
Pakistan Journal of Social Research  
ISSN 2710-3129 (P) 2710-3137 (O) 
Vol. 4, No. 2, April-June 2022, pp. 583-593.  
www.pjsr.com.pk 
 

583 
 

INFLUENCE OF GUJARI ON LEARNING OF ENGLISH LEXEMES: 

THE SEMANTIC AND CONCEPTUAL PERSPECTIVE 
 

Farooq Ahmed 

Ph.D. Scholar, Department of English, Foundation University, Islamabad 

farooq.eng@must.edu.pk  

 

Rooh Ul Amin 

Professor, Department of English, Foundation University, Islamabad 

roohul.amin@fui.edu.pk  

ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study is to determine whether or not Gujari learners tend to make a connection between 

L2 forms and their L1 equivalents. They accomplish this by transmitting all semantic and conceptual 

knowledge from L1 to L2. This trend can be observed even when L2 lexemes share a single L1 translation. 

Consequently, second language learners may demonstrate usages distinct from those of native speakers 

and/or be less capable of discerning the nuances of word pairs that share the same L1 translation. For 

example, the word pairs ‘give’ and ‘donation’ are translated into deo ( دیو) in Gujari and the Gujari learners 

are liable to commit an error and use the word pairs interchangeably. The present study investigates the 

influence of Gujari on learning English lexemes by using group-guided conversation. Five-word pairs are 

used in the context of education to know the semantic and conceptual influence of an already learned 

language. The results which were validated by the retrospective process show that Gujari learners have a 

poor understanding of English word pairs and they were found using them interchangeably and mapping 

the already learned concepts in their native Gujari equivalent(s). They tend to transfer the already learned 

concepts in a single lexeme into English word pairs that have distinctive concepts and different nuances of 

meanings for the native speakers as in the aforementioned example of ‘give’ and ‘donation’ both having 

one Gujari equivalent which is ‘deo’ ( دیو) and this word ‘deo’ was found encompassing two distinctive 

concepts of English word pairs ‘give’ and 'donation’. 

Keywords:  Gujari, Lexical influence, Conceptual restructuring, Word pairs, Lexemes, Gujari  

 

INTRODUCTION 

Even though the fundamental components of bilingualism as defined by John Edward in 1984 or late 

modernity (Giddens, 1990) or even liquid modernity have remained largely unchanged, it is clear that these 

concepts are undergoing profound transformations (Lee, R. L. 2005). Language users engage in social 

practices of language use and acquisition in several contexts, and this influences bilingual learners too. 

Regardless of the word, the particular nature of the modern human predicament is evident that has led to 

significant changes in technology, altered beliefs, and perceptions, and naturally, language usage has 

changed along with such changes that always invite the researchers to investigate the changes and the 

influence on learning of English as a second/foreign language. This, in turn, updates the existing body of 

knowledge and the current research is an attempt to explore the semantic and conceptual influence of Gujari 

while learning English lexeme and particularly the word pairs which have distinctive nuances of meaning 

in English but Gujari learners use them in a restrictive manner.  

Azad Jammu and Kashmir, the region of Kashmir administered by Pakistan, is linguistically diverse 

(Liljegren & Akhunzada, 2017).). In this portion of Kashmir, several languages are spoken, although Urdu 

is considered the official language, and English is regarded as the symbol of prestige, as it is elsewhere in 

the globe. In addition to these two major languages, there are native speakers of numerous other languages, 

including Gujri, Kashmiri, Pahari, and Pothwari, as well as a petite number of speakers of Pashto, Shina, 

and Kundal Shahi. With the exception of English and Pashto, the majority of languages are hence Indo-

Aryan. (Bose, 2009). 
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The Pahari-Pothwari language is spoken in the majority of Azad Jammu and Kashmir across the line 

of control, which divides it from the Indian-occupied Kashmir and its nearby areas. There are numerous 

