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Abstract: The main goal of this research is the quantitative and qualitative 

analysis of lexical errors in spoken discourse in English language teaching of 

pupils in the 9th grade of primary schools in the northern, central and southern 

parts of Montenegro. The analysis was carried out between 2013 and 2018. The 

corpus of this paper consists of audio-recording of 30 English classes, each 

lasting 45 minutes. This provided relevant data that enabled the identification of 

errors and the conclusions that are presented in this paper.  

Comparative analysis was used to check whether there were significant 

differences in the number and type of errors among the pupils from the three 

regions. The quantitative analysis showed that the total number of errors is 1,311. 

The results show that (1) the largest number of errors in the central part of 

Montenegro relate to the incorrect use of verbs in translating sentences; (2) in 

the southern and northern parts the largest number of errors relate to the incorrect 

use of prepositions; (3) the fewest errors cause by interference appear in the 

northern part; and (4) the incorrect use of words (in terms of their meaning) was 

not identified in any of the regions. These results may be interesting for the 

educational authorities, helping them create adequate curricula and develop 

appropriate classroom activities in the English language classroom. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Error analysis is a very comprehensive area of EFL methodology as they 
make an integral part of learning a foreign langauge. In this paper we 
will deal with an analysis of lexical errors in English language teaching 
from the position of an observer of classes. We observed 30 classes, 45 
minutes each, in the 9th grade of primary schools in the northern, 
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central and southern regions of Montenegro. The aim was to identify 
and classify errors that occur in pupils' utterances and classify them 
according to type. In addition, we carried out a comparative analysis to 
establish if there are any differences regarding types of errors among 
the three regions. 

Two factors influenced the choice of this topic. Firstly, lexical 
analysis of errors in the speech of foreign language learners at the upper 
elementary level has not so far been the subject of interest among 
linguists in Montenegro. Secondly, this type of analysis may provide 
some interesting insights into the teaching of vocabulary and dealing 
with errors in an English classroom.  

 The purpose of the paper was (1) to identify lexical errors 
students make; (2) to identify the type of most frequent lexical errors; 
and (3) to carry out comparative quantitative analysis in order to identify 
possible differences among the students from the three regions of 
Montenegro in terms of the errors made. The results of this anaysis may 
point to possible approaches in teaching English vocabulary in an English 
language classrom. 
 

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 
The notion of error has been extensively studied in literature, 

bearing in mind that errors make a constitutent part of learning a foreign 
langauge. In this part, we will provide theoretical insights into errors, 
with a special focus on lexical errors.  

 
Difficulties in acquiring lexis  
Difficulties in learning, that is, in acquiring a language, can arise 

through impeded understanding of the form of the language (phonetics, 
grammar and syntax); of the content of the language (semantics, or 
meaning); of the social function of the language (pragmatics, or 
communication) (Hartas, 2005: 28). Linguistic or communicative 
difficulties cause various problems, and the biggest of them is actually 
the usage and understanding of the language.  

The fact is that it is definitely easier to express a thought if acquired, 
shorter sentence constructions are used, and so, according to Ellis 
(1994: 273) “it is much more difficult to tell a story if the number of 
participants in it is increased, than if we have one or two”. “What we 
speak is the result of what has been acquired, not its consequence”, says 
Krashen (1982: 278). Halliday and Hasan (1976:285) claim  “that [t]here 
is always the possibility of cohesion between any pair of lexical items 
which are in some way associated with each other in the language”. 
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Every experienced teacher is aware of the fact that having a good 

way of presenting certain teaching units is not necessarily a guarantee 
that the learner will easily acquire the material which is being worked 
on, nor that what is being learned in the English language lesson will 
always remain memorised. It is a fact that the human brain has an innate 
system (Thornberry, 2001: 37) of how to learn, and that we all have our 
own personal style1 of learning and acquiring a language. Thornberry, in 
his research, came to the conclusion that learners sometimes more 
frequently make errors with simpler constructions than with more 
difficult ones. For example, learners have difficulties with some 
prepositions, and thereby often use incorrect constructions (at the 
night, at the morning...); while on the other hand, correctly use some 
semantic forms (lend – borrow). That can be explained, by the fact that 
learning a language also includes the process of the conscious, that is, 
awareness, judgment and skill in order to resolve certain things over 
time (Thornberry, 2001), so the teacher, no matter how hard he/she 
tries, sometimes will not succeed in explaining some language dilemmas 
to the learner, until the learner’s brain consciously, on its own, without 
instruction, manages to find a way of solving problems and reducing the 
number of errors that have arisen in their speech to a minimum.  
 

