

2) Do L1 glossed texts contribute to L2 vocabulary learning?

Fourteen students aged 15 - 17 years, studying in tenth grade with English as a
Second language, were selected for this study. These students had the least exposure to
the target language, L2 (English), and learned the English language for a minimum of six
years. Their proficiency levels are at the pre-intermediate level. These students are taught
English as a subject, not as a language. They were divided into two groups; each group
consisted of 7 participants. Participants were informed about the reading and test but
were not informed that the study focuses on vocabulary learning. The test format was
not revealed until they finished the reading session. A pre-test, immediate post-test, and
a delayed post-test experimental design was adopted. Participants were given
instructions on how to complete the given task in their mother tongue, i.e., Telugu.

The two treatment groups: Plain Text Group (PTG) and Glossed Text Group
(GTG), were formed. Each group read a modified text. The PTG read the text in L2 and
L1, in which the target words were not glossed. They had to read the text both in L2
(English) and L1 (Telugu) to find the meaning of the target words by comparing the text.
The GTG reads the text in L2, in which the target words were glossed in their L1
immediately after the word. Before the treatment, a pre-test was conducted with the
selected fourteen target words. Clear instructions were given to write the meanings of
the given target words and check if the participants knew the meanings. The participants
were given two vocabulary post-tests: immediate post-test and delayed post-test. The
immediate post-test was similar to the pre-test where the participants had to write the
target words' meaning. The delayed-post test is a word recognition test with 14 target
words with four multiple-choice answers for each item. The participants were awarded
one mark for each correct answer, which amounted to 14 maximum scores in total for the
test. The participants select the most appropriate meaning from the four L2 (English)
options.

This study involved reading different folk tale versions selected from the grade X
TS SCERT English textbook. First, students are given the English version of the story,
followed by the Telugu version of the same story, which has the target words. This
enabled the participants to compare the two texts and find the meaning of the target
words without the L2 glosses. The research also indicates that L1 glosses are more
effective than L2 glosses for vocabulary learning (Scherfer, 1993). The following
paragraph is an example from the story presented in English and Telugu, and the target
words are highlighted.

Ex. (For BTG.)
An old tiger ran through the rain, looking for shelter. He was wet and cold and his cave
was far away. While hurrying to his shelter, he saw an old hut. With a sigh of relief, the
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tiger crawled under the thatched roof and lay down by the door. Except for the sound of
the rain all was quiet. Before he could nod off, however, he heard something heavy being
dragged inside the hut. This was followed by the voice of a woman.

28 00O HO eF0H0 FH0 B0 HOT HOTBOB. @& SAMT HBAN VM
G0 B T S wrer  &rdosS &od. 88
3(F 058 DBITEE) 8 IED @& 208 I7ed M r0E. 208 QWIS HO
@¢3  5D) 08D MHAISETE, hens) S HBZ00d. S80 FD0 éD)
HEID) A¥V0M &) ON. @& JASE 2BH8 HS00T, HED SHOE IE
DS TR) AT xR0 8 JIDR0A. A B 28 NarY Foeh
DADODOE.

Reading the same story in different versions makes the learners understand the
text and learn vocabulary quickly. Learners are motivated to read when given L1
assistance.

Ex: (For GTG)
The tiger was terrified (25000¢8¢80) and he ran through the dark forest.

Fourteen target words were selected from a range of word frequency levels.
Providing the unknown word meaning immediately after the target word helps learners
identify the target word. In incidental vocabulary learning, only low-frequency words
are chosen as target words; however, choosing words at different frequency levels reflects
vocabulary learning, as high-frequency words are often assumed to be known to readers;
it is likely that some higher frequency words are unknown or partially known (Webb &
Chang, 2015). The target words are listed in the following table.

Table 1: List of Target Words

blinding light dangerous terrified
hurrying frightened miserable
crawled laydown capture
nod off screamed thatched
runaway mysterious

A pre-test, immediate post-test, and delayed post-test were created to measure the
incidental learning of unknown vocabulary. All tests were in a paper and pencil format,
and the participants completed the tests without any external support from dictionaries
and electronic devices.

In the pre-test, students were instructed in Telugu to write the meanings of the 14
target words, scored in the analysis. The immediate post-test was carried out after the
treatment. Participants were given a sheet of paper with the L2 target words in English
and asked to write the meanings of the words in L1. In the delayed post-test, the
participants were informed to write the meanings of the target words in their L1. Every
correct meaning was assigned one mark, thus the maximum scoring was 14.
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Because of the nature of the Telugu language, there are different ways of
expressing the same meaning. Thus, the meaning of the words was scored carefully.
Synonyms or definitions of words were marked as correct answers as long as they
expressed the meaning of the target words in the context. For example, correct responses
for the target word run away, (flee), (run off).