Pahari-Pothwari dialects, including Parmi in Neelam and Hindku in Muzaffarabad. More than 800,000 

people in Azad Jammu and Kashmir speak Gujari, another language of the region. It is nearly identical to 

Rajasthani, specifically Mewati. Gujari and Punjabi share several traits. Additionally, it is spoken in the 

Hazara region, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, and certain northern Gilgit regions. These languages have different 

structures and different lexis for various concepts. The current study investigates the problem of Gujari 

learners while learning English lexis and particularly word pairs that have different meanings in English 

but they have a single counterpart in Gujari. Since Gujari is a widely spoken language of the area and the 

ancestors of Gujari learners of English as a Foreign Language were a nomadic tribe, living in a remote area 

and later, with the passage of the time, the people headed toward the urban area and their kids start learning 

Urdu and English. First, they were exposed to learning Urdu, and later on, they were made to learn English. 

It reminds Granger’s (1998) claim that learners cannot use and be skillful in English if they have one or 

two languages in their minds and cannot use it in a fully monolingual mode because already acquired 

language(s) influences the learning of English as a foreign language. According to Odlin (2003), this is 

called cross-linguistic influence which occurs due to the result of similarities and differences between the 

already acquired languages and English as a foreign language. Ringbom, (2007) calls this phenomenon a 

psychological process where learners opt to use other linguistic resources than those which are required in 

the target language. Besides, it has been observed in the essay writing of Gujari-speaking students as their 

English writing is being found packed with the influence of previously acquired languages i.e., Urdu and 

Gojari. The influence of L1 can be seen in sound patterns, pragmatics, syntactical structure, and semantics, 

but this study only focuses on semantics because appropriate attention was not paid to this area of the 

language.  

It is assumed that students map both concepts and lexemes, and they tend to use forms that are very 

different from those used by native English speakers. They also tend to look back at the concepts they have 

already learned and have trouble differentiating between different shades of meaning. For example, the 

word “give” has different meanings in different contexts, but Gujari speakers do not notice these differences 

and they use the word for different concepts, such as provide, donate, hand over, and transfer which 

necessitates the present study. 

 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE  

Many studies aim at documenting the influence of an already learned language on learning English lexeme 

as a second language. Since this influence is observable in grammar, however, words have attracted more 

attention (e.g., Adjémian, 1983; Arabski, 2006; Jarvis, 2009; Jiang 2000, 2002, 2004a, 2004b).  According 

to Ringbom (1987), words have more content than other grammatical items since words contain seven 

dimensions of the knowledge of the words i.e., accessibility which means the access to the words. First, it 

indicates the ability of the learners to reach the words in the mental lexicon; second, its morphophonology 

focuses on how words are pronounced and written in various forms; third, the syntax which explains the 

syntactic restriction and the knowledge of a word’s grammatical class and finally is semantics, knowledge 

of the meanings of the word that indicates that semantic and syntactic appropriateness is necessary for 

making sense and the last one is collocation; how words occur together.    

The lexical influence has pertinent importance in both comprehension and production however, the 

latter has been given more attention because it is tangible and also visible. Lexical influence is defined as 

learners’ knowledge of the already learned language on knowledge or use of the lexical item in another 

language (Pavlenko, 2008; Ringbom, 2007).   

The issue of language influence has been investigated for a long and it was first discussed by the 

linguist, Odlin, (1989) when the phenomenon of loanwords was prevailing. Borrowing or loanwords are 

the only instances of lexical influence, however, some other lexical influences are coinages or adaptation 

of L1 words to the phonographemic rules of L2 i.e., false friends, that can be taken similar in various 

languages but mean differently and calques or literal translation of already learned expression into target 

language structures are the examples of the negative influence. This influence can be positive as well which 
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is considered facilitative in the target language learning with cognates, for example, the words which are 

similar in cross languages and have similar meanings (Odlin1989). Jarvis (2000) introduces the third type 

of lexical influence, a lexical reference or lexical choice which is not derived from a lexical error.  