Error analysis 
On the basis of the assumption that in some way it is expected that 

learners will make a large number of errors while getting to grips with a 
foreign language, we can say that errors are an integral part of both 
learning and teaching. When discusssing errrors, Farrokh refers to 
Chomsky: 

Universal Grammar, proposed by Chomsky in 1957 and his 
rationalistic claim that human beings have innate capacity which 
can guide them through a vast number of sentence generation 
possibilities, cognitive approach instead of behavioristic viewpoint 
was emphasized by many scholars. The largest contribution of this 
new linguistic theory is the interest it raised from researchers into 
learners’ errors as a means of hypothesis formation. (Farrokh, 
2011: 677).  

 
Undoubtedly, error analyis has become a comprehensive field of 

research since then. In this part, we will provide some theoretical 
insights into errors, their causes and typology. 
 

                                                 
1 Auditory style, visual style and kinaesthetic style. 
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Errors: Glottodidactical approaches and methods 
Starting from the historical aspects of approaching errors, we will 

first give an overview of the structuralist approach2 which considers an 
error to be a negative transfer of one’s native language3 and sets up 
studies of contrastive linguistics in the centre of interest with the goal of 
“predicting”4 the errors that will be made. Such a theoretical linguistic 
approach is actually a mirror of what follows, a new overview of 
language which is based on the didactical approach whereby “the 
language and culture of the native language are compared with the 
language and culture of a foreign one, in order to note the difficulties, 
which go beyond noting and following” (Lado, 1957: 2, in Selinker, 1992: 
10). On the other hand there is a formalist approach to the idea of errors, 
which is seen in the negation of such attitudes, beginning with the fact 
that, if language is learned through strict rules, there cannot be any 
negative influence from the native language, that is, any interference. 

With the communicative approach5, the attitude towards errors is 
radically different. Here creativity in learning a language comes to the 
fore, both one’s native language and a foreign language. This refers 
mainly to learning a language through imitation, stories and pictures, 
and comparing the structure and meaning of a foreign language with 
one’s native language, for sake of the easier conception or 
understanding of constructions, falls into this category. What should 
definitely be stated, and which relates to the communicative approach, 
is that here errors are represented as a momentary deviation, that is, an 
incorrectly expressed thought, which can also be the consequence of an 
inadequate strategy of learning, and not only the influence of the native 
language on a foreign one (Ciliberti, 1995: 160). 

Given that errors unavoidably enter into the content of learning, 
that is, they necessarily occur in the process of acquiring a foreign 
language, it is very important to give a more detailed overview of what 
causes them, as well as to see in what way they can be classified, then 

                                                 
2Also known as the audio-oral approach, the structuralist approach focuses on 
the oral dimension of language as an instrument of communication, rather than 
on a collection of rules and structures which need to be obeyed. 
3We will later discuss the transferral of one’s native language into a foreign 
language. 
4Analogous with one’s native language, errors can be expected in acquiring a 
foreign language (word order in sentences). 
5 With the appearance of the communicative approach “the doors are opening” 
to a new way of learning language where the focus, the word itself says, on 
communication. With this approach in some ways “the doors are closing” to the 
traditional way of learning based on strict grammatical rules. 
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we for that reason in the next study direct our attention to an analysis 
of the mentioned segments. 

 
Causes of errors 
According to Pit Corder (1996: 2), there are three main causes of 

errors which he has sorted in the following way: 
(1) Transfer errors 
(2) Analogous errors 
(3) Errors caused by wrong transferring of knowledge. 

Bearing in mind the historical overview of the approaches and 
orientations towards errors made in speech, we note that for a long time 
period errors were considered a negative transfer of one’s native 
language (which we mentioned earlier). According to Spillner (1991), 
when we talk about transfer errors this refers most of all to the influence 
of the native language on the foreign one. This opinion dates back to the 
1960s, and the proponents of this theory are Dulay, Burt and Krashen 
(1985: 145). This means that in these early phases, before we are 
familiar with the functioning of the system of the foreign language, the 
native language, which is the only linguistic system the learner has 
known until then, contributes to the forming of wrong conclusions 
about the foreign language. It is not uncommon for children, as well as 
adults, when translating from their native language into a foreign one, 
to be led by the analogy of the order of words from their native 
language, and in this way produce numerous errors in their speech.  

