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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION

Negative Language Transfer:
A Study of Essays by Heritage and L2 students of Russian

at the Intermediate Mid Level of Proficiency

by Larisa Alexey Karkafi

Doctor of Philosophy in Slavic Languages and Literatures
University of California, Los Angeles, 2014
Professor Olga Kagan, Co-Chair

Professor David W. MacFadyen, Co-Chair

This study was conducted to identify, quantify, and compare the types and number of
negative transfer errors in the written essays of HL and L2 learners of Russian, particularly to
categorize all instances of negative transfer. It was also focused on determining which linguistic
subsystem is most influenced by negative transfer from English to Russian. This study added a
new dimension to the current linguistic knowledge concerning negative transfer and the literature
available in the area of Russian language pedagogy. Sixty HL and 60 L2 learners of Russian of
the intermediate mid level of proficiency enrolled in Russian language classes at UCLA
participated in the study. Written essays submitted for the ACTR National Post-Secondary

Russian Essay Contest on four topics were used as the primary data source.



The most important finding from this research was that HL learners produced twice as
many negative transfer errors as did L2 learners of Russian. Other important findings of the
study reinforced the idea that writing in Russian showed the influence of English linguistic
structures in four subsystems: lexical, semantic, syntactic, and orthographic. The research
returned empirical evidence that, for both groups of learners, lexical and semantic subsystems
were more vulnerable to the English-based linguistic structures than syntax and orthography.

Conclusions from this study hold pedagogical implications for Russian language
instruction. For example, comprehensible meaning-focused input at the vocabulary level should
be a part of the curriculum and material design. Guidelines were offered for creating
comprehensive instructional intervention and productive activities that can strengthen vocabulary

development and assist learners in minimizing and overcoming negative language transfer.
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INTRODUCTION:
LANGUAGE TRANSFER

Language transfer or cross-linguistic influence in second language acquisition is viewed
as effects of the first language or a previously learned language (L1) on the acquisition or use of
a second or additional language (L2) (Odlin, 1989). Until the last two decades of the 20th
century, language transfer had been treated by SLA scholars as an insignificant factor in
language acquisition (Dulay, Burt, & Krashen, 1982; Kellerman, 1977, Krashen, 1982).
Moreover, many SLA scholars viewed language transfer as an obstacle that made acquiring a
second language difficult. In 1989, Odlin’s landmark findings on the role of language transfer
indicated that differences between the source and target languages provide language learners
with opportunities to make linguistic associations between these two languages, thereby
facilitating acquisition of the target language structures. His study prompted a new era in the
language transfer research.

A large body of literature in the 21st century has demonstrated that language transfer is a
contributing factor in second language acquisition and development. It has been argued that
language transfer has variable effect on different linguistic subsystems (i.e., lexical, semantic,
syntactic, pragmatic, etc.) across two major populations of language learners: L2 and HL
(Aleeva, 2012; Montrul, 2010; Sorace, 2004; White, 2009). Some researchers—for example,
Hulk and Miiller (2000) and Sorace (2004)—have suggested that the language transfer is more
evident in the syntax subsystem while others (Marian & Kaushanskaya, 2007; Slabakova, 2008)
have argued that cross-linguistic influence is more pronounced in semantic subsystems.

Understanding the effects of language transfer and the vulnerability of different linguistic

subsystems (i.e., lexical, semantic, syntactic, orthographic, etc) in the target language acquisition



and development is one of the key issues in SLA instruction. This knowledge could lead to
greater target language awareness so that language learners would pay particular attention to
certain target language forms and structures. Instructors and curriculum developers could use this
information to improve second language learning and maximize language learners’ potential in
achieving high levels of language proficiency.

SLA scholars distinguish two types of language transfer: positive and negative (Jarvis &
Pavlenko, 2008). Positive transfer involves instances in which correct target language structures
are produced because of source language influence. In contrast, negative language transfer
results in incorrect target language structures under the influence of the source language. The
effects of the negative language transfer from English to Russian in the production of Russian as
L2 are currently receiving increasing attention in the literature on SLA. The present dissertation
research continues that focus by investigating the negative transfer from English to Russian in
the written production of intermediate L2 and HL learners of Russian. It examines through
quantification, categorization, and comparison the areas of linguistic knowledge in which
transfer manifests itself for each group of learners.

Although a number of studies on negative transfer from Russian to English have been
previously undertaken (Aleeva, 2012; Andrews, 2001; Hayes, 2003; Isurin, 2007; Marian &
Kaushanskaya, 2007; Pavlenko & Jarvis, 2002), the focus of these earlier works was
predominantly on oral production of adult L2 learners of Russian (apart from Aleeva’s study).
Moreover, these previous studies neglected to consider negative transfer in the production of
heritage language learners or childhood bilinguals of Russian—Iearners who are usually
introduced to Russian at an early age and speak Russian to some degree at home but may not

receive any formal Russian language instruction prior to university. Particularly, the above-



mentioned works did not describe and compare the amount and types of negative language
transfer from English to Russian in the writings of L2 and HL learners of Russian.

HL learners in the United States represent a unique population of language learners. They
are considered bilinguals in English and their heritage language (Polinsky, 2000; Valdés, 2000).
HL learners acquire their heritage language in early childhood. A widely accepted definition of
the heritage language was suggested by Polinsky, who referred to HL as the “first [language] for
an individual with respect to the order of acquisition . . . but not completely acquired because of
the switch to another dominant language” (Polinsky, 2000, p. 149). Unlike monolingual native
speakers who are exposed to the first/primary language at home and are schooled in it, HL
learners typically do not have access to formal education in their heritage language with
exception of “Sunday” or religious schools. Because of the pressure to assimilate into the
dominant society and culture and lack of formal instruction in their heritage language, HL
learners use their language in limited contexts. In time, use of English expands into new contexts
and replaces the heritage language in most areas except family and household. Limited use of
their heritage language leads to impoverished phonology, morphology, lexicon, and syntax
(Chevalier, 2006; Friedman & Kagan, 2008; Montrul, 2010; Polinsky, 2000). Although many HL
learners possess high degrees of aural and oral proficiency in their heritage languages, they
usually display low levels of literacy (Benmamoun et al., 2010; Kagan & Dillon, 2001).
Research has shown that, by the time HL learners enter a university language program, their HL
“resembles an L2, in the sense that it has a grammatical basis but has not reached the full
ultimate attainment of an L1 acquired in childhood” (Montrul, 2010, p. 294).

Russian is among the top 10 minority languages spoken in the United States. It spreads

and strengthens through immigration to the country and transfer of cultural, historical, and



linguistic knowledge from generation to generation within immigrant communities. As ethno-
linguistic situations in the United States change constantly because of the global economic and
geopolitical situation, the need to use the nation’s expanding linguistic resource increases.
Creating specific university language courses and programs that address the needs of HL and L2
learners for higher levels of language proficiency are crucial in the current economic and
political situation.

The primary purpose of this dissertation research was to measure and compare the
amount and types of negative language transfers from English to Russian in the writings of HL
and L2 learners of Russian at the intermediate mid level of proficiency. The study also was
focused on determining which linguistic subsystems—Iexical, semantic, syntactic, or
orthographic—are most affected by the influence of English structures for each group of
learners. The research data consisted of 120 written essays submitted for the ACTR National
Post-Secondary Russian Essay Contest in 2009 to 2013 by HL and L2 learners of Russian at the
department of Slavic Languages and Literatures at the University of California Los Angeles. All
instances of the negative language transfer were identified and coded in all the essays. Then, the
transfer errors were classified into the categories that emerged from the data, calculated for each
group of learners, and subsequently compared.

In the present study, a one-shot exploratory approach and an error analysis method were
used in a comprehensive investigation of negative transfer from English to Russian for HL and
L2 learners of Russian. This dissertation research contributes to the general understanding of the
role played by negative language transfer in the fields of SLA and bilingualism through an
investigation of how it manifests itself quantitatively and qualitatively in different linguistic

subsystems of HL and L2 learners of Russian.



This dissertation consists of five chapters. This introduction provides relevant
information about and context for language transfer. In addition, it provides basic linguistic
characteristics of the HL learners of Russian. Chapter 1 includes a review of existing research
literature that motivated the research questions addressed in this dissertation. It also includes an
explanation of how this study contributes to the research of the linguistic structure of negative
language transfer and a review of important findings from empirical research concerning
negative transfer in L2 and HL using error analysis. The chapter addresses gaps in the literature
and includes research questions to be answered by this study.

Chapter 2 addresses the methodological approach, research design, and the procedure
used in the study. An exploratory approach and error analysis were adopted to provide the
evidence necessary to identify the influence of English structures on the writings of HL and L2
learners of Russian and to allow a comprehensive quantitative analysis. Furthermore, the chapter
provides the justification for this approach. Chapter 2 includes discussion of specific data
collection methods and procedures followed for the collection and analysis of the data for this
present study.

Key findings from an analysis of research data gathered from written essays of HL and
L2 learners of Russian are presented in Chapter 3, and the research questions are reiterated and
addressed. Quantitative results from the data collected from the written essays are examined. The
results are based on the use of quantitative research techniques analyzing the data in a
nonexperimental manner.

Chapter 4 includes detailed analysis and interpretation of the findings presented in
Chapter 3, with reference to each of the research questions. The results of the study are also

discussed in relation to the previous relevant research studies. Finally, Chapter 5 includes a



summary of the key findings of the research, followed by a consideration of pedagogical
implications for teachers and institutions, as well as directions for future research. Furthermore,
the last chapter contains the assessment of the limitations of the study and concludes with a brief

summary of the preceding sections.



CHAPTER 1:
LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter reviews the literature associated with negative language transfer. The first
section addresses negative language transfer as a linguistic variable. Negative language transfer
is then considered from a historical perspective. The second section includes the taxonomy of
negative language transfer and the major contributions to its development in different areas of
language studies. Empirical studies are also considered in the second section. The third section
addresses error analysis as one of the major research tools for negative language transfer. Finally,
the last section includes discussion of gaps in the earlier research and provides justification for
the research questions of the present study.
Language Transfer

Language transfer or cross-linguistic influence in second language acquisition is regarded
as an effect of the first/source language (L1) on the acquisition or use of another/target language
(L2; Odlin, 1989). The study of the role of language transfer in SLA has been a prominent
research area. Until the 1950s, language transfer was considered simply a negative phenomenon
that threatened to corrupt one’s language. According to Jarvis and Pavlenko (2008), this
unfavorable attitude stemmed from xenophobia during a time of increasing world migration
because of economic factors. In addition, some linguists and psychologists promoted the idea
that language transfer arises from “learners’ laziness, sloppiness” and “lack of mental clarity”
(Cahan, 1926; Jespersen, 1912).

The notions that language transfer hinders the acquisition of another language and that
the differences between the source language and the target language result in difficulties with L2

development were successfully challenged by Ringbom (1978), who criticized the earlier



approach to language transfer and provided empirical evidence that it facilitates acquisition of
the target language structures. Additionally, both similarities and differences between the source
and target languages lead language learners to make semantic associations between the two
languages (Ringbom, 1978). Ringbom’s approach has influenced studies in language transfer by
Cook (2001), Dewaele (1998), Odlin (1989), and Pavlenko (2000), whose studies confirmed that
transfer can facilitate and accelerate acquisition of another language. In particular, some
researchers discovered that language transfer can not only positively influence the pace and
success of L.2 acquisition but also change the phases and sequences of L2 acquisition (Pavlenko
2000; Heinz, 2003).

In the 1990s, the focal point of transfer studies was on L2 learners (Gass & Selinker,
1992; Schwartz & Sprouse, 1996). Pioneering research was produced by MacWhinney (1999),
whose work on transfer contributed to a deeper understanding of the impact of L1 in adult L2
learners, although he believed that, once a speaker acquires a full linguistic competence in L1, it
would not be influenced by another language. Andrews (1993) and Silva-Corvaldn (1994) were
among the first researchers to focus on HL learners. However, they studied language transfer
exclusively from the sociolinguistic perspective, documenting language transfer in several
generations of immigrant language communities. Berman (1999), Isurin (2005), and Marian and
Kaushanskaya (2007) continued to investigate the influence of English on heritage languages in
the United States, yet these studies were limited to analysis of oral production.

