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Abstract 
This study explores the effects of first language (L1) on the right word order use found in both the second 

language (L2 – Urdu) and third language (L3 – English) learning of 85 multilingual adults in Hyderabad, 

Sindh, Pakistan. Collected data were obtained using a questionnaire that included both reordering exercises 

and translating exercises developed for Sindhi, Punjabi, Pashto or Urdu speakers. The average amount of 

English words in the correct order was 7.15 (SD = 1.58) for students learning L2 and 7.23 (SD = 1.93) for 

students learning L3. There were significant L1 effects on both L2 (F(3, 81) = 49.448, p < .001) and L3 (F(3, 

81) = 114.349, p < .001) as measured by proficiency in sentence building, as shown by the results of one-way 

ANOVA. L2 skills and L3 skills are connected at a moderate level (r = 0.505, p < .001), indicating the passing 

of language skills between two languages. Accuracy was not related to a person’s level of education. According 

to these findings, the languages that learners master first still influence the way they make sentences both in 

their L2 and L3. Suggestions are made to use teaching styles that respond to the first language (L1) and 

materials that support the process of transferring syntax from multilingual learners. 

 

Keywords: First Language (L1) influence, Word order accuracy, Multilingual learners, 

Syntax transfer, Cross-linguistic influence 

 

Introduction: 

 

Multilingual learners learn new languages in a complex way, with their first language (L1) 

having an important effect. In Pakistan, because the country has many spoken languages, 

adults normally use Urdu, English and another regional language as their secondary or 

tertiary languages, aside from their first one. The study looks at how the original language 

influences word order in Urdu and English among 85 adult learners from a multilingual 

region in Sindh, Hyderabad. Varying word order (for example SVO in English and SOV in 

Urdu and regional languages) proves difficult for learners because it can cause syntactic 

transfer (Hartsuiker & Bernolet, 2020; Montrul, 2021). For teaching language in places where 

people speak many languages, knowing about these influences is very important, as they can 

positively or negatively affect how people acquire new languages (Ortega, 2022). 

The aim of this study comes from the fact that in Pakistan, learning English or Urdu is 

necessary for success, but the L1 background of students might not be recognized in 

classrooms (Rahman, 2023). The research examines how L1 grammar affects L2 and L3 
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languages and tests ideas about language transfer and how learning various languages is 

connected (Westergaard, 2021). This investigation will examine the question of (1) how L1 

affects word order accuracy in L2 Urdu and L3 English. (2) Do learners from different L1 

backgrounds show major differences in their learning accuracy? Are performance in L2 and 

L3 related and does how educated you are affect your accuracy? In the study, weighing 

sentence reordering and translation tasks and using statistical methods, the researchers 

identify how the first language affects second language acquisition and how these languages 

are related (Kirk, 2024). 

The study with significant ANOVA (p < .001) and a good correlation (r = 0.505) between L2 

and L3 grammar, indicated that L1 continues to have a big impact on how syntactically 

accurate a child’s language is and that knowledge transfer happens between the languages. 

Such findings play a role in the world’s understanding of multilingualism and guide how 

teaching is applied in Pakistan, in line with requests for approaches that honor diverse 

cultures (Li & Zhang, 2023). The work is significant because it can guide those who design 

education materials to address language mixing that may influence learning in other 

languages.. 

Literature Review 

Examining how a learner’s L1 shapes the learning of additional languages is a main interest 

in research on SLA and TLA, especially in multilingual environments where different 

grammar is key (Westergaard et al., 2020). In Pakistan which is multilingual, this literature 

review examines studies (2020–2025) about cross-linguistic influence, syntactic transfer and 

the accuracy of word order in both L2 and L3 learning. 