The process of acquiring a foreign language also brings with it 
opposing views. While on one hand there are theories of the negative 
influence of one’s native language, on the other we have the opinion of 
the Italian theoretician Pallotti (1998), who looks at language transfer 
from another angle. He considers that  one’s native language can greatly 
help in acquiring a foreign language. 

There is a considerable difference opposed to Pallotti in acquiring 
a foreign language, according to Vygotsky (1987). He thinks that a child 
learns his/her native language unconsciously and unintentionally, while 
a foreign one – starting from understanding and intention. Therefore it 
can be said that a native language develops bottom-to-top, while a 
foreign language develops top-to-bottom.  

Although it is not always entirely clear whether a certain error is 
the result of a transfer from the native language, in speech in a foreign 
language it is possible to notice many constructions that have come 
about by the analogous ordering of words from the native language, 
therefore we can talk about analogous errors. According to mentalist 
(Brown, Kreskin, Salem) these errors are inevitable and reflect different 
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phases in the development of the language of the learner. Mentalists 
claim that learners create new language data in their head and produce 
their own rules for their production based on some analogy. The early 
phase of learning a foreign language is characterised largely by the 
dominance of the native language, which means that once learners 
begin to acquire parts of the new system, more and more negative 
influences begin to be manifested in learning, which over time leads to 
the creation of some kind of analogous system of learning. This means 
that learners create constructions analogous to the word order of their 
native language, such as Every day I go to school (instead of I go to school 
every day). 

While on one hand, then, there are theoreticians who consider that 
errors appear due to the influence of the native language or even arise 
according to some analogy, on the other hand there are theoreticians of 
the opposite opinion who speak about errors which appear due to 
inadequate methods of teaching and the materials used for working.  
Given that errors, which are encountered as evidences of failure, of an 
inadequate way of teaching or of a lack of control on the part of the 
teacher him/herself, these theoreticians stick to the opinion that, if the 
material is well chosen and if the information to be learned is presented 
in a suitable way and with adequate methods and work techniques, no 
frequent errors of any kind should be noticed in the learner’s speech. 
What is of crucial importance when we speak about analysing errors is 
certainly the recognition of the source of the errors, and that would 
mean that it is very important to notice the errors, then establish the 
reason for their creation, and then find the best way to correct them. 

Some errors are typical through transfer from the native language, 
some are immediately corrected and disappear, while others are not 
corrected but thus acquired present a risk of fossilization. 

Ellis (1985: 48) covers this point in a succinct definition of 
fossilization: 

 
Fossilization occurs in most languages and cannot be remedied by 
further instruction. Fossilized structures can be realized as errors or 
as correct target language forms. If, when fossilization occurs, the 
learner has reached a stage of development in which feature X in 
his interlanguage has assumed the same form as in the target 
language, then fossilization of the correct form will occur. If, 
however, the learner has reached a stage in which feature Y still 
does not have the same form as the target language. 
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When we talk about difficulties in communication in the foreign-

language classroom, we have to be aware of the fact that the influence 
of the native language can also contribute to impeded communication 
as well as to the appearance of errors, so in the next section we will deal 
particularly with that problem. 
 

Interlanguage 
In the process of acquiring a language, a learner can adopt language 

forms which are in between the two languages: the native language and 
the foreign language. This process is called interlanguage and arises as 
a product of the incorrect application of rules, insufficient knowledge or 
by using the rules of the native language (word order). The occurrence 
of interlanguage can on one hand be considered a normal phenomenon, 
since the learner, when acquiring a foreign language, starts from the 
inputs of their native language. When learning their native language, the 
learner actually spontaneously adopts both vocabulary and grammar 
rules. Learning a foreign language can be done spontaneously only in an 
environment where that language is the native language, while under 
“unnatural conditions”, such as the foreign language classroom, the 
learner learns a language which is forced on him/her, using strict rules 
about the way of learning. 