SLA researchers have recognized the influence of the source language can have a dual
effect on target language acquisition: either facilitating or hindering. The facilitative effect is
referred to as positive language transfer, whereas a hindering effect is called negative language

transfer.



Types of Linguistic Transfer

Traditionally, linguistic transfer was examined in syntax and morphology (Rutherford,
1983; Zobl, 1986). The new approaches proposed during the late 1980s began expanding the
areas of language transfer to all linguistic subsystems: lexicon, semantics, orthography,
discourse, and pragmatics (Odlin, 1989). Lexical transfer is considered “the influence of lexical
knowledge in one language on the use of the word in another language” (Jarvis & Pavlenko,
2008, p. 72). Generally, lexical transfer reveals itself in the use of a false cognate (e.g., Russian
artist means ‘actor,” not ‘artist’; Russian auditoriia means ‘audience,” not ‘auditorium’).

Another instance of lexical transfer could result in the lexical borrowing of a
phonologically and morphologically or orthographically adapted word from the source language
into the target language in situations in which the target language can be seen as lacking a
semantically comparable lexical unit (e.g., la propustila svoi appointment reflects influence from
the English word appointment; in addition, the use of nouns such as bebisiter (‘babysitter’), kesh
(‘cash’), and boifrend (‘boytriend’) illustrate the same kind of transfer; Pavlenko, 2003, p. 40).
Nouns are most vulnerable to language transfer, particularly, in HL learners’ production in which
learners use them to refer to new concepts in a new cultural and linguistic environment of the
target language (Latomaa, 1998; Otheguy & Garcia, 1993).

The second important category of lexical transfer involves loan translations or calques,
which language learners of different language backgrounds use “to fill the gaps™ in the target
language (Jarvis & Pavlenko, 2008, p. 156). Loan translations occur when compound words,
idioms, and lexical collocations are translated word-by-word from the source language into the
target language. In Pavlenko’s (2003) study of language transfer in oral narratives of HL and L2

learners of Russian, the differences in the internalization of the new lexical concepts were



extensively documented. In that study, monolingual speakers of English described the events in a
short film as an invasion of privacy and personal space (a male stranger sitting down too close to
a female). In contrast, monolingual speakers of Russian described the same episode simply as “a
man was sitting too close” (Pavlenko, 2003, p. 35). When the same film was shown to Russian
L2 learners of English, they interpreted the events in the same way as English monolinguals as
an invasion of privacy and personal space. To describe the scene, they used loan translations: On
vtorgaetsia v ee odinochestvo; ‘He invades her solitude’ (Pavlenko, 2003, p. 41).

Andrews (2001) documented loan words from English in the speech of Russian
immigrants in the domains of daily life, employment, and education (e.g., dishvashery —
‘dishwashers’ and taunhausy — ‘townhouses’). His research was extended by Proshina and Ettkin
(2005), who found that, since the fall of the Soviet Union, there has been a 70% increase in loan
translations from English into Russian because of cross-linguistic influence and language
contact. New words appeared in many lexical domains, such as business, education,
employment, and daily life (e.g., tineidzher — ‘teenager,’ ofis — ‘office,’brending — ‘branding,’
and chat — ‘chat’). As Jarvis and Pavlenko stated, the introduction of new words was prompted
by the conceptual need of the target language. Additionally, new internalized concepts are easily
detectable even at the beginning levels of language proficiency with short-term exposure to the
target language (Jarvis & Pavlenko, 2008). The third instance of lexical transfer refers to the
coinage of new words by blending two or more words from different languages (e.g., “We have
the same clothers” from a blend of the English word clothes and the Swedish word kldder —
‘clothes’ and, in Russian, esemeska ‘SMS message’; Ringbom, 1987, p. 153).

Semantic transfer manifests itself either in the use of a word from the source language

that shows influences from the semantic range of a corresponding word in the target language
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(e.g., in Russian, the word for a personal camera, fotoapparat, and the word for film used in
photography, plenka, in the speech of Russian immigrants in the United States are replaced by
kamera and fil’m (Pavlenko & Jarvis, 2002, p. 201). Furthermore, semantic transfer can result in
the use of a calque in the target language as an equivalent of a compound word bound to a
meaning in another language (e.g., He remained a young man all his life came from Swedish
ungkarl, ‘bachelor,” made up of ung—*young’—and karl—‘man’; Ringbom, 2001, p. 64).

Semantic transfer can also occur in the form of semantic extension or loan shift
(Pavlenko & Jarvis, 2002), an extension of words in the target language to incorporate the
meaning of a source language equivalent. Pavlenko (2002) observed 20 cases of semantic
extensions in the oral narratives of 13 Russian L2 speakers of English. Most semantic extensions
consisted of applying a meaning of a polysemantic English word that has “some but not all of the
meaning of its ‘translation equivalent’” (Pavlenko, 2003, p. 40):

Pomeniat' kak by stsenu: ‘to change the scene somehow,’
where a corresponding lexical match should be ‘to change the surroundings’ (Pavlenko, 2003, p.
41). This 1s an example of a semantic extension of the polysemantic Russian word stsena, which
has a primary meaning of a stage performance. In this case, the Russian phrase pomeniat’
obstanovku would be the exact lexical match in this language situation (Pavlenko, 2003, p. 41).

Pavlenko and Jarvis (2002) added an important dimension to the language transfer
research: directionality. They examined transfer errors in English and Russian of 22 Russian-
English oral narratives by L2 learners and discovered that the formal and semantic transfer can
be simultaneously bidirectional. In addition, the authors found that semantic transfer is possible
when a learner has achieved a comparable level of proficiency in the target language “in relation

to the meaning of specific words” (Jarvis & Pavlenko, 2008, p. 81). Hence, within the semantic
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transfer, words in the target language are not simply replaced but assume an additional meaning
from the source language. The approach of Pavlenko and Jarvis (2002) influenced a case study of
language transfer in L1 attrition in L2 learners of Russian by Isurin (2007), who focused on
lexical borrowings and semantic extensions in the analysis of participants’ oral narratives. She
reported a significant amount of lexical borrowing and semantic extensions and accounted for

the factors that influenced the transfer, such as the length of exposure to the L2 and the time of
residence in the L2 country.

Marian and Kaushanskaya’s (2007) study of bidirectional negative language transfer in
oral narratives by L2 learners of Russian compared the rates of linguistic borrowings and
semantic extensions with regard to grammatical categories, specifically, verbs and nouns. The
authors observed more lexical borrowings in nouns than verbs. However, the research revealed
that semantic extensions occurred more frequently with verbs than with nouns, indicating that
some grammatical categories are more prone to negative language transfer than others. In
addition, the study found a higher frequency of lexical borrowings from Russian to English and a
higher number of semantic extensions from English to Russian.

Conceptual shift is another important dimension within the category of semantic transfer.
A relatively new focus of research, it involves the manner in which the learner’s knowledge of
one language can determine the choice of linguistic structures or grammatical categories in
another language. Most of the studies in this area focus on L2 speakers of a particular L1
favoring certain types of words in language situations in which several options are possible. For
example, Sjoholm (1995) examined speakers with L1s that lack phrasal verbs (e.g., Finnish,
Swedish). He discovered that Swedish speakers prefer one-part verbs over phrasal verbs when

speaking English, even though English has both options (e.g., disappoint ~ let down; tolerate ~
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put up with). However, Sjoholm also pointed out that use of phrasal verbs increases as a learner’s
language proficiency expands.

A body of research on conceptual shift transfer examines the transfer of certain structural
collocations or grammatical categories in different language situations, particularly in the
expression of mental representations or states (Hasselgren, 1994; Pavlenko & Driagina, 2007,
Pavlenko & Jarvis, 2002, Slobin, 2000). For example, Wierzbicka (1999) was the first to
examine emotional narratives in Russian in comparison to English. She discovered that
emotional experiences of joy, sadness, and anger in Russian are conceptualized as internal states
that imply duration and are expressed by verbs (e.g., serdit sia — ‘to rage’ and radovat’sia — ‘to
rejoice’). Although these constructions in Russian allow the use of a copula + adjective/adverb
pattern, the syntactic and semantic relationships they represent are usually marked by passive
voice (e.g., Emu bylo/stalo grustno — ‘He was/became sad’). To compare, in English, emotions
are triggered by external factors and expressed by copula + adjective construction (e.g., He was
sad/happy).

Pavlenko and Jarvis (2002) followed Wierbicka’s (1999) approach and examined how
Russian L2 learners of English in the United States used the verb + noun construction to express
emotions in oral narratives. They provided additional empirical evidence to support the claim
that Russian L2 learners of English referred to emotions as processes, which is characteristic of
standard Russian. In their study, Russian L2 learners of English preferred verbal construction
while native speakers of English used a copula + adjective model (e.g., She looked angry).
Additionally, Pavlenko’s (2002) study of emotion narratives showed that English native speakers
were inclined to use copula + adjective constructions. In contrast, Russian native speakers in the

same linguistic situation favored verbal construction (e.g., Ona rasstroilas’— ‘she got upset’).
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Pavlenko and Driagina (2007) documented the conceptual shift transfer from English into
Russian in oral narratives of advanced American L2 learners of Russian. Their speech analysis of
American learners of Russian confirmed that the choice of specific words within certain contexts
in the target language is often determined by an underlying source language structures (e.g., the
use of an adjective angry instead of the intransitive verb to rage when referring to emotions).
Furthermore, the L2 learners of Russian in this study transferred English copula + adjective
constructions into Russian when they used copula by#’(‘to be’) and stanovit ’sia (‘to become’) to
express emotions in language situations in which Russian speaking monolinguals would use
action verbs:

ona stala serditoi — ‘she became angry’

ona stala eshche bolee rasstroennaia — ‘she became even more upset’

In the same language situation, monolingual Russian speakers would use

ona rasserdilas’ — ‘she got angry’ and

ona eshche bol’she rasserdilas’ — ‘she got even more angry.’

Finally, Pavlenko established that, under the influence of English, both American L2 learners of
Russian and HL speakers of Russian had the tendency to frame emotions as states rather than
processes, thus violating semantic and syntactic constraints in Russian.

The next category of analysis involves transfer related to syntax. Similar to the lexicon
and semantic subsystems, the syntactic subsystem had been long regarded as resistant to
language transfer (Altenberg, 2005; Kellerman, 1995; Odlin, 1990). Syntactic transfer refers to
the reordering of the words and phrases in the source language’s syntactic structure to mirror the
syntactic relationship of the target language. In addition, syntactic transfer implies a more

marked grammar (Jarvis & Pavlenko, 2008). Zobl (1992) examined whether the knowledge of
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another language leads to the creation of conservative grammar patterns in multilinguals. The
results of the study revealed that multilingual language learners showed high degree of tolerance
for ungrammatical sentences (e.g., “*A4 waitress brought the customer quickly a menu, *The girl
was sending to her boyfriend a letter”’; Zobl, 1992, p. 183). Another implication of Zobl’s study
was that the learners from different language backgrounds exhibited different patterns of
tolerance for ungrammatical sentences.

A noticeable shift in syntactic language transfer research occurred when it was examined
within the framework of the competition model proposed by Bates and MacWhinney (1989).
This model indicates that language learners use various linguistic concepts—word order,
phonology, morphology, and semantics—to account for roles of syntactic elements. Most
research in this area concentrated on how language learners from different language backgrounds
determined the subject-object relationship in a sentence and established priority in interpreting
this relationship within a sentence. English L1 speakers tend to use word order to determine the
subject and the direct/indirect object in a sentence. In contrast, German, Hungarian, Spanish, and
Russian speakers depend on noun cases to identify the subject or the object of a sentence
(MacWhinney, 1999). A common thread running through such research literature is that speakers
with different L1 backgrounds rely on a set of preferred linguistic indicators in their L1s to
interpret subject-object relationships in L2. Moreover, speakers with high levels of proficiency in
an L2 depend less on the L1 structures while determining the roles of syntactic elements.