As part of the pre-test, the participants were given a list of target words and asked
to write the meaning of the given words. In the next step, they were given an English
version of the story in which target words were glossed in L2 and asked to guess the
meaning of the target words. Later they all were given the Telugu version of the story
and asked to compare both the texts to find out the meaning of the target words. This
was done as a part of the immediate post-test. After a week, a delayed post-test was
conducted with the target words, and students were asked to write the meanings of the
target words either in English or Telugu.

3. Data Analysis

The variables of interest in this study were pre-test scores, immediate post-test scores,
and delayed post-test scores for the different treatments. Data was collected in terms of
scores and analysed using descriptive statistics to show the group's performance. In the
descriptive statistics, the mean and standard deviation is calculated; while calculating the
mean, all participants are included, whereas, in median and mode, all the participants
are not included. This tool is used to trace the learner's behaviour. Standard deviation is
used to find out the range of variation between the central and mean scores. If the group
has less standard deviation, it implies lesser variation between other group members'
central scores. In this case, the participants have performed homogeneously. If the group
has a high standard deviation, it implies a greater deviation between the central score
and a more heterogeneous group. However, descriptive statistics do not link group
performances or variables. The descriptive statistics, including the number of
participants, means, and standard deviations, are reported in Table 2.

Table 2: Mean and Standard deviation of learning conditions on the dependent variable

Group Pre-test Immediate post-test Delayed post-test
Mean 3.6 4.9 7.1
BT =7
C=7) SD 2.0 43 3.3
Mean 8.0 13.1 6.7
T =7
GIG(n=7) SD 2.3 1.1 05
Note: The maximum score of all tests is 14; BGT = Bilingual text group; GTG = Glossed text group

The independent variable in this study is the version of reading material the participants
received. To answer research question one and determine whether words can be
remembered for an extended period, mean difference is found between pre-test and
immediate post-test scores and delayed post-test and pre-test scores within each group.
Table 3 shows significant differences between pre-test and immediate post-tests and pre-
test and delayed post-test scores within each group. The value of p indicates the
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significant difference between the tests. In table 3, we can observe that the p values
between all tests are less than 0.05 (p<0.05), indicating that each learning condition had
contributed to significant gains in vocabulary knowledge except for the Glossed Text
Group (GTG) group between delayed post-test and pre-test, p = 0.299, which means the
difference is not significant between these tests.

Table 3: Mean, probability value (p), and
effect size (Cohen's d) on the dependent variable

Group Mean Difference p Cohen’s d
Immediate post-test to pre-test BTG 1.3 007 0.38
GTG 3.6 .00* 2.82
Delayed post-test to pre-test BTG >1 057 1.28
GTG -1.3 29 0.78
Note: p<.05* BTG = Read Bilingual Text Group only; GTG = Read English with Telugu glossing.

After the treatment, the bilingual text group had the highest mean increase (5.1). The
effect size was large (1.28). The bilingual text condition led to a statistically significant
increase between immediate post-test and pre-test. The glossed text group had a mean
decrease of 1.3 between pre-test and delayed post-test, and the effect size was (0.78); there
was no significant gain in vocabulary knowledge found for this group in delayed post-
test.

To answer the second research question if the L1 glossed text has any effect on
vocabulary learning, when the pre-test and delayed post-test scores are considered, we
can observe from the findings that GTG had mean decrease of 1.3 in delayed post-test,
and there is no significant mean difference (p=0.29). This implies that the GTG has not
shown any significant vocabulary gain compared to BTG.

In summary, the analysis showed: (a) The two groups made significant gains in
lexical knowledge through completing the treatment. (b) Learners who read bilingual
text had significantly durable knowledge gain compared to those who read glossed text
only. The mean scores in the delayed post-test of the participants who read bilingual text
were significantly higher than those of participants who read only glossed texts.

4. Discussion

In response to the first research question, the results of this study indicated that reading
bilingual text contributed to the acquisition of vocabulary knowledge. The results
showed that vocabulary test scores increased by 25.7% through reading bilingual text.
The study done by Hu et al. (2012) indicates that reading bilingual books may contribute
to vocabulary learning; the results of this study support the findings. In their study,
native Chinese participants were involved in an eight-week treatment where they read
English-Chinese bilingual books for one and a half hours every week. Statistics obtained
from pre-test and post-test assessments to report on their participants' language
development were compared. It was found that the number of words participants could
identify had an increase of 28% and 27.2% for two groups of target words. The current
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study found slightly smaller vocabulary knowledge gains. The lower scores in this study
may be because the participants were tested on their knowledge of form-meaning
connection rather than spelling. Research suggests that knowledge of written form is
gained more easily than knowledge of form-meaning connection. The participants are
exposed to the text-only once at the time of treatment, and research on incidental
vocabulary learning suggests that gains are more extensive when learners read multiple
texts rather than single text (Horts, 2005; Webb & Chang, 2015). Reading multiple texts
increases the chances of repeatedly encountering the same words and thus increases the
potential for learning the words.