Bearing in mind that the influence of the native language is 
indispensible in the process of learning a foreign one, we should pay 
attention to correcting the errors that learners make. On the contrary it 
can happen that the learner adopts incorrect constructions, and that 
those errors, since they have already taken root by then, become 
persistent and it is difficult to get rid of them afterwards. In that case we 
are talking about fossilisation (which we will go into more detail about 
later). 

Selinker (1969: 54) was the first to use the term interlanguage, 
taken from Weinreich’s term interlingual which relates to a language 
system which a speaker, who is learning a foreign language and is 
exposed to the language which he/she is learning, adopts. Selinker’s 
(1992: 67) term interlanguage actually relates to a systematic 
knowledge of a language which depends both on the native language 
and the language being learned. According to Selinker (1992: 50), the 
meaning of interlanguage relates to a series of mutual systems, which 
Corder (1967: 4) calls the learner’s “innate plan”. The second meaning 
relates to the system which relates to one phase of development 
(interlanguage). The third, a combination of L1 and L2 (for example 
where L1 is French and L2 English or L1 is Japanese and L2 English). 
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Selinker (1988: 47-48) states three basic characteristics of 

interlanguage: 
(1) Whenever a learner attempts to express meaning in a second 

language, the utterances which he or she produces will not be 
identical with those which would have been produced by the native 
speaker of the target language (TL) (in attempting to express the 
same meaning). 

(2) Learner-produced L2 utterances will not be an exact translation 
from the native language (NL) but will be formed by a variety of 
learning and production strategies, language transfer clearly being 
a major strategy. 

(3) Furthermore, some utterances (and some portions of utterances) 
may remain [fossilized] in learner speech and writing over time. 
Considering the foreign language classroom, this system can be 

changed by the implementation of various teaching methods, creating a 
varied linguistic and social context which can improve teaching of the 
English language, but it can also achieve the opposite effect (Selinker, 
1992). 

The teacher should initiate communication much more in the class. 
Given that making errors is part of the process of learning, that is, 
essential in acquiring a language, we will focus, later on in this paper, 
precisely both on the idea of errors and on the identification and 
classification of errors, thereby giving an overview of glottodidactic 
methods and approaches based on the opposing opinions of 
theoreticians.  
 

Identification and description of errors 
Corder (1963), classifes the errors according to four categories: 

(1) omission of some required element; Morphological omission (A 
strange thing happen to me yesterday).Syntactical omission (Must say 
also the names?) 
(2) addition of some unnecessary or incorrect element; In morphology 
(The books is here.) In syntax (The London.)In lexicon (I stayed there 
during five years ago.) 
(3) selection of an incorrect element ; and in morphology  (My friend is 
oldest than me.)In syntax ( I want that he comes here.) 
(4) misordering of the elements; In pronunciation (fignisicant for 
significant); prulal for plural;  
In morphology (get upping for getting up); In syntax (He is a dear to me 
friend.) 
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Allwright (1988: 172) argues that: 
the focus on the teacher treatment of learners 'error is to adapt a 
rather narrow focus because it means concentrating on what might 
be called the potential crisis points in the process...It is a much 
broader view point because it attempts to deal with the classroom 
context in which occur as well as with the errors themselves and 
secondly because it atttempts to take into account the social nature 
of this context in terms of a complexity of relationships between 
teacher and learners. 

 
Errors which arise during learning a foreign language, especially in 

lexis, are an unavoidable part of understanding and acquiring it, and the 
type of errors which, overall,most often occupy the attention of 
teachers and learners, because of their complexity and 
comprehensiveness, are lexical ones, so more attention and a deeper 
analysis should be given to these. 

 
Lexical errors 
In studying speech in the foreign language classroom, that is, 

noticing those errors which appear in the learners speech discourse, the 
focus of interest is, apart from grammatical errors, certainly put on 
lexical errors which attract the greatest attention because of their size. 
Lightbown and Spada (2006: 82) point out that “...error analysis has the 
advantage of describing what learners actually do rather than what they 
might do...” 

Willis (1989: 34) considers that learning lexis in the classroom 
always comes before learning grammar. Nattinger (1992: 341) hence 
suggests that teaching the English language should be based on the idea 
that the production of language is grounded on a concrete situation 
without deductive learning of lexic, that is, theory should be learned 
through putting it into practice. Willis (1990) considers that the teaching 
plan for lexis in the foreign language classroom should be conceived so 
that it is connected with practical methodological inputs about its 
application (such a plan should place the emphasis on words and their 
meanings, but in the context of creating a natural environment for 
learning).  
 