Pavlenko and Jarvis (2002) described syntactic transfer from English to Russian that is
manifested in subcategorization that involves a violation of syntactic constraints in Russian:
kakoi-to orkestr igral muzyku — ‘some orchestra played music.” This sentence is an example of

the influence of English SVO construction on the Russian verb igrat’, which is used in this
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situation as a transitive verb. However, in combination with the noun orchestr, this verb can be
subcategorized as an intransitive verb (orkestr igral) or as a transitive verb with two noun
compliments in an SVO construction with reference to a specific type of music (kakoi-to orkestr
igral muzyku Shostakovicha — ‘Some orchestra played music by Shostakovich,” in which the first
noun is in accusative case and the second noun in genitive case (Pavlenko & Jarvis, 2002, p.
207).

Pavlenko (2003) found additional empirical evidence to support the claim that
subcategorization transfer occurs from English to Russian:

ona chuvstvovala grustnaia — ‘she felt sad.’

In this case, the verb chuvstvovat’ (‘to feel’) should have been used either as an adverb or as a
noun and adjective in the instrumental case. If used as a nonreflexive verb, it should be
subcategorized for a noun in the accusative case. However, in this sentence, the required
reflexive particle is missing, and the verb is subcategorized for an adjective in the nominative
case.

Orthographic transfer refers to effects of the source language orthography or writing
system in terms of phonology and spelling in the target language (Cook & Bassetti, 2005; Jarvis
& Pavlenko, 2008). According to Jarvis and Pavlenko (2008), while acquiring literacy skills in a
native language that uses a phonetic alphabet, language learners develop phoneme to grapheme
correspondences that later transfer when they learn another language (Jarvis & Pavlenko, 2008).
The research on writing indicates that learners’ native language writing systems have a multifold
effect on the written production in another language. One of the most influential discoveries
concerning orthographic transfer was that orthographic errors reflect influences of phonological

categories and grapheme-to-phoneme correspondences of the source language on the target
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language orthography, especially at early stages of language proficiency (Cook & Basetti, 2005;
Okada, 2005; Young-Scholten, 2000). Specifically, it has been suggested that source language
influences contribute to formation of nontarget-like source language-based categories when the
target and source language grapheme-to-phoneme correspondences are different (Erdener &
Burnham, 2005; Young-Scholten, 2000). For example, Harding (2000) traced orthographic errors
to the native language influence; he found that Spanish L2 learners of English, whose phonology
does not distinguish between /b/ and /v/ phonemes, tend to substitute {b} for {v}—bacume for
vacuum and bery for very—while Finnish L2 learners of English usually replace {w} with {v}
because Finnish uses /w/ and /v/ interchangeably. Further, empirical studies on learners’
processing of the Cyrillic (Serbian) and English alphabets, which have some common
graphemes, indicate that, when learners encounter the target language alphabet with some
correspondences with the source language, they make interlingual identifications necessary to
develop basic encoding and decoding in a new language, based on the similarities of the two
writing systems (Lukatela et al., 1978).

In the area of Russian studies, orthographic transfer has been investigated in the research
of Pytlyk (2007), who established that orthographic knowledge of the native language aids in
target language phoneme perception in the structures that have similar grapheme-to-phoneme
correspondences and impedes the perception when grapheme-to-phoneme correspondence differs
in reading and speaking tasks by Canadian L2 learners of Russian. The difficulties in mastering
the Russian Cyrillic alphabet lie in the fact that English and Cyrillic alphabets of Russian have
nine graphemes in common: two vowels, <u> and <y>, and seven consonants: <b>, <c¢>, <g>,

<h>, <m>, <p> and <r>. However, they all correspond to different phonemes in each language.
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Pavlenko and Jarvis (2002) attempted to establish the classificatory framework of
Russian to English and English to Russian bidirectional transfer that accounts for all instances
and factors that influence the direction and amount of transfer. In their research, Pavlenko and
Jarvis identified nine categories of simultaneous bidirectional language transfer by examining
oral narratives in both English and Russian by 22 adult Russian L2 speakers of English. The
proposed classification of language transfer categories were described from the perspective of
the paradigmatic and syntagmatic constraints. In this framework, L1 represents English for
American L2 speakers of Russian and Russian for Russian L2 speakers of English; L2 represents
English for L1 speakers of Russian and Russian for L1 speakers of English.

The paradigmatic categories adopted from Pavlenko and Jarvis (2002) are as follows.

Framing transfer (bidirectional): choice of linguistic frames expressing a mental
representation;

Semantic extension (bidirectional), also known as loan shift: use of L2 words and
expressions to include the meaning of a perceived L1 translation equivalent.

Lexical borrowing (L2 > L1): use of a phonologically, a morphologically, and/or an
orthographically adapted word from L1 in L2 in the absence of a semantic equivalent in the
target language.

Tense/aspect transfer (L1 > L2): use of tense and aspect inflections in verbs.

Case marking transfer (L2 >L1): use of nominal case inflections in nouns and pronouns.

The syntagmatic categories of Pavlenko and Jarvis (2002) are as follows.

Loan translation (bidirectional) or calques: use of literal translations of compound words,

idioms, and lexical collocations from the source language.
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Subcategorization transfer (bidirectional): composition of syntactic syntagms, the
functional categories that verbs and adjectives subcategorize for.

Word order transfer (L1 > L2): reliance on the word order rules in a source language
while using a target language.

Article use (L1 > L2): omission of articles.
This model was empirically tested in Pavlenko (2003), which provided additional evidence for
Pavlenko and Jarvis (2002) of the transfer from English to Russian in lexicon, semantics, and
morphosyntax in oral narratives elicited from adult Russian L2 speakers of English (Pavlenko,
2003). In addition, Pavlenko extended Pavlenko and Jarvis’ classifications and proposed the
following analytical framework as theoretical background to account for instances of English
effects on Russian as evidence of one of the following phenomena:

Borrowing transfer: addition of English elements to Russian

Convergence: creation of a unitary system, distinct from Russian and English.

Shift: a move from Russian structures/values to approximate English structures/values.

Restructuring transfer: incorporation of English elements into Russian resulting in
changes, substitutions, or simplifications.

L1 attrition: loss of Russian elements because of the impact of English.
Pavlenko applied this theoretical framework to examine the effects of English in Russian oral
narratives. Furthermore, her approach moved toward a multicompetence perspective, proposed
by Cook (1991, 1992), which views multilinguals’ linguistic profiles as a unified framework
rather than a sum of isolated areas of language competence. Therefore, Pavlenko concluded, in
the area of morphosyntax, English-to-Russian transfer manifested itself in the violation of tense,

aspect, case-marking, subcaterogization constraints, and prepositional choices. Moreover, she
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found instances of lexical borrowing, loan translation, and semantic extension, as well as lexical
retrieval difficulties. Finally, she found evidence of semantic and syntactic constraint violations
by narrators.

Aleeva (2012) provided additional empirical support for the classificatory framework
proposed by Pavlenko and Jarvis (2002) by examining negative language transfer from English
to Russian in the written production of L2 and HL learners of Russian at the advanced level of
proficiency. Her study provided invaluable information that, at the advanced level of proficiency,
L2 learners generated more negative transfer errors than HL learners. Research data yielded 13
categories of transfer, of which six were shared by both groups of learners: semantic extension,
comma after an introductory phrase, lexical borrowings, reflexive possessive pronoun (svoi),
capitalization, and preposition errors. Furthermore, conceptual shift and grammatical number
errors were characteristic of the writing by HL learners only while null subjects, loans,
conjunctions (es/i/li), adjectives for nationality, and negation transfer were present in the written
production of L2 learners of Russian.

Error Analysis

Historically, the main method for accounting for language transfer errors was contrastive
analysis. This approach is based on the theory of language that claims typological differences
between the native and target languages lead to transfer errors in target language production.
Lado (1957) suggested that the learners would make more transfer errors when the native and
target languages are typologically distant. The proponents of contrastive analysis maintained
they could anticipate and predict transfer errors based on a comparison of the two languages
(Gass & Selinker, 2002). However, contrastive analysis was challenged by new empirical

research that indicated some transfer errors not predicted by contrastive analysis occurred. In
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addition, compelling evidence indicated not all predicted errors had occurred. In particular, some
studies found that certain language transfer errors are universal in target language production
regardless of learners’ language background (Dushkova, 1984; Kellerman, 1995; Selinker,
Swain, & Dumas, 1975; Zobl, 1980).

The criticism and evident shortcoming of contrastive analysis caused researches to renew
their interest in error analysis. First, error analysis is not limited to investigation of the
interlanguage alone; it emphasizes the importance of accounting for intralanguage errors.
Second, unlike contrastive analysis, it focuses on actual errors produced by language learners,
not on hypothetical errors, thus making it possible to provide corrective pedagogical feedback
and develop methodological materials to address problems. Finally, compared to contrastive
analysis, error analysis does not encounter theoretical difficulties specific to contrastive analysis:
the problem of equivalence (Wardhaugh, 1970).

Error analysis in the 1950s and 1960s was focused on pedagogical issues: developing
pedagogical strategies and designing classroom materials based on identifying areas of difficulty
for language learners. However, a noticeable shift occurred with Corder (1967), which proposed
examining learners’ errors from an analytical perspective and treating them not only as an
inevitable process but as a necessary part of language learning. Following Corder’s study, many
researchers stopped viewing errors as reflections of limitations of learners’ language. Rather,
they began to regard errors as attempts on the part of the learner to develop a new linguistic
system—an interlanguage (Schachter, 1974; Selinker, 1969; Richards, 1971).

Although native speakers may occasionally produce errors in their native language,
referred to as “slips of the tongue” or mistakes, second language learners produce errors

systematic in nature, representing deviations from target language norms, characteristic of the
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learner’s proficiency level at a given point in time (Corder, 1967). Additionally, native speakers
are able to recognize their mistakes, whereas second language learners produce errors repeatedly
and are unable to recognize them as errors. Error analysis examines systematic errors in learners’
language. Unlike contrastive analysis, which compares native language structures with the target
language, error analysis focuses on target language production errors comparing them to the
target language structures.

From the methodological viewpoint, error analysis includes the following important steps
(Gass & Selinker, 2002): data collection, error identification, error classification, error
quantification, error analysis, and error remediation. Scholars distinguish two types of errors
within error analysis: intralingual and interlingual. Intralingual errors occur when learners
incorporate particular incorrect forms into what they assume to be the corresponding target
language structure. These errors are common to all language learners regardless of the native
language. In contrast, interlingual errors are those that can be associated with the native language
and require cross-linguistic comparison.

Despite the dominance of error analysis in language transfer research, this method has
been criticized for providing only a partial account of learners’ target language because it
captures errors at a certain stage of language acquisition, thus failing to provide the complexity
of language development over an extended period of time (Ellis & Barkhuizen, 2005; Gass &
Selinker, 2002; Schachter, 1992). In addition, Schachter and Celce-Murcia (1977) suggested
another difficulty with error analysis lies in the fact that it ignores the correct forms that the
learner produces, which is a very important variable in the evaluation of target language
development. Finally, error analysis does not take into account a learner’s avoidance of using

certain linguistic structures to prevent errors (Tarone & Swierzbin, 2009). For example, if the
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data set has very few transfer errors in relative clauses, it might be because the learners are not
producing many relative clauses at all, correct or incorrect. If the learners are aware that they
have difficulty with constructing relative clauses, they might avoid using them (Schachter,
1992). While not without problems, error analysis remains one of the major methods in
examining negative language transfer (Gass & Selinker, 2002; Ellis, 1985). Particularly, it is
found appropriate for the present dissertation research because it examines errors at a given level
of language proficiency, using a one-shot exploratory design.