Crossover effects between languages are known as cross-linguistic influence (CLI) and they 

involve helping as well as hindering influences (Montrul, 2021). Lately, it has been 

emphasized that CLI helps people develop the ability to process word order correctly because 

languages’ construction varies (Hartsuiker & Bernolet, 2020). An example is that English 

(SVO) is different from SOV languages like Urdu, Sindhi or Pashto, so L2 or L3 learners 

may transfer their old language habits (Lu & Ke, 2022). According to Westergaard (2021), 

the Language Closeness Model explains why Urdu-speaking students usually do better at 

English than do students coming from languages that are SOV-dominant. Research in places 

like India and Malaysia has found that children’s first language patterns play a major role in 

creating mistakes in their use of other languages (Chan & Wong, 2023; Karim & Nassaji, 

2024). 

Since Pakistani learners usually learn Urdu (L2), English (L3) and a regional language (L1), 

CLI is especially valuable there. Rahman found out that Sindhi learners have problems with 

the ordering of SVO sentences due to their language having SOV dominance. The same issue 

is seen among Pashto speakers according to Khan and Kim (2022). Urdu-speaking learners 

who share similar grammar with English make fewer mistakes (Ahmed & Li, 2024). These 

results point out the importance of studying L1-specific influences on how accurately people 

order words, as has been done in this study. 

Since word order changes from one language to another, multilingual learners often find it 

difficult (Ortega, 2022). New studies point out that the process of acquiring non-native word 

orders is demanding, mainly when the structures from the native language are different from 

the target language (Schmid & Köpke, 2021). Li and Zhang (2023) revealed that English 

learners in China have problems with SVO because their native language allows for flexible 

word order, an issue common to many South Asian students (Patel & Gupta, 2024). The 
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Cumulative Enhancement Model (Flynn et al., 2020) finds that L2 Urdu helps students with 

English (L3) learning if its grammar structures are similar. 

Activities including sentence reordering and translation are popularly used to judge people’s 

accuracy in word order and offer a view of their knowledge of how syntax works (Kirk, 

2024). As an example, Chan and Wong found that when Malaysian speakers of Tamil did 

reordering tasks, they made more English errors than when using other methods. The study 

has used translated tasks from Sindhi to English which agrees with what Montrul and Ionin 

(2022) say about assessing L1-specific transfer. They show that L1 characteristics of verb 

placement impact both L2 and L3 capabilities which validates the study’s method. 

Because people use several languages while learning, multilingualism greatly enhances CLI 

(Cabrelli & Puig-Mayenco, 2021). Many Pakistanis, especially learners, are exposed to 

several languages at once which includes their first language, Urdu and English (Rahman & 

Khan, 2023). Modern research indicates that how L1 effects are noticed is connected to both 

the likeness of languages and amount of exposure. To illustrate, issues in following SVO 

rules in English come from Pashto’s inflexible word order, but Punjabi’s more adaptable 

grammar helps students improve (Ali & Lee, 2024). These ANOVA results (F(3, 81) = 

114.349 in L3 with p < .001) suggest that learning in different L1s can affect the results, just 

as found in past works on multilingual Africa (Mensah & Okyere, 2022). 

People’s education background is often thought to play a role in their language skills, yet the 

results have been mixed. While some researchers associate literacy with higher education 

(Gao & Ma, 2023), others include the present study reject this idea by finding no meaningful 

correlation (Nguyen & Tran, 2024). It becomes clear that specific teaching methods are 

needed to help students solve L1-related challenges. 

L1-sensitive teaching is being promoted in the literature to minimize issues of syntactic 

transfer. Teachers who compare previously learned and target word orders in two languages 

have noticed a drop in related errors (Zhang & Wu, 2022). As shown in the current study, 

rearranging sentences can help people become more aware of language (Kirk & Sato, 2023). 

Still, the main focus on English and Urdu in the materials leaves out regional L1s which 

makes them less effective (Rahman, 2023). As a result, the current study suggests using 

materials adjusted for the L1 and emphasizing grammar in activities. 