METHODOLOGY 
In this part we will offer a description of the participants included 

in the research, the aims of the research, as well as the instruments and 
the procedure used. 
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Participants 
The participants are pupils (9th grade) in Montenegrin elementary 

schools in the central, southern and northern parts of Montenegro who 
use English inside the classroom. We observed and recorded 30 English 
lessons with the 9th graders, each lastin 45 minutes. 

 
Aims of the research 
The aims of the research are: (1) To determine whether variations 

exist in the number and categorisation of errors based on regional 
differentiations; (2) To determine whether some errors (wrong 
translation of a sentence with the use of adverbs in inappropriate 
places) arise under the influence of interference of the native language; 
and (3) To note whether the most common errors arise in the wrongly 
used form of the word (wrong suffix/missing suffix, wrong 
prefix/missing prefix, confusion between the –ed or –ing forms at the 
end of words). 

 
Instruments 
Given that the corpus of this paper is made up of audio recordings 

of the students speech of students from various regions of Montenegro. 
The students' speech of 45' activites was audio-recorded, and 
sometimes less, depending on their activities (if they had to write 
something down and do these kind of activities, those activities were 
not recorded).  It was spontaneous speech based on school lesson plan 
and programme.The teacher's job was to work spontaneously with them 
(textbook and workbook activities, role play, dialogues).  A method of 
corpus linguistics which enables the relevant results and conclusions to 
be obtained on the basis of an analysis of the particular corpus – in this 
case, the English language lessons in the schools – is unavoidable. The 
lessons are made up of whole classes (45 min or sometimes less 
depending on the time students spend on speaking activities according 
to the lesson plan). This approach enables the separation, with the help 
of certain tools (Textanz6), of lexical and syntactical elements which 
influence the creation of the overall discourse. In terms of the 
methodology used in analysing errors, a comparative analysis was 
chosen in order to test whether there are not any significant differences 
in the number and type of errors which learners of the mentioned level 

                                                 
6 A software program which helps in the analysis of every type of text abundant 
in lexis and grammar (contributes to faster analysis of words, phrases and 
expressions; helps with the choice of words, so that words are not repeated, 
etc.). 
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make. In the framework of the analysis, a larger number of “different 
methods of introspection and retrospection (surveys, ‘thinking out loud’ 
by learners about what they are doing, informal conversations between 
learners and teachers) (Šikmanović, 2013: 5) were also sometimes used 
in lessons.  

As a model for the idea of creating our own table for the 
classification of errors, we will use one part of a table from Common 
Mistakes in English by T.J. Fitikides, since this paper will serve the needs 
of non-native English speakers, we need a clear, precise, concise and, 
above all, simple overview of all the errors. We will make a practical 
tabular overview of the lexical errors occurring at the primary school 
level, which offers the possibility for easier selection of each error, then 
its sorting into a particular category, and after that for the use of our 
paper, easier comparison of the error and calculation of percentage 
frequencies. 
 

Procedure 
The analysis is based on a corpus of English language lessons in 

different regions on Montenegro (central, southern and northern parts). 
For the needs of the research, thirty lessons in Montenegrin schools (in 
the central, southern and northern parts of Montenegro) were recorded 
from the 2013/14 academic/school year until 2016/18. The corpus 
consists of 1,350 minutes of audio recordings of the regular English 
language lessons, as well as notes of the errors written down by the 
teachers themselves (errors in the students speech translation based on 
listening to and noting down). Students were answering to the teacher's 
questions based on some conversation topics from their books or some 
other ( lessons were mainly practice lessons) and students didn't have 
time to prepare their answers. They didn't first write and read their 
answers.  After recording the lessons, transcription of the text – based 
on listening to and noting down the errors – was carried out. The overall 
number of lexical errors amounted to 1,311 (central– 482, southern – 
473 and northern – 356). After the results of the overall number of 
mistakes were obtained, calculation of the percentages of the data was 
carried out. 
 