Summary and Research Questions

The review of the literature on language transfer indicates that cross-linguistic influence
between English and Russian affects all areas of language: lexicon, morphosyntax, semantics,
syntax, pragmatics, and rhetoric. In this dissertation research, I investigate negative language
transfer from English to Russian in the areas of lexicon, semantics, syntax, and orthography. In
the last decade and a half, a growing body of research has explored negative language transfer
from English to Russian in HL and L2 learners (Andrews, 2001; Isurin, 2007; Marian &
Kaushanskaya, 2007; Pavlenko, 2003; Pavlenko & Jarvis, 2002; Polunenko, 2004).

However, the present dissertation research differs from these earlier works in that it
includes examination of written narratives of HL and L2 learners of Russian. In addition, the
previous studies did not investigate whether the influence of English on Russian in HL learners’
writing differed quantitatively and qualitatively from written production of L2 learners of
Russian. Furthermore, those studies did not address the issue of which subsystems—Iexical,
semantic, syntactic, or orthographic—are more prone to negative transfer for each group of
learners at the intermediate level of language proficiency. Even though previous research has

indicated syntax is more prone to negative language transfer than semantics and lexicon for L.2
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learners of Spanish, Finnish, and Japanese (Odlin, 1990; Sorace & Serratrice, 2009; Zobl, 1986)
while the semantic subsystem is more vulnerable to language transfer than other linguistic
subsystems for HL learners of Spanish (Gabriele, 2009; Nossalik, 2009; Slabakova, 2008;
Slabakova & Montrul, 2002), negative transfer in written Russian remains unexplored.

Thus, the following three research questions guided this investigation of the influence of
English on Russian in the writings of HL and L2 learners of Russian:

1. Which group of learners, HL or L2, produces more instances of negative language
transfer?

2. Which linguistic subsystems are most affected by negative language transfer for both
types of learners, as well as for each group?

3. What categories of negative language transfer are revealed in the data set? What
categories are specific to HL and L2 learners, respectively? How do these categories differ

quantitatively in each group of learners?
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CHAPTER 2:
METHODOLOGY

This chapter contains a discussion of the methodological approach and research design
used to examine data to answer the research questions stated in Chapter 1. The first section
addresses the choice of the error analysis approach and presents the research design. The second
section includes discussion of important characteristics of the participants, followed by an
outline of the language program and curriculum to provide the context in which the study was
conducted. Later sections address the sources of the data, including an illustration of the process
of data collection, and data analysis. In addition, the definition of negative transfer error and
classification of transfer errors used in this research are discussed. The chapter concludes with a
brief summary of the preceding sections.

Methods

The goal of the present dissertation research was to determine and compare the amount
and types of negative language transfer errors in written essays by HL and L2 learners of
Russian. As noted, previous studies of language transfer were largely quantitative in nature and
were useful in determining the amount of transfer as well as identifying types of transfer
(Aleeva, 2012; Pavlenko & Jarvis, 2002; Marian & Kaushanskaya, 2005).

The research methods used in this study are considered descriptive and exploratory. They
involve compiling a corpus of written language samples collected in 2009-2013 from HL and L2
learners of Russian. A one-shot design approach was chosen. This method has been commonly
used in second language acquisition research when pretesting or post-testing are not used, but

when one is interested in considering what a group of learners knows about a target language at a
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particular point in time (Dornyei, 2007; Gass, Mackey, & Ross-Feldman, 2005; Mackey & Gass,
2005; White, 1985).

The data were examined for quantitative evidence of the influence of English on Russian.
Descriptive methods were used to summarize findings by characterizing general tendencies of
language transfer in the data and to indicate the overall spread between the proposed categories.
The data analysis also involved examination of the amount of occurrence of linguistic structures
transferred from English to Russian. Error analysis was instrumental in identifying the types of
transfer in each group and allowing for comparison.

Participants

The participants in the study included 60 HL learners of Russian and 60 L2 learners of
Russian enrolled in Russian language classes at the University of California Los Angeles
(UCLA) in 2009-2013. The HL learners had completed the second quarter of a Heritage Russian
Literacy course designed to meet a 2-year foreign language requirement in one year. Because HL
learners of Russian represent a heterogeneous group, several factors were considered to limit
potential variability within this group. Only HL learners who were born in the United States or
who immigrated to the United States before the age of 5 (early bilinguals) were considered for
the present research. Previous studies confirmed that HL learners who immigrated at an early age
and did not receive any formal education in their heritage language displayed the command of
their heritage language somewhat comparable to L2 learners (Kondo-Brown, 2006; Montrul,
2008).

The group of L2 learners of Russian consisted of students enrolled in the second year of
Russian at UCLA. Both courses, the Heritage Language Literacy course and second-year

Russian, are for preparing students to enter third-year Russian language instruction at UCLA.
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However, heritage learners may go to higher level courses as well, depending on their individual
accomplishments.

Both groups of students acquired the same functional grammar and lexical categories
during Russian language instruction and were classified by their language program as being at
the intermediate mid level of proficiency based on the ACTFL proficiency guidelines. According
to the ACTFL “Proficiency Guidelines” (“Writing,” 2012), learners at the intermediate mid level
of proficiency

can write short, simple . . . compositions, requests for information in loosely connected

texts about personal preferences, daily routines, common events and other personal

matters. Their writing is usually framed in the present time, but may contain references to
other time frames. The writing style closely resembles oral discourse. . . . They show
evidence of control of basic sentence structure and verb forms. This writing is best
defined as collection of discrete sentences . . . loosely strung together. There is a little
evidence of deliberate organization.
Intermediate level writers can usually be understood by native speakers of Russian who are used
to non-native writers.

Montrul asserted the importance of specifying the proficiency level in examining the
differences between HL and L2 learners. She noted that advanced HL and L2 learners “have
been found not to differ from each other” (Montrul, 2010, p. 304). However, low and
intermediate proficiency levels can offer the researcher more variables (Au et al., 2002, 2008;
Montrul, 2005).

Demographic information about the participants and their names have not been recorded

in this study to maintain participants’ anonymity. However, the researcher had access to
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students’ levels of proficiency, their classifications as HL or L2 learners, and the courses in
which they were enrolled.
Data

Sixty handwritten essays by HL learners of Russian and 60 essays by L2 learners of
Russian were collected. These essays constituted the primary sources of data for the present
research. As Jarvis and Pavlenko (2008) asserted, from the perspective of quantitative research,
an empirical researcher should strive for at least 30 participants because “critical values for
groups of 30 are often very similar to critical values for groups whose size approaches infinity”
(Jarvis & Pavlenko, 2008, p. 57).

The essays were submitted for the ACTR National Post-Secondary Russian Essay
Contest during 2009-2013, administered by the UCLA Slavic Department. The ACTR National
Post-Secondary Russian Essay Contest has been conducted each winter since 1999. Students are
allowed 50 minutes to write their essays in a classroom setting. The topic is the same for all
students who write the essay. Thus, the data for the present dissertation research were obtained in
the controlled environment of the classrooms for two courses: Russian for Heritage Learners and
Second Year Russian for L2 Learners of Russian.

The written samples represent elicited narratives. The students were given written
prompts consisting of the topics for the essays. Students were not allowed to take notes or use
dictionaries or any other printed or electronic materials.

The topics of the essays were as follows (sample essays are presented in Appendix A):

1. Mesto, kotoroe ia liubliu. ‘My favorite place’

2. Chelovek, kotorogo ia liubliu. ‘A person I love’
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3. Neimei sto rublei, a imei sto druzei. ‘It’s better to have a hundred friends than a
hundred roubles’

4. Sravnite sebia, kakim vy byli chetyre goda nazad i kakim vy stali teper’. ‘Compare
yourself to how you were 4 years ago. What has changed? What has stayed the
same?’

After the essays were collected, they were digitized. This step was necessary to organize

the data into a manageable and analyzable database. The average size of one sample was 250—
300 words. Boldface type was used for words written in English. After the data were converted
to electronic format, the essays were compared to handwritten originals to ensure that all the
spelling was preserved and no errors were added or eliminated during data entry. Although
morphological errors were numerous in the data set, they were not analyzed because they were
not the subject of the present dissertation research. The examples are cited within this
dissertation with original transfer and morphological errors.

The written samples yielded rich and extensive linguistic data used to calculate and
interpret instances and distribution of language transfer in each group. To find patterns of
transfer, the data were coded in a principled manner. Ten categories of language transfer were
identified and manually coded. Brackets were used to indicate negative language transfer. If a
negative transfer error was encountered more than once in the same essay, it was counted as one
instance of negative language transfer. For example, one essay contained three instances of
orthographic transfer: The writer used uauBepcuTeT (iniversitet - ‘university’), substituting the
Russian grapheme /u/ for the English /u/ more than once in the essay. It was counted as only one
instance of orthographic transfer. Each category was coded in a separate electronic file to

simplify calculations.
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Interrater and Intrarater Reliability

To ensure the reliability of language transfer identification and categorization in the
present research, three raters participated in the analysis: the main researcher and two
independent analysts—a language instructor who is a native speaker of Russian and teaches
Russian in the United States to both HL and L2 learners and a native speaker who teaches
Russian in the Russian Federation and has no knowledge of English. The goals of the study were
discussed by all raters, and the definition of the negative transfer phenomenon and the categories
of transfer were defined.

Next, sample coded essays were reviewed. Once the coding scheme was agreed upon, 10
sample essays were coded to ensure consistency in evaluating the data. To reduce the possibility
of inadvertent coder biases, the two additional raters were not made aware of what part of the
data (HL or L2 learners’ samples) they were coding.

To increase confidence in the conclusions of the study, interrater reliability was
calculated through a simple percentage: the ratio of all coding agreements to the total number of
coding decisions made by both raters. This process yielded an interrater reliability percentage of
95.4, indicating disagreement on only 4.6% of the data. Given the size of the data set, this
particular measure was chosen because it is one of the easiest methods of calculation for
empirical research. As Mackey and Gass (2008) reported, there are “no clear guidelines . . . as to
what constitutes an acceptable level of interrater reliability” (p. 244). However, the following
guidelines were established by Portney and Watkins (2000): “for simple percentages, scores
above 75% are considered ‘good’, and scores over 90% are ideal” (p. 93).

Besides interrater reliability, the data set was checked for intrarater reliability. The main

researcher recoded 100% of the data 4 months after the initial coding. This system was used
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along with the check for interrater reliability and indicated the rater assigned the same category
in 98.3% of instances of negative language transfer.
Data Analysis

Each negative language transfer error in the present research is considered a deviation
from the conventional norms of the Russian language forms and structures, reflecting English-
based influence in the areas of lexicon, semantics, syntax, or orthography. For example, the
following sentence yields two instances of lexical transfer:

B commansHO ammocghepe s cedsi AyBCTBOBAIA KOMGPapmabeibHo.

V sotsial’noi atmosfere ia sebia chuvstvovala komfartabel no.

In social atmosphere 1 felt comfortable.
It is obvious to a native speaker who is used to communicating with foreigners what the writer is
trying to convey. However, in the first instance, a native speaker would use a noun cgepa —
sfera, and instead of the adverb, komgpopmabenvno — komfortabel 'no, one should use
komgopmno — comfortno. Both instances reflect the influence of English.

In contrast, structures deviating from Russian language norms but not reflecting the
influence of English were not coded as transfer errors:

I1o cpenuHe roja st pemuia Noexarh B MKOJIBHOE MTyTHIIECTBHE.

Po seredine goda ia reshila poekhat’ v shkol’noe putishestvie.

In the middle of the year, I decided to go on a school trip.
Although in the above sentence the preposition no — po is used incorrectly, the error does not
represent the effect of an English-based form; hence, it is not a negative transfer error.

Another example of a transfer error follows:

51 pernia opraHu30BaTh K1uO B LIKOJIE.
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Ia reshila organizovat’ k/ib v shkole.

I have decided to organize a c/ub at school.

The spelling of xmu6 — klib is clear evidence of orthographic transfer because the writer
incorrectly associated the Russian grapheme /u/ with the English /u/, both of which are written
the same way in both languages but correspond to different phonemes in each languge: [i] in
Russian and [A] in English.