Little is known about the process of acquiring L3 in the context of South Asian multilingual 

communities. L2 English receives most attention, with not enough research on L3 learning or 

regional languages Sindhi and Pashto (Ahmed & Li, 2024). Studies of how learners perceive 

language form issues are limited, so it is useful to use various study methods together 

(Montrul & Ionin, 2022). By focusing on L2 Urdu and L3 English in Pakistan, this study fills 

in where other global studies are missing. 

The study is based on important theories. The model argues that transfer is stronger when two 

languages share similar grammar structures which can explain Urdu speakers’ success in 

English. The Cumulative Enhancement Model (Flynn et al., 2020) shows that what students 

learn in the L2 supports their L3 learning. Furthermore, the Syntactic Transfer Framework 

(Hartsuiker & Bernolet, 2020) explains some of the L1 influence that was shown in the 

ANOVA analysis. Because of these frameworks, results and interpretations from the study 

can be linked to current studies in SLA and TLA. 

Many studies have found that L1 influences how well learners produce word order in L2 and 

L3, while CLI depends on proximity in syntax and what these learners already know about 

language. The current research extends this insight, showing that L1 impact exists for several 

Pakistani languages and suggests using designed techniques in teaching. Because it addresses 
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weaknesses in L3 research and considers regional languages, it assists in making progress in 

multilingual education for both experts and teachers. 

Research Methodology 

To understand the link between L1 and word order in L2 and L3 learning among adults, this 

study uses a quantitative, descriptive and comparative research design. We used numbers to 

examine accuracy in word order, figure out any differences by language group and find 

general conclusions. Assessing differences and connections between variables was made 

possible for the researcher by using ANOVA and Pearson correlation. 

The participating group in this study was adult multilingual students who were enrolled at 

government colleges in Hyderabad, Sindh. To make sure there were learners with many 

different languages, 85 people were selected using purposive sampling. Participants whose 

first language was Sindhi, Punjabi, Pashto or Urdu were included in the sample in equal 

numbers. Since Hyderabad is a multilingual place, these language groups set up a good 

opportunity to look at the effect of one language on another in acquiring sentence structure. 

Participants in the study came from these institutions: Govt Ghazali College Latifabad, Govt 

Degree College Qasimabad, Govt Boys Commerce College Hirabad, Govt Girls College of 

Education Qasimabad and Govt Shah Latif Girls College Latifabad. These colleges were 

picked because they come from the three main sections of Hyderabad—Latifabad, 

Qasimabad and Hirabad. 

Responses for the study were gathered through a questionnaire with two main divisions. In 

Section A, we asked the participants to provide information about their institutions, places of 

residence, gender, age, educational background and the languages they knew as L1, L2 and 

L3. In Section B, we looked at how accurately students sequenced the words in sentences. 

Participants did sentence reordering in Urdu (the second language), sentence reordering in 

English (the third language) and wrote English translations of their first language sentences. 

People in the research had to organize a set of jumbled words into correct sentences. All 

translation tasks were based on the participant’s native language, using sentences directly in 

Sindhi, Punjabi, Pashto or Urdu. Every participant’s responses were checked to see if the 

words were arranged correctly in their language’s typical speaking or writing order (for 

example, SVO or SOV). 

Information was collected directly from the chosen institutions. With assistance from 

language instructors, the researcher gave participants printed copies of the questionnaire. 

Before starting the tasks, all participants were given information on the research’s goals, told 

their information would be kept private and explained they could quit at any time. Everyone 

who took part gave their consent before beginning. The questionnaire was given to 

participants in a controlled classroom so that all instructions, time frames and levels of 

engagement would be the same. From the beginning, each participant spent about 20 to 30 

minutes finishing the tasks.. 

Responses from the word order tasks were scored based on syntactic correctness. Each 

correct sentence formation was awarded one point. The total scores for Urdu and English 

tasks were separately calculated for each participant, resulting in two key variables: L2 Word 

Order Score and L3 Word Order Score, both measured on a 10-point scale. The collected data 

were then entered into the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), version 25.0, 

for analysis. Care was taken to ensure accuracy in data entry, and the dataset was cross-

verified before statistical procedures were applied. 