ANALYSIS 

The analysed data7 are presented in the table below. It represents 
he overall number of errors with a cross-section of their frequency. The 
errors are marked numerically, and in the framework of such an analysis 

                                                 
7The data are taken from the doctoral dissertation of the author of this paper. 
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the degree of occurrence of individual types of errors can be noted, as 
well as the category into which the errors fall. We will also display the 
percentages of the quantities and categorisation of the errors. 

 
Table – Type and number of errors per region 

Lexical Errors Central part Southern part Northern part  Total 

Wrong position of 
adverbs, adverbs often 
confused (interference) 

47 
(4.44%) 

44 
(4.17%) 

21 
(2.45%) 

112 
  (8.54%) 

Using a wrong preposition  68 
(6.43%) 

91 
(8.64%) 

74 
(8.66%) 

233 
(17.77%) 

Using a wrong noun 70 
(6.62%) 

78 
(7.40%) 

42 
(4.91%) 

190 
(14.49%) 

Using a wrong adjective 79 
(7.47%) 

70 
(6.64%) 

40 
(4.68%) 

189 
(14.41%) 

Using a wrong verb 
(collocations) 

81 
(7.66%) 

80 
(7.59%) 

60 
(7.02%) 

221 
(16.85%) 

The incorrect word order  60 
(5.67%) 

78 
(7.40%) 

54 
(6.32%) 

192 
(14.64%) 

Using a wrong word form 
(wrong word ending, 
missing word ending, 
confusion between –ed, 
and –ing endings 

77 
(7.28%) 

32 
(3.03%) 

65 
(7.61%) 

174 
(13.27%) 

Miscellaneous examples of 
some of errors )8 

-he also was/he 
was also 
-Tennis is a very 
smart sport/fun, 
amusing 
-accidentally 
you were 
out/unfortunate
ly 
-I love this club 
known about/ 
for 
-gradulation 
/graduation 
-about the 
world/around 
the world 
-according to 
my opinion/in  
-newest 
book/latest 
-you have 
wrong/are 

-suffering from 
tiredness/ 
fatigue 
-high 
building/tall 
-taking place 
in/part 
-sweep your 
nose/wipe 
-put off his 
coat/take off 
-we had a 
speech/a chat 
-this is the 
single 
phone/only 
-In 1999 he 
came here/he 
came here in 
1999 
(interference) 
-open 
since/from 9h 

-went to 
seeing/went 
on seeing 
-What was he 
clothing/weari
ng? 
-____five 
days/in 
-an excellent 
sight/view 
-go for 
shopping/go 
shopping 
-past 
century/last 
-has she noted 
our 
homework?/
marked 
-mind to 
wait/waiting 
-manu /dish 

 

                                                 
8Model taken from Fitikides (1969). 
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Lexical Errors Central part Southern part Northern part  Total 

-would 
collect/used to 
-Often he 
goes/he often 
goes 
-He was 
wounded/injure
d 
-He visits his 
parents by 
week/weekly 
-let’s do a 
ride/go for 
-bored/boring 
-
interesting/inter
ested 
-
understand/und
erstandable 
-
inttention/intent
ion 
-
present/represe
nt 
-notise/notice 
 

 

- scale/ladder 
-she said 
you/told you 
-I did a 
mass/made 
-have ever you 
been/have 
you ever been 
-usually he 
plays 
football/he 
usually plays 
-go mad 
with/get mad 
at 
-lend/borrow 
-
imimportant/
unimportant 
-safable/safe 
-fen/fun 
-unlike/dislike 
-gader/gather 
-
costom/custo
m 
-tripp/trip 
-
prominant/do
minant 

-this is his 
woman/wife 
-at 
justly/exactly 
-you are 
keeping/keep 
saying 
- informed 
you fo r 
/about 
-keep 
silenting/spea
king 
-deskribe / 
decribe 
- fesh / fresh 
- pose  
/impose 
- member / 
remember 
 

Lexical errors (total) 482 473 356 1,311 

 
The analysis shows that 1,311 lexical errors were identified in the 

9th grade or primary schools in Montenegro in all three regions 
altogether. Given that one of the goals was to determine whether there 
are variations in the categorisation of errors dependent on the region to 
which the participant belongs, the results are as follows: the analysis for 
the central part of Montenegro shows in total 482 errors; for the 
southern part, 473; and for the northern part, 356 errors. Generally 
speaking, the largest number of errors in the central part of Montenegro 
relates to wrong use of verbs in translation, while in the southern part 
the largest number of errors occurs in the choice of appropriate 
preposition. However, we can identify the types and number of errors 
per region. 