For comparison, the following example contains an orthographic error:

[IIxosnbHOE ITyTUIIECTBHE.

Shkol’noe putishestvie.

School trip.

The above error does not involve negative language transfer but simply represents a spelling
error because the vowel is not stressed.

Although the data analysis yeilded more than 10 types of negative language transfer, the
categories that accounted for less than 1% of all transfer errors were not included in the present
study. For example, such categories as capitalization and comma after the introductory phrase
(Aleeva, 2012) represented only 0.7% and 0.4%, respectively, of the total amount of transfer
errors detected in the data set. They were not considered because they constituted less than 1% of
all transfer errors.

The following categories of negative language transfer were identified in the data set and
grouped according to the linguistic subsystem they represent:

1. Lexical subsystem:

a. Loan translation: use of literal translations of compound words, idioms, and lexical

collocations from English.
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b. Lexical borrowing: use of phonologically, morphologically, and/or
orthographically adapted word from English in Russian in the absence of a
semantic equivalent in Russian.

2. Semantic subsystem:

a. Semantic extension: use of words and expressions in Russian that include the
meaning of a perceived English translation equivalent.

b. Conceptual shift: use of English grammatical patterns to express emotions in
Russian.

c. Reflexive possessive pronoun ceoti (svoi): use of English possessive pronoun in
place of Russian reflexive possessive pronoun.

3. Syntactic subsystem:

a. Negation: reliance on English negation pattern, which does not allow negative
concord, to express negation in Russian, which does allow for negative concord.

b. Preposition: omission, insertation, or substitution of a preposition in Russian that
reflects the English pattern.

c. Impersonal sentences: insertion of a nonreferential if translated from English into
Russian impersonal construction using amo.

d. Subordinating conjunctions: use of English syntactic pattern with subordination
conjuctions in Russian.

4. Orthographic subsystem:

a. Orthographic transfer: reliance on English grapheme-to-phoneme correspondence

to produce Russian graphemes.

Finally, the categories of language transfer were analyzed and discussed in the following order:
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1. Categories specific to HL learners of Russian.

2. Categories limited to L2 learners of Russian.

3. Categories shared by both groups: HL and L2 learners of Russian.
Chapter Summary

This chapter has addressed the research design and research procedures. A quantitative
approach was adopted to fill the gap in the research concerning comparison of the amount of
negative language transfer from English to Russian in written essays by HL and L2 learners of
Russian at the intermediate mid level of proficiency. The quantitative analysis was based on the
one-shot approach to data collection. Written essays were selected as the primary source of data
for the current research. Reasonable efforts were made to ensure the reliability and validity of the
research process. Finally, error analysis was identified as the most appropriate method for the
present study. The chapter contains a working definition of negative language transfer as used in

the research and identifies 10 categories of transfer, which are discussed in the following chapter.
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CHAPTER 3:
FINDINGS

This chapter addresses the analysis of data gathered from the written essays of HL and L2
learners and the research questions formulated in Chapter 1. It includes the taxonomy of the
types of transfer errors found in the HL and L2 learners’ written essays. The purpose of this
research was to investigate how HL and L2 learners’ written production of linguistic forms and
structures of Russian is influenced by their knowledge of English.
Types of Negative Transfer by Subsystem

The analysis of the research data yielded 1751cases of negative transfer from English to
Russian in all the essays. The results were subdivided into four subsystems: lexical, semantic,
syntactic, and orthographic. The findings are summarized in Table 1. I present the raw numbers,
the number of errors in each area, along with the percentages based on the total number of
occurrences of items in each subsystem. The order of subsystems is descending from the area
with the highest number of transfer errors to the one with the lowest number of errors.
Table 1

Total Amount of Transfer per Each Linguistic Subsystem

Subsystem N of transfer errors % errors
Lexical 674 38.5
Semantic 553 31.6
Syntactic 361 20.6
Orthographic 163 9.3

Table 1 indicates that the largest number of transfer errors was found in the lexical

subsystem, with 674 instances representing 38.5% of the total amount of transfer errors. Next
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was semantic transfer errors, at 553, accounting for 31.6% of the total transfer errors. Syntactic
transfer errors occurred 361 times, for 20.6% of the total transfer errors. A relatively small
number of orthographic transfer errors occurred, 163, representing 9.3% of the total number of

transfer errors. Figure 1 shows the transfer errors per subsystem in percentages.

W Lexical

B Semantic

= Syntactic

® Orthographic

Figure 1. The percentage of transfer errors per subsystem of total number of transfer errors.

Types of Negative Transfer by Category

This chapter describes the transfer error categories found in the written essays of HL and
L2 learners of Russian. The data set yielded 10 main categories of transfer errors. The transfer
categories are discussed in descending order according to the raw numbers shown in Table 2; the
actual number of errors in each category is followed by the percentage of all errors that number
represents. Figure 2 shows percentages of the total number of transfer errors for both types of

learners, HL and L2.
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Table 2

Taxonomy of Negative Transfer Errors for HL and L2 Learners

Transfer category N % of total
Loan translations (lexical) 486 27.8
Semantic extension (semantic) 453 25.9
Lexical borrowing (lexical) 188 10.7
Orthographic 163 93
Negation (syntactic) 144 8.2
Preposition (syntactic) 143 8.2
Conceptual shift (semantic) 78 4.5
Impersonal sentences (syntactic) 52 3.0
Subordinating conjunction (syntactic) 22 1.3
Reflexive pronoun (semantic) 22 1.3

B Loan Translations

B Semantic Extension

B Lexical Borrowing

B Orthographic

B Negation

B Preposition

® Conceptual Shift

E Impersonal Sentences

i Subordinate Conjunction
H Reflexive Pronoun

Figure 2. Taxonomy of negative transfer errors in percentages.
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Lexical Transfer Errors

The data contained 674 instances of lexical transfer errors, 38.5% of all transfer errors
identified. Lexical transfer errors occur because of similarities language learners perceive
between Russian words and their equivalents in English. Learners tend to make lexical transfer
errors by adapting from English words or phrases phonologically, orthographically, and
sometimes morphologically.

Lexical borrowings. Lexical borrowings account for 188 cases (10.7%) of all the
transfer errors. Most of the lexical borrowings are false cognates. This transfer error is typical of
bilingual environments (Ringbom, 1987; Pavlenko & Jarvis, 2002) when learners of Russian
incorporate or “russify” English words and phrases to refer to notions specific to a Russian
cultural and linguistic environment. In some cases, lexical borrowings from English have correct

Russian morphological case markings.

(1) Pyccknii A3bIK — . . . 3TO HE TOJBKO S3bIK JII00BU U pomarca (L2).
Russkii iazyk - . . . eto ne tol’ko 1azyk liubvi i romansa.
The Russian language - . . . is not only the language of love and romance.

In Example 1, the writer borrowed the English noun romance, which, in Russian, means a
romantic song. The correct Russian word in this context would be romantika. However, the
writer used the appropriate morphological marker for the genitive singular case, —a.
(2) OnuH My>X4MHA MTaBEPHYJIbCS KOMHE B IMHUI B peCTOpaHe . . . OH 3a0bU1 BaJeTh
noma (HL)
Odin muzhchina pavernul’sia komne v /inii v restorane . . . on zabyl valet’ doma

A man turned to me in the /ine in the restaurant . . . he left his valet at home
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In Example 2, the learner erroneously identified the English words /ine and valet with the
Russian /iniia (a calque of line or queue, where ochered’ would be correct) and valet (calque of
wallet where bumazhnik would be correct); hence, morhophonologically similar Russian words
are activated in the context even if their meaning is quite different from the intended one.
Ectp cenmumenm KoTOpBIA MHOTO JTFOJIeH MOKHO MOHUMATh (L2).
Est’ sentiment kotoryi mnogo liudei mozhno ponimat’.
There is a sentiment that many people can understand.
In the above example, perceived cross-linguistic influence of the English sentiment is evident in
the Russian sentiment (where uyscmeo or chuvstvo would be correct).
Another form of lexical borrowing involves the use of a transliterated English word
instead of a Russian word:
(3) YnoOGusie pecmaypanmuor (L2).
Udobnye restauranty.
Comfortable restaurants.
Example 4 illustrates how a Russian language learner adapts the English word restaurant
phonologically to render the Russian restaurant (where pecmopan or restoran would be correct).
(4) JIroneit y koTopbix ecth mybepcunocuc (L2).
Liudei u kotorykh est’ tubersilosis.
People who have tuberculosis.
The morphophonological association with the English word tuberculosis in Example 5
determines the production of the “identical” Russian tubersilosis (where tuberkulez would be

correct).
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(5) Crnomaerbcst MalHa 110 CepeHE Hpuedsi . . . 3BOHUII B aBTOMOOWITBHBIN
UHWYpauc . . . mokKa xjaatb mos mpyk (HL).
Slomaet’sia mashina po seredine friveia . . . zvonish v avtomobil’nyi inshurans . . .
poka zdat’ tov truk.
The car would break in the middle of the freeway . . . you call the auto insurance . . .
while [you have to] to wait for the tow truck.
In Example 6, the nouns freeway, insurance, and tow truck are borrowed from English and
integrated into the Russian sentence (where the correct Russian forms would be avtostrada,
strakhovka, and evakuator).

Another form of lexical borrowing from English into Russian occurs when a new word is
coined, sometimes by blending two or more morphemes or words. This particular type of
linguistic transfer involves interlingual grammatical associations formed between Russian and
English words. As a consequence, the use of morphological forms in English triggers the use of
corresponding morphological structures in Russian:

(6) OcobeHHO Te, KTO XKUBYT B O0NBIINX Memponorumuyeckux ropogax (HL).

Osobenno te, kto zhivut v bol’shikh metropoliticheskikh gorodakh.

Especially those who live in large metropolitical cities.
Example 7 shows a blend of the English adjective metropolitan and the Russian adjective
politicheskii (in English ‘political’).

(7) S moGmro coymaTe My3bIKy Oonee unepeuuecxyro (HL).

Ia liubliu slushat’ muzyku bolee inergicheskuiu.

I love to listen to more energetic music.
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In Example 8, the coined adjective inergicheskii combines the English adjective energetic and
the Russian adjectival marking -icheskii (where energichnyi would be correct).

Most cases of coinage in the data set contain adjectives. However, a few instances of
coined verbs and nouns were found.

(8) A mory nmyreuiecTBOBaTh 10 MUPY U 8uUCUMb UHHOCTpaHHbIE cTpaHsbl (L2).

Ia mogu puteshestvovat’ po miru i visi¢’ innostrannye strany.

I can travel the world and visit foreign countries.
In this example, lexical transfer results from morphological blending of the English verb to visit
with the Russian infinitive marker -t (where byvat’ would be correct).

(10) B mercBe, MHe ObLT HHTEPECHO ¢ acmpoHnomuxot (L2).

V detsve, mne byl interesno s astronomikoi.

When [ was a child, I was interested in astronomy.
In Example 10, the Russian feminine noun marker -ka is added to the English noun astronomy to
produce astronomika (where astronomiia would be correct).