In answer to the second research question, the results indicated that reading L1
glossed text had no significant influence on vocabulary learning. This result does not
provide any explicit support for the theories of SLA discussed earlier. From the
standpoint of the noticing hypothesis, the unknown words are noticed when the L1
words are provided immediately after the target word. Lee and VanPatten (1995)
suggested that from noticing and attention, glossed target words should have a greater
chance to be learned by participants because the glossing helps focus readers' attention
on the target words in the text. Thus, it is reasonable to believe that bilingual reading
would be less effective in vocabulary learning than glossed text reading. However, the
results of this study did not support the assumption.

The bilingual text group had more knowledge gains compared to the glossed text
group, this may be due to the relatively short length of the reading text-enabled
participants to notice and attend to unfamiliar words in the bilingual reading condition.
Also, in the bilingual text, the L1 translation might have enabled participants to make less
effort in understanding the material. Participants were able to get more time to focus on
learning the unknown words because there is a low burden on text comprehension.

4.1 Pedagogical Implications

The findings indicate that bilingual text may make valuable contributions to L2
vocabulary learning in ESL/EFL classrooms. In the bilingual text, the translation of the L2
text may be helpful not only for reading comprehension but also for incidental
vocabulary learning. There is much value in including bilingual texts in reading
programs because a) language teachers and learners would have a broader range of
appropriate reading materials because bilingual books may reduce the potential for
learners to misunderstand the content. b) learners can read bilingual materials beyond
their proficiency level and may still learn new words through the reading process.
Learning and teaching are flexible when bilingual materials are used in the classrooms.
Each learner in the classroom is unique; they may have different background knowledge
of the text even if they are from the same class. Thus, selecting the glossed words is
unlikely to meet each reader's individual learning needs in glossed reading materials. In
contrast, reading bilingual books allows readers to learn every unknown word at their
own pace. This may help to facilitate vocabulary learning both inside of the classroom
and out of the classroom.
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L1 and L2 overlap are one of the most important things to be noted in using
bilingual texts in the classroom; some sentences have a word-for-word overlap,
sometimes sentences may vary in terms of overlap because most of the sentence
structures of L1 differ with sentence structures of L2. This might affect how words can be
learned through bilingual text.

Modifications should be done with several elements of this study in future studies
to investigate further the effect of L1 in learning L2 vocabulary. First, in this study, one
group read the bilingual text, and another group read glossed text, the amount of time
allotted to the two groups is the same, but the bilingual text group may require more time
than the bilingual text group. It would be helpful to examine the influence of time on
reading L1 translated text. However, research indicates that time on task can influence
vocabulary gains through different learning conditions (Webb, 2005). When the
participants read two versions of the same text, they may take a different amount of time
than those who read only glossed text. Thus, it would be helpful to check if the given
time benefited the one type of text more efficiently for vocabulary learning.

The second element that could be examined is the extent to which vocabulary may
be learned when the L2 versions of reading texts are beyond a reader's current proficiency
level. The text used in the present study was selected to fit the proficiency level of the
participants. Thus, it would be helpful to examine the extent to which bilingual texts that
are clearly beyond readers' proficiency level contribute to learning. The learners who are
yet to master the most frequent 2000 words of the target language can learn vocabulary
through reading a bilingual text in which knowledge of the most frequent 3000 words is
required to reach 95% lexical coverage. The final limitation is related to the assessment of
participants' vocabulary learning. This study measured only receptive knowledge of the
target words in meaning recall tests. It would be better to include different vocabulary
tests to assess vocabulary knowledge. For example, the extent to which participants could
recall the L2 vocabulary and link it to the L1 meaning. The target words are glossed with
L1 meanings in the treatment, but the options are given in the delayed test in the target
language. Therefore, learners might have felt difficulty in answering the questions.

5. Conclusion

The present study's findings indicate that L1 has great potential in learning L2
vocabulary. The vocabulary gains through reading bilingual text are more significant
than reading glossed text. These findings indicate the potential value of including L1 in
language learning. The findings revealed that participants who read bilingual and
glossed texts gained significant vocabulary knowledge through reading material. Adding
bilingual text enabled participants to get significantly higher scores in the delayed post-
test than the pre-test. The present study provided valuable implications for language
learning. First, a more comprehensive range of appropriate reading materials should be
available for language teachers and learners. Bilingual materials can reduce the potential
of misunderstanding content as they enable readers to get the correct meaning of the
content from text written in their L1. Secondly, when learners are provided input in their
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L1, they can read the text with flexibility —in EFL/ESL classroom, using glossed text as
reading material is unlikely to meet every learner's needs because the target vocabulary
may be known to one learner. Including L1 in language classrooms enables language
learners to read beyond their proficiency level and still learn new words while reading.
It also allows learners to learn L2 vocabulary at their own pace. Thus, using L1 in a
language classroom contributes to learning L2 vocabulary.
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