To see how the group did in total, we first used descriptive statistics to describe the sample 

records. Both sets of scores for L2 and L3 word order were analyzed using mean, minimum, 
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maximum and standard deviation. To determine if mean scores of learners from various L1 

backgrounds were significantly different, a one-way ANOVA test was used for both L2 and 

L3. As a result, it became possible to measure the impact of first language usage on word 

order in the second and third languages. Pearson correlation analysis was also done to 

determine whether a learner’s L2 and L3 scores and educational background influenced their 

performance in word order. They revealed how strong and which way the relationships were 

between the variables studied. 

The researchers kept to ethical principles at all times during the process. Everyone who took 

part in the study was told about its goals and gave written approval before starting. It was 

completely up to each person to take part and there were no financial or course credit 

rewards. None of the participants’ personal information was included in the final report, as 

their privacy was maintained. All data collected were used only for academic reasons and 

every effort was made to keep it safe. 

Results 

Descriptive Statistics 

Table 1 gives the L2 (Urdu) and L3 (English) word order statistics. Participants in L2 had a 

mean score of 7.15 (SD = 1.58) and those in L3 had a mean score of 7.23 (SD = 1.93). The 

L3 results show that there is more variation in how English word order is used by learners. 

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics for L2 and L3 Word Order Scores 

Variable Mean Min Max Std. Deviation 

L2 Word Order Score 7.15 3.7 10 1.58 

L3 Word Order Score 7.23 3.4 10 1.93 

 
Learn about the descriptive statistics for L2 (Urdu) and L3 (English) word order in Table 1 

for the 85 multilingual learners. Descriptive statistics are applied to summarize and describe 

what is in a collection of data. Thus, the table uses mean, lowest score, highest score and 

standard deviation for each set of L2 and L3 scores. 

1. Students scored 7.15 in Urdu and 7.23 in English. The results imply that people performed 

as well in one language as they did in the other, on average. The closeness between these 

means indicates that the accuracy in word order is comparable in tasks of Urdu and English. 

Still, this tiny difference can make a difference if we compare it to measures such as standard 

deviation. 

2. The lowest L2 result seen was a 3.7 and the highest scored 10. In L3, the range went from 

3.4 to 10. Although everyone performed at the top level in both languages, a few participants 
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had difficulty with the position of words in English, as shown by a lower minimum 

percentage. 

3. Standard Deviation tells you how spread out the scores are from the average. With a large 

standard deviation, there is more spread in students’ scores. The SD for Urdu (L2 speaking) 

was 1.58 and the SD for English (L3 speaking) was 1.93. It seems that the variation in 

performance among participants was greater in English than in Urdu. A noticeable difference 

was seen, as English scores saw much wider spreads than Urdu scores which were more 

compact around the average. 

Having more experience and comfort with Urdu than with English could be why some 

participants performed differently in English than in Urdu. Since Urdu is often spoken in 

daily life in Pakistan more than English, participants probably learned Urdu more 

consistently. English may have more differences depending on the quality of education and 

the surrounding resources or a person’s economic status. 

Table 1 indicates that learners understand Urdu and English word order equally on average, 

but their results in English are more varied. The gaps in knowledge mean teachers should use 

instruction that is carefully planned for learners who are just starting to learn English. 

ANOVA Results for L2 Word Order 

A one-way ANOVA was used to look at L2 (Urdu) word order scores in Sindhi, Punjabi, 

Pashto and Urdu L1 groups. According to the results, F(3, 81) = 49.448, p = .000, it appears 

that learners’ accuracy in Urdu sentence structure depended strongly on their mother tongue. 

Table 2: ANOVA for L2 Word Order Scores by L1 

Source Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. (p-value) 

Between Groups 135.296 3 45.099 49.448 0.000 

Within Groups 73.875 81 0.912 — — 

Total 209.171 84 — — — 

 

 
Table 2 reports the findings from a one-way ANOVA which was performed to see if there are 

important differences in L2 (Urdu) word order scores among learners with different L1s. 