In the Central Region, the most frequent errors are the following:  
- use of adverbs (interference) – 47 errors (4.44%) 
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- use of prepositions – 67 errors (6.43%) 
- use of nouns – 70 errors (6.62%) 
- use of adjectives – 79 errors (7.74%) 
- use of verbs – 81 errors (7.66%) 
- word order – 60 errors (5.57%) 
- wrong word form – 77 errors (7.28%) 

The most frequent errors identified in the Southern Region of 
Montenegro are as follows: 

- use of adverbs (interference) – 44 errors (4.17%) 
- use of prepositions – 91 errors (8.64%) 
- use of nouns – 78 errors (7.40%) 
- use of adjectives – 70 errors (6.64%) 
- use of verbs – 80 errors (7.59%) 
- word order – 78 errors (7.40%) 
- wrong word form – 32 errors (3.03%) 

In the Northern Region the following errors were identified: 
- use of adverbs (interference) – 21 errors (2.45%) 
- use of prepositions – 74 errors (8.66%) 
- use of nouns – 42 errors (4.91%) 
- use of adjectives – 40 errors (4.68%) 
- use of verbs – 60 errors (7.02%) 
- word order – 54 errors (6.32%) 
- wrong word form – 65 errors (7.61%) 

Comparing the type of errors per region, we concluded the 
following:  
1. The number of errors related to adverbs is similar to the central and 
southern regions of Montenegro (4.44% and 4.17% respectively), while 
that in the northern region is much lower  - 21 (2.45%). Out of the total 
number of all errors (1,311), thsese errors amount to 112 (8.54%). 
2. In terms of prepositions, it is the central region that has the lowest 
number of errors (6.43%), while the southern and northern regions have 
balanced results (8,64% and 8,66% respsetively). The total number of 
these errors is (17,77%). 
3. The errors referring to the use of nouns amount to 70 (6.62%) in the 
central, 78 (7.40%) in the southern and 42 (4.91%) in the northern 
regiions, which makes 190 errors in total (14.49%). 
4. As for adjectives, 79 (7.47%) errors were made in the central region, 
70 (6.64%) in the southern region and 40 errors (40%) in the norhern 
region. The total number of these errors is 189 (14,41%). 
5. The errors occuring when using verbs are as follows: 81 (7.66%) in the 
central region, 80 (7.59%) in the southern region, and 60 (7.02%) in the 
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northern region. This means that the central and southern region are 
similar in this respect. The total number of these errors is 221 (16,85%). 
6. Regarding word order, we came up with the following results: the 
central part – 60 errors (5.67%), the southern part – 78 errors (7.40%), 
and northern region – 54 errors (6.32%). The total number of these 
errors is 192 (14.6%). When the word order is in question, the results 
are more varied than those referring to the parts of speech. 
7. Wrong word form as an error is also quite varied: 77 (7,28%) of error 
in the central part, 32 (3,03%) errors in the southern part, and  65 
(7,61%) errors in the northern part of Montenegro. The total number of 
errors is 174 (13,27%). 

It seems that the number of errors regarding parts of speech is 
more balanced in the central and the southern regions, while the 
northern region has somewhat different figures, mainly lower than 
those in the the central and southern region, excluding prepositions 
where the results are more balanced in the southern and northern 
regions. 

The results show that the largest number of errors (233) relates to 
wrong use of prepositions, which is 17.17% of all the errors identified, 
followed by wrongly used verb forms (221 or 16.85%). Where the 
sentence word order is concerned, the number of errors is 192 or 
14.64%. In next place are errors to do with wrongly used nouns (190 or 
14.49%), and then wrong adjectives (189 or 14.41%). Usage of the wrong 
word form occurred 174 times or in 13.27% of all cases. 

Speaking about interference from the pupils’ native language on 
their English production, we identified 112 wrongly placed adjectives in 
sentences, or 8.54% of the overall number of errors, which is the lowest 
number of errors.  