Loan translations. Loan translations account for 485 occurrences (27.8%) of the total
number of transfer errors in the data. Both HL and L2 learners of Russian often resort to literal
translations of lexical collocations, idioms, and compound words from English to fill what they
perceive to be lexical gaps in the target language. Transfer errors in this category stem not from
violating prescribed grammatical rules but from lacking the knowledge of how certain words and
phrases should be rendered in Russian. Swan and Smith (2001) stated that “languages may have
exact translation equivalents for words when they are used in their central sense, but not when

they are used in more marginal or metaphorical ways” (p. 158).
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Most of the instances of English-based loan translations include expressions that reflect
English meanings and structures:
(1) Hekortopeie 3 HUX OOJbBIIE HUKO20A He YCAblams om CBOUX cTapbix Apy3ei (HL).
Nekotorye iz nikh bol’she nikogda ne uslyshat’ ot svoikh starykh druzei.
Some of them (people) would never hear from their old friends again.
The above sentence may not be easy for a monlingual speaker of Russian to understand. Among
other mistakes, the Russian transitive verb uslyshat’ requires a direct object. In addition, the
appropriate Russian expression would be poluchit’ vestochku.
(2) V mens nebwino nHuxakoti udeu uto nenats ganbine (HL).
U menia ne bylo nikakoi idei chto delat’ dal’she.
I had no idea what to do next.
Example 2 is grammatically correct, but u menia ne bylo nikakoi idei is a direct calque from
English. Correct rendering of that phrase would be ia poniatiia ne imel(a).
(3) Hegosmooucno cuumamo 6ce 603moxcnocmu 37ech B yHusepcurere (L2).
Nevozmozhno schitat’ vse vozmozhnosti zdes’ v universitete.
It is impossible to count all the opportunities here at the university.
The sentence in Example 3 may not be understood by a monolingual Russian speaker. The writer
used the verb schitat’, which may mean ‘to consider’ in some instances but not in this case. The
correct Russian would be trudno perechislit’ vse vozmozhnosti.
(4) A Bcerna ciywan ceouti pooumereti, U HeKOTAa UM He xamun oopamua (HL)
la vsegda slushal svoii roditelei, i nekogda im ne khamil obratna.

I have always listened to my parents and never talked back to them.
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In Example 4, the English verbal expression to listen to one’s parents should be translated using
the Russian reflexive verb slushat sia. Additionally, the Russian verb khamit’ would never be
combined with the adverb obratno because it means ‘to be rude’.
Other instances of loans from English into Russian include literal translations of set
phrases:
(5) Mos 6abymika ececoa mam 011 mersi Koraa mae 3to Hago (HL).
Moia babushka vsegda tam dlia menia kogda mne eto nado.
My grandma is always there for me when I need it.
The above collocation is not used in Russian and will not be understood in Russian. It would be
appropriate to translate it in a less metaphoric sentence in Russian: v trudnye minuty ia vsegda
mogu raschityvat’ na svoiu babushku. ‘1 can always rely on my grandmother at a difficult time.’
(6) JIromu Tak deporcanu nadexcoy (L2).
Liudi tak derzhali nadezhdu.
This is how people kept hope.
The English expression to keep hope corresponds to the Russian phrase ne feriat’ nadezhdu ‘not
to lose hope.’
(7) Teneps st 6onbIe MOHUMAO Kak Mup pabomaem (HL).
Teper’ ia bol’she ponimaiu kak mir rabotaet.
[ understand better now how the world works.
In Example 7, the English phrase how the world works has the Russian equivalent of tak ustroen
mir, ‘how the world is arranged.’
(8) A neHru 0ooun oenv ecmuv u 6mopoul Oensv yoice 6 8o3ouxe (L2).

A dengi odin den’ est’ i vtoroi den’ uzhe v vozdikhe.
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As for money, one day it is here, next day it is in the air.
The English collocation in Example 8 can be translated into Russian as segodnia est’, a zavtra
net: ‘you have it today, you don’t have it tomorrow.’
(9) JIromu, xoTOpBIE Oopsimcs 0 denveax 04eHb rirymbie (L2).
Liudi, kotorye boriatsia o den’gakh ochen’ glupye.
People who fight about money are very stupid.
In the case of Example 9, the Russian borot sia is not commonly used in this context. The
Russian translation equivalent in this sentence should be ssorit sia iz-za deneg: ‘to fight over
money.’
Finally, the data revealed a number of compound loan words borrowed from English:
(10) Ceituac st Mory rOBOpUTH C pycckumu cogopsawumu (HL).
Seichas 1a mogu govorit’ s russkimi govoriashchimi.
Now I can talk with Russian speaking [people].
In addition to morphological transfer in Example 10, the transfer of a lexical procedure,
segmentation, occurs. Russkie govoriashchie reflects the influence of the English adjectival
phrase Russian speaking, whereas the correct Russian word should be russko-govoriashchie.
(11) A Bcerna Ha ee cMoTpena Kak cynepsyman (HL).
Ia vsegda na ee smotrela kak supervuman.
I always regarded her as a superwoman.
In Example 11, the transfer from the English superwoman is manifested morphologically and

orthographically in supervuman while the Russian equivalent is supervomen.
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Semantic Transfer Errors

Semantic transfer is the second largest category of errors for both groups. It accounts for
553 cases of transfer, 31.6 % of the total number of transfer errors. As Jarvis and Pavlenko
(2008) noted, semantic knowledge “involves the mapping between words and concepts which
determines how many concepts and which particular concept a word can express” (p. 75) in the
given context. Hence, semantic transfer occurs when a Russian word is used with a meaning that
demonstrates influence from the semantic range of the English translation equivalent.

Semantic extension. Semantic extension transfer errors occurred 453 times in the data,
representing 25.9% of the total number of transfer errors by HL learners and L2 learners. The
semantic extension transfer error occurs when a learner uses a target language word in a meaning
that includes the semantic meaning of the English equivalent. The most frequent case of
semantic extension for both groups was the use of wxona (shkola, ‘school’) instead of
yHueepcumem (universitet, ‘university’) or konnedaxc (kolledzh, ‘college’) to refer to a university
or college. In Russian, wkona can only be used when referring to K-12. In contrast, the English
word school has a broader meaning: It includes K-12, as well as institutions of higher education.

Illxona, 3T0 camo caboil, TTaBHO HAJ0 BHIOPATH TO YTO OyET it T€Osl CHACTIIMBBIM B
oymymem (HL).

Shkola, eto samo saboi, glavno nado vybrat’ to chto budet dlia tebia schastlivym v
budushem.

School, by itself is very important, but it is necesseary to choose something that would
make you happy in the future.

A number of transfer errors involve the use of the semantically narrow Russian noun

ucmopus (istoriia, ‘history’), which refers exclusively to a chronological account of past events
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and includes the meaning of npownoe (proshloe, ‘past’) through the process of semantic
extension influenced by the English cognate history. This particular example was found in the
writings of both HL and L2 learners:

(1) ¥V Bcex Hac pa3Hble HHTEPECHI . . . HO HAIIM ucmopus enunsiet Hac (L2).

U vsekh nas raznye interesy . . . no nashi istoriia ediniaet nas.
We all have different interests . . . but our Aistory unites us.

With regard to adjectives, both HL and L2 learners produced instances of semantic
extension. The Russian adjective populiarnyi is rendered in English as well known. However, in
the next example, its semantic range is broadened, and it is used to mean ‘pleasant, liked” while
the appropriate Russian equivalent in this context should be ee sce 106sam (ee vse liubiat,
‘everyone loves her’):

(2) Omna [neByiika] o4eHb nonyasApHas , v IEBYIKA U MaTbuuKkH ee 0T (L2).

Ona [the girl] ochen’ populiarnaia, 1 devushki 1 mal’chiki ee liubiut.
She is very popular, both, girls and boys like her.
Many instances of transfer errors in the data include use of the Russian adjective secenviii
(veselyi, ‘cheerful’) to mean ‘happy.’ In Example 3, the correct translation of happy is
cuacmauswlii (schastlivyi):
(3) S 3Haro yTO OH OBI XOTEN, UTOOHI S e MBITATIACh OBITh 8eCenbiM . . . YSIIOBEKOM
(L2).
Ia znaiu chto on by khotel, chtoby ia eshche pytalas’ byt’ veselym . . . chelovekom.
I know that he would want me to try to be a happy . . . person.

Another frequent case of semantic extension among adjectives involves moz00oti

(molodoi), which includes the concept of ‘young’ in the meaning of ‘little.” However, in Russian,
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b

there are two different words: malen ’kii meaning ‘child’ and molodoi meaning a ‘young person,
typically older than a teenager:

(4) Korga 6w11 Mo100011, 51 Bpast pogutenam (HL).

Kogda ia byl molodoi, ia vral rolitelam.
When I was young, 1 lied to my parents.

Correct: Korna s Obu1 MaJIeHbKUH, s1 Bpajl pOJUTEINSIM.

In example 5, semantic extension involved the Russian adjective cneyuanvmwiii
(spetsyal’'nyi, ‘specific’), which incorporates the meaning of the English cognate special. The
Russian world is osobyi:

(5) A yacTo oTBeuana, YTO ITO TOPOJI OUECHb cneyuanvubii 1 meHs (L2).

Ia chasto otvechala, chto eto gorod ochen’ spetsial 'nyi dlia menia.
I often answered that the city is very special for me.

Correct: 51 yacto oTBeyana, 4To TO TOPOJ UMEET 0c000€ 3HAYCHHUE JIITSI MEHSI.

The English adjective foreign has two Russian equivalents: unocmpannsiii (inostrannyi)
and 3apybeorcnwiii (zarubezhnyi). When used to modify the nouns cmpana (strana, ‘country’) and
kynomypa (kul 'tura, ‘culture’), the corresponding Russian equivalent should be 3apy6earcnuiii.
However, both groups of writers extended the meaning of 3apy6esrcnuiii to unocmpannwui in this
particular context (Examples 6 and 7):

(6) Kpome Toro, urocmpanusle KynbTypsl Hac nipuBiekaroT (L2).

Krome togo, inostrannye kul’tury nas privlekaiut.
Besides, foreign cultures attract us.
(7) Korma mronu pacckassiBatoT 0 MIHAMK, OHU TOBOPST UTO €€ UHOCMPAaHHAs CTPaHa

(L2).
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Kogda liudi rasskazyvaiut o Indii, oni govoriat chto ee inostrannaia strana.
When people talk about India, they say that her [it] is a strange/different country.
The Russian word here could be drugaia or osobaia.

Two Russian verbs can be translated into English as ‘to try’: npo6osamus (probovat’) and
nuimamscs (pytat ’sia). Probovat’ means ‘to experiment’ or ‘to make an attempt to do
something,” whereas pytat sia has the meaning ‘to exert some effort in trying to do something.’

(8) A Bcernma npobosan momorats kak mor (HL).

Ia vsegda proboval pomogat’ kak mog.

I have always tried to help as much as I could.
Hence, in Example 8, the use of npo6osan is unacceptable because the appropriate Russian
equivalent is netmancs (pytalsia). In this context, the learner extended the semantic properties of
noimancs (pytalsia) to npobosan (proboval). Another instance of extending the semantic
subsystem (Example 9) involves using the Russian verb npaxmuxosamuvcs (praktivkovat sia, ‘to
engage in’) in the meaning of ‘to practice’:

(9) A .. .3acroBisina cedst npakmukosamcs (HL).

Ia ... zastovliala sebia praktikovatsia.
I... made myself practice.
The correct Russian translation in this context is penemuposams (repetirovat’).

The adjectives pasuwiii (raznyi) and opyeoti (drugoi) both correspond to the English other
or different. Pasnwiti’ refers to a person or an object that is not the same as another, whereas
opyeoti refers to a person or thing that is different or distinct from one that is already mentioned

or known. Examples 10 and 11 both require the use of dpyeoii:
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(10) 4 ceituac yuych B TOM € CaMOM YHUBEPCHUTETE, B KOTOPOM OHA yUUJIaCh, HO Ha
pasnviil akynpreTio (L2).
Ia seichas uchus’ v tom zhe samom universitete, v kotorom ona uchilas’, no na raznyi
fakul’tetiu.
Now I attend the same university which she attends, but a different department.
(11) Yersipe rona Ha3am, s OblIa pa3Hol )KEHITMHON YeM Tenepb (L2).
Chetyre goda nazad, ia byla raznoi zhenshchinoi chem teper’.
Four years ago, [ was a different woman than I am now.
(12) Kpome Toro mei ¢ Jagmganom . . . yaunuck B opyeux yauepcurerax (L2).
Krome togo my s Daddadom . . . uchilis’ v drugikh universitetakh.
Besides, Daddad and I . . . studied at different universities.
(13) Dta unes He o4eHb Opyeas oT KomMmyHu3Ma (L2).
Eta ideia ne ochen’ drugaia ot kommunizma.
This idea is not much different from communism.
In Examples 12 and 13, the use of apyroii is inappropriate. However, the learner does not make
any semantic distinctions between the two adjectives in the given context, causing a case of
negative transfer.