Sindhi, Punjabi, Pashto and Urdu were the four groups of L1 languages looked at. 

1. By performing this test, we look for statistical evidence of differences in Urdu word order 

between the L1 groups. ANOVA checks the differences between groups and the differences 

within each group of learners to see which one is greater. 

2. Between Groups: 

 Sum of Squares (SS) Between Groups = 135.296 
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 Degrees of Freedom (df) = 3 

 Mean Square = 45.099 
These numbers indicate that there is a considerable amount of variation in Urdu word order 

performance attributable to the different L1 groups. 

3. Within Groups: 

 Sum of Squares (SS) Within Groups = 73.875 

 df = 81 

 Mean Square = 0.912 
This tells us that while there is individual variability in each L1 group, it is much smaller 

compared to the differences observed between groups. 

4. F-value and Significance: 

 F = 49.448 

 p-value = 0.000 
Here, F-value helps us understand the amount of difference between the groups relative to the 

amounts of variation within each group. A F-value of 129.6 and p-value of 0.000 show that 

the differences in Urdu word order scores among L1 groups are fixed by something other 

than just random chance. 

In other words, the data makes it clear that a person’s original language affects their ability to 

assemble Urdu sentences. When the meaning of words and grammar are the same between 

Urdu and a learner’s language, that learner often performs well. Because of this, we know 

that a learner’s native language shapes how they use and understand a new one. 

One-size-fits-all teaching may not be the best approach and these results remind language 

teachers of that. Proper understanding of each learner’s language background lets you 

manage instruction more effectively. Sometimes, certain groups have trouble with specific 

sentence patterns and help can be very beneficial. 

From Table 2, we can observe that learners have different starting points. Urdu structure 

work is affected by their first language, especially when putting sentences together. For this 

reason, we must apply flexible teaching styles that suit the different language needs students 

come from. 

ANOVA Results for L3 Word Order 

The same situation was seen in the scores for L3 (English) word order, with ANOVA 

showing a very significant distinction among L1 groups, F(3, 81) = 114.349, p = .000. It 

proves that L1 affects English sentence building more powerfully than it does Urdu. 

Table 3: ANOVA for L3 Word Order Scores by L1 

Source Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. (p-value) 

Between Groups 252.878 3 84.293 114.349 0.000 

Within Groups 59.710 81 0.737 — — 

Total 312.588 84 — — — 
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Table 3: ANOVA for L3 Word Order Scores by L1  
The table results show that a one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was run to see 

whether how accurately students used word order in English was influenced by their first 

language (L1). The four language groups assessed in this study are those who speak Sindhi, 

Punjabi, Pashto and Urdu. 

Between Groups: 

A total of 252.878 was found, meaning that differences in L3 word order were 

influenced by the distinct L1 groups. Since the value is high, this indicates that 

students do not perform the same way in all the groups. Considering the groups 

Sindhi, Punjabi, Pashto and Urdu, the degrees of freedom become 3 (calculated as 

groups – 1). This figure helps find the mean square in a sample. The values were 

calculated by dividing the sum of values squared by the degrees of freedom which is 

84.293. It is the typical amount of variation between the groups’ average scores. The 

F-value of 114.349 compares how groups differ to how much individual cases differ 

within those groups. Such a high number shows there are big differences in how the 

groups do. The p-value comes out to be 0.000 which is lower than the usual accepted 

limit of 0.05. As a result, the observation showing stronger L3 word order for 

speakers of B is very likely not due to chance. 