According to the procedural perspective, two main types of effects i.e., the influence of form and the 

influence of meanings can be distinguished (de Angelis & Selinker, 2001; Ringbom, H. (2001, 2007). And 

whether the influence of form comprised in the usage of first language words may be adapted to target 

language norms while used in the target language. These are the manifestations of code-switching. On the 

other hand, a lexical transfer is based on meaning errors which result in the transfer of semantic patterns of 

learners' already learned languages.  

The lexical influence is a very complex phenomenon and is the outcome of multiple stimuli and 

purposes. The research dealing with lexical influence (e.g., Hammarberg, Celaya, M. (2005) addresses both 

types of influence and found differences based on various variables such as age, grade, proficiency, and 

knowledge of the languages. Since it is mentioned earlier that lexical influence might be the typological 

distance between the target and already learned languages. In this regard, while learning the second or third 

language, the learners tend to get the influence from the typologically closer language to the target language 

and not from one that is distant (Dewaele, 1998, 2001; Ringbom, 2007).  Moreover, the influence of the 

already acquired languages is an important cognitive process of the target language learning. The learners 

consider only the first language as the basic source available for their language learning and they start 

acquiring the target language by relying on the already acquired linguistic information. Learners, thus tend 

to establish equivalence links between their L1 and the target language lexemes, and depending upon 

interlingual identifications, they transfer the lexical items considering them common to both languages 

(Ringbom, 2007). In addition to that, the L1 may work as a constraint when learners assume about the L2, 

and consequently, the process of lexical learning is influenced.  

 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK  

Pavlenko (2009) has made an in-depth review of the methodological and theoretical difficulties of prior 

studies and models of bilingual lexical representation and suggests the Modified Hierarchical Model as a 

response (MHM). There is little space to provide a comprehensive summary of the research, but here we 

highlight one of the significant issues that directly relate to the influence and the priming effects in cognates. 

It is commonly considered that “cross-language priming should only occur if both languages access a shared 

conceptual memory representation” (Kroll, J. F. (1993). Non-cognates lack a shared mental conceptual 

representation in the mind; however, cognates share the conceptual representation in the mind. 

 
Figure 1 
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The Modified Hierarchical Model presented by Pavlenko (2009) seeks to preserve the strengths of 

earlier models while addressing some of their shortcomings. It is based on De Groot, A. M. (1992) 

Distributed Feature Model (1992). In this model, conceptual representation might be wholly shared, 

somewhat shared, or completely separate. According to Pavlenko (2009), this model implicates positive 

and negative influences. conceptual equivalence supports L2 vocabulary acquisition via positive transfer. 

the primary learning effort, in this case, is the creation of linkages between L2 words and pre-existing 

concepts in addition to that, Partial non-equivalence improves learning through partial overlap (positive 

influence), but complicates it when learners presume complete equivalence and demonstrate negative 

transfer; the primary L2 learning challenge in this setting is conceptual restructuring. However, Non-

equivalence complicates learning, as learners must construct new categories, and helps it through the lack 

of competing representations; the L2 learning job entails the development of a new language category that 

allows learners to map a new term onto real-world referents; this process may be easier in the case of new 

objects and more difficult in the case of abstract or emotion categories. 

 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

This study aims at investigating the native Gujari speakers’ use of five pairs of English words, using small-

group guided conversation. Since the context that was built for guided conversation was purely related to 

education, the guided conversation addressed the same domain. The educational domain has been selected 

only because students’ exposure to education-related words is more and secondly conversation also follows 

the pattern of how the word pairs are used in the textbook of the learners. After the small-group guided 

conversation, the process of retrospection has been used to strengthen the reliability of the study.  