 
CONCLUSION 
In this paper, we have dealt with an analysis of lexical errors found 

in speaking activities in English language classes. Two factors influenced 
the choice of the topic. Firstly, no analysis of these types of errors in the 
speech of foreign language learners has been carried out so far by 
linguists in Montenegro. Secondly, this type of analysis may provide 
some interesting insights into the issues related to possible problems 
that may occur in teaching vocabulary and provide directions in dealing 
with errors in an English classroom.  

Systematic research of errors in terms of their types and 
identification of the frequency of lexical errors in the process of learning 
may (1) provide a clear insight into possible difficulties in learning the 



330 FOLIA LINGUISTICA ET LITTERARIA: 

 
English language, and (2) indicate that making errors is actually an 
essential and unavodiable part in the process of learning. 

The main aim of this research was a quantitative analysis of lexical 
errors during speaking activities in English classes. The classes in various 
regions of the country (the central, southern and northern parts) were 
recorded first, which was followed by processing of the data. A 
quantitative analysis provided an isnight into possible existence of 
regional differences. The aim of our research was also to draw some 
conclusions which would offer certain indicators for the creators of 
syllabi and tests, as well as for the teachers to help them get an idea 
what are the biggest problem in terms of lexis in English language 
learning.  

After analysis of the results, the following conclusions were 
formed: (1) There are only insignificant variations depending on regional 
differentiations, i.e. the largest number of errors in the central part of 
Montenegro included wrong use of verbs in translation, while in the 
southern and northern parts, the largest number errors was in the 
choice of appropriate prepositions; (2) The smallest number of errors 
caused by interference occurred in the northern part of Montenegro, 
but we can say that interference, compared with the other errors, is 
represented in lower numbers; and (3) The wrong use of word forms is 
not dominant in any region.  

Since the subject of interest of linguists is mainly focused on an 
analysis of errors in written discourse in a foreign language classroom 
(essays, written work) to a significantly larger extent than in spoken 
discourse, it is clear that research into errors in this type of analysis was 
necessary. This type of analysis has its own specific characteristics which 
have not been the subject of research in the area where the 
Montenegrin language is spoken. 

Above all, this analysis may show the educational authorities, 
especially those institutions which deal with external testing and 
creation of curricula for teaching English, as well as teacher training 
curricula, which aspects of English language teaching need to be 
addressed when creating these curricula.  This particularly relates to a 
methodological approach to these and similar problems, as well to the 
use of the obtained results of the research, which represent the basis 
for further study, but also concrete classroom activities. 
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ANALIZA LEKSIČKIH GREŠAKA 
U UČIONICI ENGLESKOG JEZIKA KAO STRANOG 

(REGIONALNA ANALIZA) 
 
Ova analiza se zasniva na korpusu časova engleskog jezika učenika trećeg 
ciklusa učenja engleskog jezika, a obuhvata najučestalije leksičke greške koje se 
javljaju u govoru učenika tri crnogorske regije:centralne, sjeverne i južne. Za 
analizu je odabrana  komparativna analiza  kako bi se provjerila hipoteza da ne 
postoje značajne razlike u broju i vrsti grešaka koje učenici navedenog uzrasta 
prave. 

Budući da korpus ovog rada predstavljaju audio snimljeni časovi bazirani 
na snimljenim časovima od 45', a nekada i kraće) egleskog jezika pripadnika 
različitih regija Crne Gore, nezaobilazan je i metod korpusne lingvistike koji 
omogućava da se do relevantnih rezultata i zaključaka dođe na osnovu analize 
određenog korpusa, u ovom slučaju časova engleskog jezika.  

U radu je prikazana cjelovita analiza rezultata do koje se došlo nakon 
višegodišnjeg istraživanja od 2013 do 2018. Došlo se do zaključka da je ukupan 
broj leksičkih grešaka 1.311, kao i da je najveći broj grešaka vezan zacentralni 
dio Crne Gore odnosi se na pogrešnu upotrebu glagola u prevodu rečenice, dok 
se u južnom i sjevernom dijelu najveći broj grešaka odnosi na odabir 
odgovarajuće prepozicije;  najmanje nepravilnosti u pogledu interferencije ima 
u sjevernom dijelu Crne Gore, a pogrešna upotreba (semantičke) forme riječi 
nije dominantna ni u jednoj regiji. 

 
Ključne riječi: leksičke greške, uticaj maternjeg jezika, analiza grešaka, rezultati 
istraživanja. 
 
 
 