Conceptual shift. The data yielded 78 instances of conceptual shift transfer or 4.5% of
the total number of transfer errors. This type of transfer involves differences in the grammatical
patterns that underlie the encoding of emotions in English and in Russian. In English, emotions
are generally framed as verb + adjective or copula + adjective:

She became/was happy.
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However, in Russian, emotions are often expressed by reflexive intransitive verbs or verb + noun
constructions:

Omna paodosanacs.

Ona radovalas’.

She was rejoicing.

Furthermore, in English, emotions are seen as “inner states” while, in Russian, emotions are
referred as “processes in which one engages voluntarily” (Jarvis & Pavlenko, 2007, p. 126).
Pavlenko (2002) investigated oral narratives by native speakers of American English and native
speakers of Russian and confirmed that American speakers showed preference for expressing
emotions as states using adjectival constructions while Russian speakers tended to describe
emotions as actions and processes using verbal patterns.

Errors in this category occur as a result of the differences in the conceptual properties
between English and Russian when referring to emotions. Subsequently, a conceptual shift leads
to the restructuring of the linguistic pattern:

(1) C neit moit mana 611 secenviii (L2).

S nei moi papa byl veselyi.

My dad was merry with her.
In the above example, the influence of the English pattern triggered the transfer of copula 6eims
(byt’, ‘to be’) + adjective Becemnslit (veselyi, ‘joyful, merry’) into Russian. The appropriate
Russian translation equivalent in this particular context should be expressed as a reflexive verb:
secenuncs (veselilsia).

(2) S momoraro emy 6vime Oonee sucenwviti (L2).

[a pomogaiu emu byt’ bolee viselyi.
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I help him to be merrier.
In Example 2, the English concept of emotions as states and the linguistic framing of copula +
adjective prompted the learner to internalize emotions in Russian, resulting in failing to make
distinctions on a conceptual level required by the target language and leading to negative
language transfer.
(3) Ou cman ouenv cepoumvim, u naxe savim (HL).
On stal ochen’ serditym, 1 dazhe zlym.
He became very angry, and even enraged.
In Example 3, the writer referred to emotions as states and produced a verb + adjective
construction characteristic of the English model. However, this context calls for the use of
intransitive reflexive verbs of emotion ou paccepouncs, u oasce pazosnuics (on rasserdilsia i
dazhe razozlilsia).
(4) lenpru MoryT HaM OMOYb PEOOPECTH BEILIU KOTOpbIE HAc coenarom paodvimu (HL).
Den’gi mogut nam pomoch’ preobresti veshchi kotorye nas sdelaiut radymi.
Money can help us buy things that would make us happy.
Example 4 illustrates a conceptual shift from emotions as processes to emotions as states. It is
based on the English adjectival pattern and is evident on the conceptual as well as linguistic
level. Moreover, radyi cannot be used as it is in this example. The Russian word would be
schastlivyi.
Reflexive possessive pronoun ceoit (svoi). The last category of semantic transfer is the
use of the reflexive possessive pronoun ceoti (svoi). Twenty-two instances of such transfer were

found in the data, representing 1.3% of the total number of transfer errors.

51



No exact equivalent for the reflexive possessive pronoun exists in English; hence, it is
difficult for learners of Russian to acquire and internalize this particular concept. English
personal pronouns—such as mine, yours, hers, his, ours, and theirs—refer to something owned
by the speaker or can refer to a previously mentioned object:

This car is mine.

Reflexive personal pronouns such as myself, himself, herself, itself, ourselves, yourselves, and
themselves are used to refer to the subject of the clause in which they occur:

I lost myself in the story.

In contrast, the Russian reflexive possessive pronoun csoti (svoi) can replace possessive
pronouns mot (‘my’), meot (“your’), naw (‘our’), and saw (‘your’) to modify the object when
the subject of a sentence and the possessor are the same person:

S mo6ro coro cemblo.

Ia liubliu svoiu sem’1u.

I love my (own) family.

Furthermore, in Russian, the first and second person personal possessive pronouns and reflexive
possessive pronouns can be used interchangebly. However, in the first and second person
contexts, the use of the reflexive possessive pronoun places “greater emphasis on the connection
between the subject and the possessed entity, while the use of personal possessive pronouns will
stress the unigeness and independence of the possessed entity” (Comrie et al., 1996, p. 95).
Furthermore, when there is only one possessor and the subject of the verb is in the third person,
the use of a reflexive possessive pronoun is required to avoid ambiguity.

(1) I'me on ocTaBWII CBOIO MAIIMHY?

Gde on ostavil svoiu mashinu?

52


http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/us/words/clauses

Where did he leave his (own) car?
(2) I'te on ocTaBuII €20 MalIUHY?
Gde on ostavil ego mashinu?
Where did he leave his (someone else’s) car?
In Example 3, the writer used a possessive pronoun, although the context required the reflexive
possessive svoi in the feminine singular to modify the noun cecmpa to define the familial
relationship between the subject/possessor ora and the object cecmpa:
(3) Ona gacto qymaet o ee cectpe (L2).
Ona chasto dumaet o ee sestre.
She often thinks of her (someone else’s) sister.
This transfer error stems from the English model ‘She often thinks of her sister,” in which the
indirect object is marked with the personal possessive pronoun Zer to include the meaning of
‘her own sister.’
In the following sentence, the established context of only one possessor requires the use
of the reflexive possessive svoi to identify the relationship between the possessor and the object:
(4) Korna ona no3HakoMuiach ¢ ee nepsom napaem (L2).
Kogda ona poznakomilas’ s ee pervym parnem.
When she met her (someone else’s) first boyfriend.
However, the writer probably means ‘one’s own’ and not ‘someone else’s’. In Example 5, the
context of only one possessor in the third person singular dictates the use of the reflexive
possessive to modify the objects druz’ia to avoid misinterpretation:
(5) Hpyr . .. Bceraa roToB CyliaTh U TOMOTaTh BCEM OCOOCHHO e2o mpy3bsiMm (L2).

Drug . . . vsegda gotov slushat’ i pomogat’ vsem osobenno ego druz’iam.
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A friend . . . is always ready to listen and to help everybody, especially his (own)
friends.

Correct: [Ipyr . . . Bcerya roToB CIylaTh U IOMOTaTh BCEM OCOOCHHO C80UM APY3bSIM.
In the above example, the learner constructed the sentence based on the English use of the
possessive pronoun.

Syntactic Transfer

The analysis of the data yielded 420 cases of syntactic transfer, representing 23.2% of the
number of all transfer errors. Syntactic transfer refers to the cross-linguistic influence of
combinations of words and/or structures in English on Russian syntactic patterns.

Negation. In this category, 144 cases of transfer error, 8.2% of the total number of
transfer errors, occurred. Russian is one of the languages having negative concord, a
phenomenon that allows for multiple negative elements to co-occur in the same sentence “to
express only one semantic instance of negation” (Brown, 2005, p. 73). In contrast, English would
not allow for negative concord; moreover, the meaning reverts to positive semantic meaning
after the first negative element (Brown, 2005):

I don’t have any friends.

The following is an example of double negation in English:

“Ivan doesn’t dance nowhere with no one.”

The above sentence is grammatical in English only if “Ivan indeed does dance somewhere with
someone” (Brown, 2005, p. 73). Transfer errors in this category arise from the English-based
negation pattern that prohibits the use of multiple negative elements:

(1) S Huxorga xe mpobOBaIo, XOTENA, U CTOpaiocs ObITh HapkoMaHkoi (HL).

Ia nikogda ne probovalo, khotela, i storalosia byt’ narkomankoi.
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I have never tried, wanted to, and made attempts to be a drug addict.
The correct Russian version of the above sentence should include a negative particle, ue, in front
of every verb in the sentence: Sl Hukorna xe mpoboBaia, He XOTella ¥ He CTapanach ObITh
HapKOMaHKOM.

(2) Heuezo onsTh NOIYYHIIOCH 3TOM HOYIO IIOKA sI He TOLIE . . . , U 51 YBUJIEN [ee] cramast
Ha quBane (HL).
Nechego opiat’ poluchilos’ etoi nochiu poka ia ne poshel . . ., i ia uvidel [ee] spashaia
na divane.
Nothing happened that night unti/ I went . . . and saw (her) sleeping on the couch.
The constraints of the Russian negative pattern require the use of the negative particle ne before
every verb to produce a statement equivalent to the English version in Example 2: Heuezo omsith
He TIONYYHIJIOCH ATOM HOYIO TTOKA s He TIOMIEI . . . , ¥ I He YBHJIEI [ee] criamias Ha TUBaHe.
Many instances of negation transfer errors occurred because of overextension or
overproduction of negative elements. Learners of Russian tend to attach negative elements to
reflect English-based syntactic structures. The most characteristic example of transfer error in
this area of syntax is overuse of the adverb nuxozoa (nikogda, ‘never’), which is emblematic of
English:
(3) Hukoz0a He xenero, 4To KU3Hb Jlana MEHsI BO3MOKHOCTH ObITh 371ech (HL).
Nikogda ne zheleiu, chto zhizn’ dala menia vozmozhnost’ byt’ zdes’.
I never regret that life gave me the opportunity to be here.

(4) S ymon u ne koeoa ue BepHyics (HL).
Ia ushol i ne kogda ne vernulsia.

I left and never came back.
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In Examples 3 and 4, the Russian negative adverb nuxoeda cannot be used. The reliance on the
English model results in the overextension error. Although both sentences are grammatically
correct, the use of nuxoeda is syntactically and semantically inappropriate.

Impersonal sentences. The data contained 52 instances of transfer related to impersonal
sentences, representing 3% of the total number of transfer errors. One of the important
differences between English and Russian syntax is that English requires the overt presence of
nonreferential subjects if and there in impersonal sentences, whereas, in Russian, equivalent
sentences do not require an overt subject.

It is cold.

Xonoauo (‘kholodno’)

The transfer errors in this category occur when learners translate sentences from English with
nonreferential it word for word into Russian and insert smo to represent if in impersonal
constructions:

(1) Omo ue 10 uTO Y MeHs HeoOayMaHHbIe moctynku (HL).

Eto ne to chto u menia neobdumannye postupki.

It is not that I act irrationally.
In Example 1, the writer replicated the English syntactic model with nonreferential iz, placing
amo in the Russian impersonal sentence, where it should be omitted.

(2) Tlociie MockBBI 9mo OBIIO CIIOKOIHO, Beceno u uatepecHo (HL).

Posle Moskvy eto bylo spokoino, veselo 1 interesno.
After Moscow, it was quiet, funny and interesting.
(3) Brauazne, smo 6w110 ciioxHO 1 He KombopTtHOo (HL).

Vnachale, eto bylo slozhno i ne comfortno.
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At the beginning, it was difficult and uncomfortable.
Similarly, in Examples 2 and 3, the learners transferred nonreferential subject it into the Russian
impersonal structure with the past tense copula 6s1ms and retained smo, making the above
sentences ungrammatical.

In addition, some Russian impersonal constructions have implied subjects that are
marked with the dative case:

MHne xononHo.

Mne kholodno.

Literally: To me it is cold.

(4) Hna mens smo 6b110 oueHsb uaTepecuo (HL).

Dlia menia eto bylo ochen’ interesno.

For me it was very interesting.
In Example 4, the context required the learner to omit amo and to use the personal pronoun in the
dative case. The correct rendering of the above sentence in the given context should be as
follows:

MHhe ObUIO OUYE€Hb UHTEPECHO.

Mne bylo ochen’ interesno.

To me, it was very interesting.