The current research follows Jiang’s (2004) model of the study and focused on the following words 

pair: ‘give, donate’, ‘criterion, standard’, ‘doubt, suspect’, ‘safe, secure’, and ‘answer, reply’. The guided 

conversation has been used with the participants by providing them cues related to target words, which is 

reliable to gather the actual use and identify connotations rooted in their implicit knowledge regarding the 

target words. After the guided conversation, retrospection has been used to introspect the participants to 

understand their intention and declarative knowledge. The introspection process strengthened the reliability 

of the analysis since it added to participants’ awareness of the target word usage. This study answers the 

following research questions:  

1. To what extent do Gujari learners distinguish the lexical pairs of English which share the same 

Gujari translation? 

2. Do the Gujari learners transfer already learned concepts while learning the English lexeme? 

3. Do the Gujari learners draw on L1 translation and interpret the English lexical pairs which are 

semantically and conceptually distinguishable? 

 

Participants 

The sample of this study comprises 20 participants, divided into four groups, and each group contains five 

participants who were enrolled in the 9th grade in a public school in the district Kotli Azad Jammu & 

Kashmir. Only Gujari-speaking students have been selected after taking the language proficiency test. All 

the participants have similar L2 proficiency as they were pre-stratified by a language proficiency test and 

they have given an equal chance to speak during the guided conversation. 

 

Group Guided Conversation  

1. Do you think that studying English is necessary?  

What is the trend of the people there? 

You all belong to different areas so let me ask one by one 

What is the standard of the schools in your areas and what are the criteria for getting admission at the 

secondary level? Are the criteria the same both in government and private schools? 

How would you compare the standard of Education in both types of schools? 

2. What is the situation of schools in your area and the number of school-going children? 

Do you think that government schools are providing quality education or not?  
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I think there is a large number of people that are accommodating your area. They are poor. How 

can they afford their education? 

Usually, people give lots of money to their children to buy things and enjoy different foods; 

Do they donate money to poor school-going students which are also our religious obligation?  

3. Do you think that usage of mobile is increasing day by day and people have quite an easy way to 

communicate? 

It is observed that students particularly reply the text message before answering any questions in 

online classes.  

4. We are going to hire some females for our school but I doubt the commitment and abilities of a few 

of them. I suspect they may under-perform  

5. Do you think that getting admission to this college will secure your future, despite thinking that 

this building is not safe from the terrorists’ threat?   

 

Data Analysis  

The collected data has been analyzed to address the research questions. The collected data were codified 

and divided into three categories; correct, interchangeable, and improper. The correct responses indicated 

that participants understood the target questions correctly and responded with the required information and 

used the target words appropriately. For example, in the group guided conversation one of the participants 

used the exact required word in his conversation when he was given the cues about the answer and reply 

i.e., “students usually reply the messages to each other to reach an exact answer before they talk to their 

teachers so that their answer would be correct and they can get good marks since they are not physically 

controlled”. 

On the other hand, interchangeable responses demonstrated that respondents comprehended the 

target question but didn’t give the appropriate answer and used the target word incorrectly but the 

information that has been provided by the respondents is understandable. For example, during the group 

guided conversation participants interchangeably used the word criteria as “different institutions have 

different marking standards of the entry test for the university admission”. likewise, improper responses 

demonstrate that responses have lost intersubjectivity and are difficult to understand. For example, one 

participant couldn’t understand the meaning of donation and he said, “Poor students are going to quality 

schools and there is a need to care for them so that they can support their parents”. 

After collecting the data and codifying it into three categories i.e., correct, interchangeable, and 

improper. The statistical package was used to analyze the data. Figure 01 gives the detail of the overall 

results. 