Within Groups: 

A total of 59.710 comes from within-group variation which relates to how much L1 group 

members vary in their use of word order in L3 (English). Basically, it captures how people 

within a group differ in skill or knowledge. Because there are 85 participants in four groups, 

the number of degrees of freedom is 81 for the analysis. This number is critical in figuring 

out the typical differences between groups. 
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After dividing the within-group sum of squares by its degrees of freedom, a mean square 

value of 0.737 is calculated. This demonstrates the usual range of differences among learners 

who speak the same language. This total sum of squares, 312.588, covers the gaps among the 

groups and the variability seen inside each group. By doing this, we can clearly see how 

learners vary when constructing English sentences correctly. 

One noticeable trend from these results is how important a learner’s first language is for their 

achievement. When compared to L1, most L3 word ordering variations are caused by 

differences between the groups, but only a little is caused by differences among learners 

within each group. The evidence makes it clear that how people learn English sentence 

structure is mainly influenced by their native language. Because of this, educators ought to be 

aware of how students’ native languages are constructed when helping them with English 

lessons. Matching the curriculum to L1-specific issues ensures that teaching is more useful 

and significant for each student. 

Correlation Analysis 

Relationships among the main variables were examined through the use of correlation tests. 

There was a positive correlation which was significant, between L2 (Urdu) and L3 (English) 

scores (r = 0.505, p = .000). There was no real connection found between education and 

accuracy with L2 and L3 word order. 

Table 4: Correlation Among Variables 

Variables Pearson 

r 

p-

value 

Interpretation 

L2 vs. L3 Scores 0.505 0.000 Moderate positive correlation (significant) 

L2 vs. Education 

Level 

–0.144 0.189 Weak negative correlation (not significant) 

L3 vs. Education 

Level 

–0.140 0.201 Weak negative correlation (not significant) 

 
Table 4: Correlation Among Variables  
The table below outlines the findings of a correlation analysis that looked at the connections 

between L2 (Urdu) and L3 (English) word order scores and between these scores and level of 

education. 

A strong and understandable bond is seen between the Urdu (L2) and English (L3) word 

order scores. Pearson found that they are positively correlated with a modest correlation 

coefficient of 0.505. Learners who succeed in putting words in order in Urdu are usually 

skillful in English as well. This data shows that there is no random chance in this relationship, 
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as confirmed by the p-value of 0.000. As a result, performing well with sentence structure in 

one language can help a person achieve better results in another language. It proves that 

learning grammar in one language can be useful in learning another, so it’s wise to develop 

basic skills in a second language to support learning a third. 

At the same time, there is a weak negative link between how accurately students order Urdu 

words and their level of education (Pearson r = –0.144). Although it appears that better 

education may lead to a slight fall in Urdu skill in the survey, we cannot be sure because the 

p-value is over 0.10. It shows that education does not strongly influence learners’ 

performance in forming Urdu sentences. It’s possible that the commonalities in education 

helped explain the similar results or it might simply be that people turn to Urdu for daily talk 

more than written dialogues. 

Word order difference can be observed in relation to participants’ educational level too. 

There is again no significant relationship as the coefficients are weak and negative and the p-

value equals 0.201. As a result, improving a person’s education level isn’t linked to better 

sentence structure in English in this study. As a result, things like familiarity with English, 

better lessons or the language the learner already knows could be more important to learning 

than just going to school. 

Most importantly, the analysis found a moderate, statistically reliable connection between 

how accurately students order Urdu and English words. It means that learning a skill in one 

language can directly help with learning in another, but level of education does not seem to 

matter here. Teachers should understand that using a variety of language skills and working 

on how sentences are built, not just their educational past, helps to design better language 

learning approaches. 

Discussion 

Results of this study underline that a learner’s first language (L1) plays a big role in how they 

create correct sentences in Urdu (L2) and English (L3). When creating sentences, learners 

whose heritage is Sindhi, Punjabi or Pashto—all SOV languages—appeared distinct from 

native Urdu speakers. It was found that those with a native language close to the grammar of 

the target language better understood how to put sentences together in it. For instance, those 

from an SVO background (such as Urdu speakers) were able to create sentences in English 

more accurately since they too are usually SVO. People with SOV languages struggled 

further with English because their L1 structure is different. 