 

Table 1: Word Pairs Categorization 

 

Domain  

Word Pairs 

Category 

Education Correct Interchangeable Improper  

 Criteria vs Standard 25 36 19 

 Answer vs Reply 34 30 16 

 Safe vs Secure 21 40 19 

 Give vs Donation 15 45 20 

 Doubt vs Suspect  14 46 20 

 Total 109 197 94 

 Average 21.8 39.4 18.8 

 SEM 3.65239647 2.959729717 0.73484692 

 

The table shows that correct responses are 109 and average is 21.8 and the standard error mean is 

3.652.  The total use of the interchangeable category of word pairs is 197, the average is 39.4 and the 

standard error mean is 2.959 while the total use of the improper category is 94 and the average is 18.8 

whereas the standard error mean is 0.734.  
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Figure 2: Word Pair Categorization 

This chart also discusses the data in a graphical form where different pairs are compared. The pair 

“standard-criteria” has 25 correct responses, 36 interchangeable and 19 improper. The pair “answer -reply” 

has 34 correct responses, 30 are interchangeable and 16 are improper. The pair “safe -secure” has 21 correct, 

40 are interchangeable and 19 are improper. The pair “give – donation: has 15 correct, 45 are 

interchangeable and 20 are improper. The pair “doubt -suspect” has 14 correct and 46 interchangeable 20 

are improper.   

The chart illustrates that the interchangeable category has been incurred more as compared to the 

other two categories i.e., correct and improper since correct responses are more than improper. The chart 

also highlights relationships among the word pairs which varies from one another so it indicates the various 

level of understanding of the learners. The pairs “give-donation” and “safe-secure” incurred a high position 

in the interchangeable category as compared to others.  

This generic table delineates that the respondents generally have a poor understanding of the target 

word and the proper responses are less as compared to interchangeable, but more than improper It further 

shows that interchangeable usage is also more numerous than the correct usage. All the words were taken 

from their textbook so every student has equal exposure and learned the history of the word pair. 

 

Retrospection 

As it has been explained earlier that to enhance the credibility of the current study a retrospection procedure 

would be conducted to introspect the learner's conceptual and lexical transfer. The following data were 

collected when the learners were asked retrospective questions. When the learners were unable to 

comprehend the question, its Gujari translation was also shared so that they can share their genuine thinking. 

A large portion of their answer was in Gujari so later on it was transcribed into English according to the 

number of answers after cleansing the responses.  

1. You used the word “give” instead of using donation or provide though all these words are existing 

in your course book and the context was also demanding other than the word give. What mental 

processes were underway while using this word? 

a. The word “give” is mostly used in our society, and whenever the word deo ( دیو)  occurs, I usually 

use the word give as it is common and easily remembered.  

25
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15 14
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b. The first word I learned for deo was, give at class 5th. My teacher first translated it into Urdu  

Dena   )دینا(and Gujari was deo. I didn’t feel the need to learn any other word that can be replaced 

with it since there was no need.  

c. My mom was educated and she tried to make me learn English, she used words to give a lot, 

i.e., give some that spoon, give some money to poor. Give me some help and give me money 

in the mosque. So, this word is relatively easy to retrieve and speak.  

2. What sort of thinking goes into your mind while selecting the core word instead of other nuances 

of the English word “give”? 

a. Maybe we are taught with Urdu and Gujari translation. So many words are even translated into 

local languages with dein/deo so give is the easy one to use. Easy to pronounce and easy to use 

to make sentences.   

3. How do you build a concept with English words? 

a. The meaning of the word is already in our mind we try to memorize the word and we just map 

the concept.  

b. Usually, while learning English we think in Gujari and then this thought is translated into 

English.  

 

DISCUSSION 

Discrepant results necessitate evaluating each pair, so this part will provide a thorough analysis of each 

word pair. Given that many dictionaries classify these word pairs as synonyms and interpret them as such 

in a thesaurus, this section will use Merriam-Webster online and the New Oxford American Dictionary as 

objective sources to explore the intricacies of each word pair and their accompanying transferability. There 

are two reasons why these two dictionaries were chosen. First, they provide a clear and succinct explanation 

for each term, and on occasion, a positive comparison between word pairs. Oxford English Dictionary 

contains thorough information about a word, including its etymology, yet it may obfuscate its primary or 

core meanings. As a result of their succinct and to-the-point definitions, these two dictionaries have been 

chosen as primary resources. Secondly, these two dictionaries are online and accessible to the whole 

population. Therefore, they give genuine and cost-effective materials for establishing a conversation basis. 

So, the analysis of the pair of words is as follows: 

 

Standard vs. Criteria 

The most intriguing pair that is used interchangeably is standard -criteria. The Oxford Dictionary defines a 

standard as the level of quality or attainment which is agreed upon.  A measure that is used as a comparative 

evaluation. While criteria mean    A colleague said, “Criteria are those elements used to judge whether a 

certain standard is reached.” If one agrees on the above differentiation, then standard and criterion should 

not be used interchangeably at least in ordinary English. That being the case, a marking standard means a 

low/high or easy/hard level of getting a certain benchmark; a marking criterion, on the other hand, standard 

means those elements that one needs to fulfil to reach a particular marking standard. These two words are 

closely related but refer to two uninterchangeable concepts to native English speakers.  What about the 

learners of the Gujari while learning English as a target language? The word standard and criteria both are 

translated into Gujari as chungi ( چنگیچنگو/  ) i.e 

،اور اس کی تعلیم وی چنگی ہے۔ اس سکول وچ چنگاں ہشیار بچاں نوں داخلو دیتو جاہے۔  ہےیو سکول چنگو   

The question arises whether these learners possess combined or two different concepts of English 

word pair in their mind. The result shows that two different concepts of "standard" and "criteria" are 

connected to the shared lexical items in Gujari. As 36 respondents used this word pair interchangeably, 19 

were used improperly.  

So, it shows that learners poor understanding of two distinctive words of English and their 

background language led to the restrictive use of the word pairs. Gujari learners map the already learned 

concepts of different nuances of standards and criteria as they learned in their previous language. In Gujari 

a single lexeme, i.e., chungi or mayar encompasses the concepts of two different English word pairs, and 
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consequently, they make general use. Subsequently, it is found that Gujari as an L1 shape the concepts of 

the learners of English as a foreign language.  

 

Save vs. Secure  

According to the dictionaries save means to keep somebody/something safe from death, harm and 

loss when it is used as a transitive verb. For example:  

Doctors did not succeed to save the patient. 

They both are trying to save their marriage.  

Big innings are required from the Pakistani team to save the match. 

Save means keeping the money without spending it to purchase something. 

Many of us are not good at saving. 

She is saving for her PhD. 

It is also used to avoid wasting something or using more than is required i.e. 

We should take a taxi to save time. While Secure means continuing or successful for a long period i.e.  

A secure job  

The future of the students looks secure in this institution. 

It means feeling confident and happy about any situation or self. 

After the hardworking now they feel secure about the future. 

It also means to guard or guarded so that it is difficult for people to enter/leave. 

Look whether all the windows and doors have been made as secure as possible. 

This house is quite secure against an intruder.  

 

Save and secure both have different usage in the sentences; however, both allude to protection from 

any risk or danger. Save as well secure refer to protection from any sort of risk and danger. They look like 

synonyms but the native speaker can decipher the subtle difference between two words and they cannot be 

used interchangeably. Save alludes to protection from any accident and mishaps on the other hand secure 

means protection from deliberate danger or threat. The difference between secure and safe is that secure 

free from risks or uncertainties. When we use secure for something it does not means anything in a lock. It 

is used for planned warnings or threats. Safe is usually used for unplanned threats. For Safe, we can use the 

word lock but not every time. 