The significant ANOVA results back up these observations by showing that learners’ results 

differ meaningfully in Urdu and English among the L1 groups. This goes along with 

recognized theories in the field such as cross-linguistic influence and syntactic transfer, 

saying that the language you start with can support or restrict the learning of other languages. 

Such research indicates that unconsciously, learners use the syntax of their first language 

when dealing with sentences in other languages. 

Besides, the modest link between L2 and L3 word order scores suggests that knowing one 

more language can usually help someone perform better in another. In other words, students 

who succeed at Urdu are also more likely to succeed at English, perhaps because they use the 

same learning tips, know more about language or think more flexibly because of their 

previous education. Still, performance in L2 and L3 word order tasks was not closely linked 

with a participant’s education level. That means hanging on through years of training at 

school doesn’t absolutely help a person use language grammatically. In fact, how much 

people are aware of language, how well they are taught and the ways they are taught may be 

key factors in mastering sentence structure. 
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Conclusion 

This work focused on whether a learner’s L1 affects their ability to produce word order in 

Urdu (L2) and English (L3), observed in a group of adult multilingual students living in 

Hyderabad, Sindh. The use of one-way ANOVA and Pearson correlation analysis confirmed 

that how well learners use language is strongly influenced by their mother tongue. Strong 

differences in word order scores between L1 groups suggest that how similar a native 

language is to the target language can influence new language learning. 

The findings also show that learning one language better may also boost progress in another. 

It is crucial for learning a language that what is learned first supports and aids learning in the 

future. Even though an individual’s word order is not strongly linked to their educational 

level, it is clear that language structure can be learned only through special instruction in this 

area. They confirm the cross-linguistic influence theory and highlight the needs for strategic 

language use in multilingual schools. 

Recommendations for Language Teachers 

To boost how well students learn, language teachers should pay careful attention to the role 

of their first language. One important thing educators should do is notice L1 interfering at the 

beginning of the learning journey. When teachers pinpoint the syntactic structure of every 

student’s first language, they can foresee where difficulties could arise such as between SOV 

and SVO patterns. 

It is suggested that teachers put contrastive grammar into practice at different stages in their 

lessons. Teachers need to systematically compare the structures of the learner’s L1 with those 

of Urdu and English to bring out the important differences and prevent negative transfer. For 

example, teachers could compare Punjabi sentence structures with English so that learners 

learn more about how the two differ. 

These activities should be used often in English lessons. Students need to organize jumbled 

sentences to ensure they are correct which helps them become accurate with sentence patterns 

through handling different sentence agreements. Another idea is to help children use their 

Urdu skills in English as they learn; for example, motivating them to use Urdu structures in 

English once they feel confident with Urdu grammar. 

Recommendations for Curriculum Developers 

Curriculum makers can help students minimize the effect of L1 interference. A good 

recommendation is using materials that are designed to fit the language background of 

students. Textbooks may show charts that compare grammar, use sentences based on the 

natural order of a language and offer tasks working with different sentence styles. 

A further useful strategy is to include work on syntactical rules within the curriculum. These 

activities are more than drills and motivate students to notice how information is handled in 

other languages. Cross-linguistic sentence comparisons, talks about language and translation 

challenges help students learn the rules of language more successfully.. 

Recommendations for Future Researchers 

The findings of this study could be improved by investigating multilingual learners from 

other parts of Pakistan. This approach would allow researchers to see more clearly the impact 

of different languages on people acquiring second or third languages. 

In addition, conducting interviews, observation exercises and having students explain their 

decisions while forming sentences gives a better picture of their learning. If teachers 

understand what their students experience, they can create better strategies for teaching. 
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It would also be helpful to examine if teaching styles play a part in how much L1 interference 

is found. An analysis of how explicit instruction differs from implicit instruction for learners 

with SOV and SVO languages in the classroom may inform better teaching approaches. 

. 
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