Learners of the Gujari while learning English as a foreign language made interchangeable use of 

word pairs like "safe" and "secure," which indicates that they don’t have an appropriate sense of two 

separate and distinctive words. 45 respondents used it interchangeably, and 20 respondents used it 

improperly. By comparing the word pair with previous languages that the Gujari learners had already 

learned, it is found that in the Gujari learners have already learned, the English word pair which is ‘mehfooz’ 

( فوظمح i.e (بچ / چاہتو   کرنا  بچا غے سفر  .بچ   But the question is this Gujari contains a single lexical item that 

encompasses two English words having different nuances of meaning, so these learners are found merging 

the different words and meanings of English word pairs into single lexemes that they have learned in their 

Gujari 

 

Doubt vs. Suspect  

Doubt means uncertain about anything or not believing something. i.e., there is no doubt that we did the 

right thing to control the threat.  

There is no reason to doubt his story.   

Suspect means an idea that something bad may be true or expected to happen. i.e., if she was 

suspecting the gas leakage, she shouldn’t have struck a match. I don’t like that my neighbour should suspect 

anything.  

It can also be used as an idea that someone is guilty of something without any proof. i.e., Mr. Ali 

is going to resign after being suspected of theft. Covid-19 is suspected of many deaths in AJK. 

The suspect is to assume or guess that something is to be true, or to exist, without having any proof, 

while on the other hand doubt means a lack of confidence in or to question and uncertainty. 
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    The difference between doubt and suspect is when we doubt something then we have a belief that 

it is false but when we suspect something then we think about whether that thing is true or false. Doubt is 

a state of mind in which a person has contradictions or feelings of uncertainty. In doubt, the mind is 

suspended between certainty and uncertainty. Doubt is a verb and also plays a role of a noun. We can say 

doubt is a state of belief and disbelief and a situation with a lack of confidence. On the other hand, a suspect 

plays three roles:  a noun, a verb, and an adjective. A suspect is when a person has some idea about 

something but does not have any proof or evidence. The main difference between doubt and suspect is that 

doubt is about I do not think and suspect is about, I think. we can say the first one has the condition of 

disbelief and the other one is about the belief in something that may be false or true.  

What about the learners of the Gujari while learning English as a target language? The words 

suspects and doubt both are translated into Gujari, ( شبہ/شک) i.e. 

چوری اسلم جو کی ہے۔ اور مجھۓ شک ہے کہ تیرو علم کم ہے اس معاملہ وچ۔   مینوں شک ہے یا  

So, both the words English suspect and doubt are translated into a single lexeme which is shuk/ 

shuba. It seems quite obvious that 46 respondents used the word pairs interchangeably and 20 used it 

improperly, which is evidence that they merge the two distinctive concepts in English with one lexeme and 

concept which are guided by the learners' first language Gujari.   

 

Answer vs. Reply 

The answer means your say, write or react to any query or situation. i.e., she rang the doorbell but she didn’t 

receive any answer. Aslam had no answer to your accusations.  It also means the correct answer to a 

question in an exam. i.e., Write the correct answer on the sheet provided to you. 

According to the dictionary reply as a noun can be used and it means something said, written in 

answer or response. It is also the act of replying to something or someone in speech, in writing i.e. Our 

organization received 200 replies to our advertisement.  

Reply can also be used as a verb that indicates something is said i.e. He replied, it is not your 

business to ask me anything or advise me.  

While on the other hand Answer means something written or spoken in reply to a question i.e her 

answer was quite amazing. It is also used as something done in response or reaction i.e. After a harsh 

discussion her only answer was to walk out. So, if we compare the meanings of both answer and reply, it 

has been noticed that answer can be a solution to a situation reply doesn’t address a solution to a situation. 

Both have different concepts and address different contexts. 

While the Gujari learners of English used the word pair answer and reply interchangeably. Both 

the words are translated into Gujari as jwav ( جواو) i.e.  
  بچہ میسج غا جواودہ شوڑی لیکن سواالں غا جواو نی دیتا  

so, single lexeme jwav (جواو) account for both English lexemes reply and answer 

wherever English words reply and answer are used. Data analysis shows that 30 respondents used the word 

pair interchangeably, and 16 used it improperly, which indicates that different nuances of meanings attached 

to these two different words and concepts are shared by Gujari learners and consequently they merged the 

separate words with what they have learned in their L1.  

 

Give vs. Donation  

Give means to hand something to someone, use it or keep it. i.e., give the book to your class.  Juge gave 

him punishment.  

It also means to provide i.e. My friends were hungry so I gave them the food. 

A donation means to give charity or the act of giving something to someone in this way. i.e., This project 

is funded by the donation of a tribe.  

Something that is given to a person or an organization such as a charity, to help them; the act of 

giving something in this way. 

Donate means to give money for charity or donation while giving means to hand over something 

to someone. The donation has a religious purpose and intention while on the other hand giving doesn’t have 

such intention it is a general term that is used commonly.   
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On the other hand, Gujari has the same one-word deo (دیو) for both words.  So, they use deo both 

to transfer or move something from one person to another or to donate for religious purposes i.e.,   اس جو

 بچاں غی فیس دے شوڑی ہے۔ اور وہ مسجد ماں وی تھوڑا بہت پیسا دیتو رہ۔ 

Donate and give possess two distinctive nuances of the meaning but the Gujari learners used them 

by combining two different concepts when it comes to the translation and use of word pairs in different 

contexts by the Gujari learners it has been found that 45 respondents used the word pairs interchangeably, 

and 20 used it improperly and they were found merging the lexemes and concepts according to the 

motivation of the Gujari language. 

It can be concluded that the first part of the discussion, which was about the erroneous use of the 

English word pair, was discussed by comparing this word pair with the background languages which are 

already learned by the Gujari learners. The tables in the data analysis and discussion convinced the readers 

that learners possess a limited usage of the two distinctive English word pairs. However, the distinctive 

word pairs were translated into single lexemes in the native language of the learner. During the retrospection 

process, students were asked questions to introspect their understanding of the word pairs. They were found 

to say that different factors are involved in narrowing the concepts of these words. They responded that at 

the early age of education they learn the core words of Gujari querulant(s) which were much used by their 

family and teachers as well. According to the Gujari learners, the words are mostly translated with core 

words, for example, deo is translated into giving so the concept that was attached with deo is mapped with 

giving and donation and the same is the case with the other word pairs.  So, they were found transferring 

already learned concepts while learning these word pairs from their native Gujari. 

 

CONCLUSION 

Despite the study's limitations, the following conclusions were established regarding language learners' 

employment of two L2 lexical items (i.e., word pairs) that shared the same L1 translation equivalent. It was 

observed that Gujari learners used the word pair differently that reflecting the diverse underlying 

representation of these words. The different concepts that were attached to these words were found to merge 

according to the motivation of L1. It was the influence of the L1 Gujari that several students used the word 

pair interchangeably or improperly. Moreover, already existing concepts of L1are seem to link with English 

word pairs and L1 concepts that were ultimately influencing their language usage which was also 

strengthened by the process of retrospection. Semantic transfer occurs when mental linkages between L1 

words and L1-mediated concepts are erroneously explored during the early stages of vocabulary 

acquisition.  

This type of error is possible for students to make and is simple to avoid. The method of 

consequential learning entails relinking L2 forms to their right ideas, but no new conceptual knowledge 

acquisition. Besides this, on the other hand, the conceptual transfer occurs when learners have a collection 

of non-distinct concepts for a word pair. Language learners rarely detect this type of inaccuracy. The process 

of consequential learning entails suppressing and restructuring currently existing conceptual representations 

and establishing new ones, which is more difficult than semantic transfer. So, it has been concluded through 

group-guided conversation and retrospective process, first, was found the semantic and conceptual 

influence of the Gujari since learners unknowingly used the word pairs erroneously, and later on through 

the process of retrospection that introspected the understanding of the Gujari learners validated the 

preliminary finding of the influence and their introspective responses validated the finding that they tend to 

structure the new concepts according to the lexemes and concepts of associated with Gujari language.  
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