Subordinating conjunctions eciu and nu. The analysis of the data revealed 22 transfer
errors in this category, representing 1.3% of all transfer errors. The Russian subordinating
interrogative conjunctions eciu (esli) and au (Ii) are translated into English as if or whether,
depending on the context. When it is possible to include whether in the English subordinate

clause, one has no option but to use .2z in the Russian equivalent. In all other instances when if'is
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used, it should be translated as eciu. Ecau occurs in the initial position of a subordinate object
clause, and the clause follows direct word order SVO:

Ms1 6yznem pazpl, ecau ol npuaens (SVO in subordinate clause).

My budem rady, es/i ty pridesh’.

We’ll be glad if 'you come to see us (SVO in subordinate clause).

In contrast, u is an enclitic. It never occurs in the initial position of a subordinate clause.
Furthermore, the subordinate clause it introduces follows an inverted word order: the verb
precedes su, and the entire subordinate clause is an indirect question.

A we 3nar0, npuaet u oH B roctu (VSO in subordinate clause).

Ia ne znaiu, pridet /i on v gosti.

I don’t know, is coming Q he to visit.

I don’t know whether he is coming to visit. (SVO in subordinate clause).

When any constituent other than the verb hosts zu, it becomes the focus of the question in the
subordinate clause:

51 He 3Har0, CKOPO i OH IIPUJET B TOCTH.

Ia ne znaiu, skoro /i on pridet v gosti.

I don’t know, soon Q he is coming to see us.

I don’t know whether he is coming soon to see us.

The transfer errors in this category in the data stemmed from projecting the meaning of
qu onto ecau in the Russian subordinate interrogative clauses and using direct word order under
the influence of the English model:

(1) Berxons u3 moma st He OBLT YBEPEH eciu BEpHYC oMo Beuepom min HeT (HL).

Vykhodia iz doma ia ne byl uveren es/i vernus domoi vecherom ili net.
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Upon leaving the house I was not sure whether or not I am coming back at night.
In Example 1, the writer used eczu instead of zu and kept the direct word order in the subordinate
clause. The correct translation should include zu after the finite verb, followed by the inverted
word order:
Brixoss u3 goMa s He ObLT YBEPEH BEPHYC it IOMOU BEUEpPOM WIIH HET.
Vykhodia iz doma ia ne byl uveren vernus /i domoi vecherom ili net.
Upon leaving the house I was not sure am coming back Q at home or not.
(2) Ho s He 3Ha10 eciu 'y mens 0yaet Bpems (L2).
No ia ne znaiu es/i u menia budet vremia.
But I don’t know if/whether 1 will have any time.
Correct: Ho s He 3Hat0, OyJeT iu 'y MEHs BpeMmsl.
No ia ne znaiu, budet /i u menia vremia.
But I don’t know, will have Q I time.
(3) 4 ne yBepena ecau mMoii nana 6ynet xuth (L2).
Ia ne uverena esli moi papa budet zhit’.
I am not sure if/whether my dad is going to live.
Correct: S He yBepeHa, OyeT .iu MO Tamna >KHTh.
Ia ne uverena, budet /i moi papa zhit’.
I am not sure, is going Q my dad to live.
In Examples 2 and 3, the learners conflate the meaning of zu with ecau, producing the
subordinate clause with the incorrect conjunction.
Prepositions. The data contained 143 instances of language transfer from English to

Russian in this category, accounting for 8.2% of all transfer errors. Syntactic transfer in this
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category involves placement of or absence of a preposition in a Russian sentence as influenced
by English:
(1) Ou He Oyaer urpath B OackeTdon odns nener (L2).
On ne budet igrat’ v basketbol dlia deneg.
He would not play basketball for money.
Correct: O He Oynet urpaTth B 6ackeT00I padu JeHeT.
On ne budet igrat’ v basketbol radi deneg.
(2) Pycckuii s3bIK 6 MOEM MHEHUE, O4eHb OoraT u kpacus (HL).
Russkii iazyk v moem mnenie, ochen’ bogat i krasiv.
The Russian language, in my opinion, is very rich and beautiful.
Correct: Pycckuii 351K, 70 MOEMY MHEHHIO, OU€Hb 0OTaT U KPaCHB.
Russkii 1azyk po-moemu mneniiu, ochen’ bogat 1 krasiv.
(3) Axrtpuca «Ilapuc Xunton» Haia MeHsI B CYHAYKe U Biroomiack co muoe (HL).
Aktrisa “Paris Hilton” nashla menia v sunduke 1 vliubilas’ so mnoe.
Actress “Paris Hilton” found me in a chest and fell in love with me.
Correct: Axtpuca «Ilapuc XunTon» Haluia MeHsl B CyHIyKe U BIIFOOUIIACh 8 MEHSI.
Aktrisa “Paris Hilton” nashla menia v sunduke i vliubilas’ v menia.
Examples 1, 2, and 3 show transfer errors related to the use of prepositions and a violation of
syntactic agreement in Russian based on the influence of underlying English structures learners
perceived to be translation equivalents.
(4) Ona 6Ob1a pana ¢ stoit curyanuei (L2).
Ona byla rada s etoi situatsiei.

She was happy with this situation.
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Correct: Ona 6bu1a pana smoi cumyayuu (Dative)
Ona byla rada efoi situatsii.
(5) HApyr — 6 ognom ciose, apyr (L2).
Drug — v odnom slove, drug.
A friend — in a word, is a friend.
Correct: Ipyr —oonum crosom, npyr (Instrumental).
Drug — odnim slovom, drug.
In Examples 4 and 5, learners relied on English-based models and insert prepositions in the
Russian sentences in which equivalent syntactic relationships should be expressed by case
markings only, without prepositions:
(6) Korna mb1 ¢ HUM uepanu ¢hymoon (L2).
Kogda my s nim igrali futbol.
When [ played football with him.
Correct: Korma Mbl ¢ HUM urpainu 6 ¢GpyToo.
Kogda my s nim igrali v futbol.
(7) S moznakomunacek unmepecHuiti yenogex (HL).
la poznakomilas’ interesnyi chelovek.
I met an interesting person.
Correct: S mo3HAKOMUIACH ¢ HHTEPECHBIM YEIIOBEKOM.
Ia poznakomilas’ s interesnym chelovekom.
(8) A cran myxxuena amom densv (HL).
Ia stal muzhchena efot den’.

That day 1 became a man.
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Correct: S cTtan Mmy>K4eHa 6 3TOT JICHb.
Ia stal muzhchena v etot den’.

Examples 6—8 show the most frequent syntactic transfer errors indicating the influence of
English patterns and resulting in omission of prepositions in instances in which they are required
in Russian.
Orthographic transfer

Orthographic transfer constitutes 9.3% of the total number of transfer errors, with 163
documented instances. Orthographic transfer in the data stemmed from inconsistencies between
English and Russian grapheme-to-phoneme correspondences, when a shared grapheme
corresponds to two different phonemes in English and Russian, leading to substitutions of
English graphemes for Russian graphemes. For example, <y> corresponds to the /1/ phoneme in
English but to the /s/ phoneme in Russian. In the following example, the learner relied on the
English grapheme-to-phoneme correspondence to produce the Russian grapheme, resulting in a
transfer error:

(1) ycrpebuts (‘ustrebit™)

Correct: uctpeduts (‘istrebit”, ‘to exterminate’).

Table 3 shows the entire shared grapheme inventory of English and Russian and their
corresponding phonemes, as well as transfer error examples that occurred because of learners’

reliance on English grapheme-to-phoneme association to produce Russian words.
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Table 3

Orthographic Transfer Errors

Shared English Russian

grapheme  phoneme phoneme Transfer error Correct version  Translation

<u> [/ N/ MIPOJTUKTHI MPOJTYKTHI goods
(prodikty) (produkty)

<y> n/ [/ JTyHaMHKa JTUHAMHUKa dynamics
(dunamica) (dinamika)

<g> /b/ v/ ByzeT (vudet) oyzner (budet)  [it] will be

<c> /k/ /s/ CIIACCHYECKUI kinaccuuyeckuid  classical
(slassicheskii) (klassicheskii)

<g> g/ /d/ gosoput (dovorit) TOBOpHT [he] speaks

(govorit)

<u> /h/ /n/ HOPOIIUH XOPOIIHA good
(noroshii) (khoroshii)

<m> /m/ t/ moubko (mol'’ko)  Tombko (tol'ko) only

<p> Ip/ It/ pyTelecTByeT nyremectByeT  [he] travels
(ruteshestvuet) (puteshestvuet)

<r> It/ 1tJ/ raBHO (chavno) paBHO (ravno)  equally

In sum, Russian and English share nine graphemes: two vowels ( <u> and <y>) and
seven consonants ( <b>, <c¢>, <g>, <h>, <m>, <p>, and <r>) that correspond to different
phonemes in each language. The vowel grapheme <u> corresponds to the English phoneme /%5/
and the Russian phoneme /1/, whereas the vowel grapheme <y> corresponds to the English /1/
and the Russian /&5/, making it very difficult for HL and L2 Russian language learners to use the
vowel grapheme-to-phoneme correspondences in Russian spelling. English and Russian contain
seven shared consonant graphemes, which are frequently used in Russian: <B> corresponds to

the English /b/ and the Russian /v/; <c> corresponds to the English /k/ when followed by a vowel
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but to the Russian /s/ in any position. <g> corresponds to the English /g/ and the Russian /d/; <a>
corresponds to the English /h/ and to the Russian /n/; <m> corresponds to the English /m/ and the
Russian /t/; <p> corresponds to the English /p/ and the Russian /1/, and finally, <r> corresponds
to the English /r/ and the Russian /tf/. As shown in Table 3, reliance on English grapheme-to-
phoneme correspondences and English orthography influence writers’ perceptions of Russian
graphemes, thus contributing to a large number of orthographic transfer errors from English to
Russian.

Chapter Summary

This chapter addressed the classification framework of the most common transfer errors
identified in the collected data. It included explanation of the vulnerability of different
subsystems (morphological, semantic, syntactic, and orthographic) to language transfer in the
written production of HL and L2 learners at the intermediate mid level of proficiency.

The next chapter addresses the question of whether the amount of negative language
transfer from English to Russian differs in the writing of HL and L2 learners of Russian.
Furthermore, it includes discussion of linguistic subsystems in which negative language transfer
occurs. Categorization and comparison of the types of transfer exhibited in the written essays are
also discussed. The chapter also includes the findings and compares results in relation to types
and number of transfer errors from English to Russian in the writing of HL and L2 learners of

Russian.
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CHAPTER 4:
DATA ANALYSIS

This chapter is focused on examination of the number of the negative language transfer
errors identified in the written essays of HL and L2 learners of Russian. It answers the questions
concerning which linguistic subsystem—Ilexical, semantic, syntactic, or orthographic—is most
affected by language transfer from English to Russian by HL and L2 learners. It addresses the
types and number of negative transfer errors produced by each group of learners at the
intermediate mid level of proficiency through quantification, categorization, and comparison.
Number of Negative Transfer Errors by Subsystem for HL and L2 Learners

The quantitative analysis of written essays revealed 1751 instances of language transfer
errors from English to Russian, with 1151 instances in the writing of HL learners and 600
instances in the essays by the L2 learners, 67.7% and 34.3%, respectively, of all transfer errors
for both groups. The transfer errors were subdivided into four different subsystems: lexical,
semantic, syntactic, and orthographic. The errors are shown in Table 4 and Figure 3 according to
type of error and type of learner.
Table 4

Number of Negative Transfer Errors for HL and L2 Learners by Subsystem

Subsystem HL L2
Lexical 454 220
Semantic 309 244
Syntactic 259 102
Orthographic 129 34
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Figure 3. Number of negative transfer errors produced by HL and L2 learners of Russian by
subsystem.

Table 4 shows that, compared to the L2 learners of Russian, the HL learners produced
more transfer errors in each subsystem. The number of transfer errors by HL learners in the
lexical subsystem produced is nearly twice that of the L2 learners. Furthermore, in the semantic
subsystem, the HL learners produced 12% more transfer errors than did the L2 learners. There is
a significant difference in the number of transfer errors in the syntactic subsystem, with the HL
learners leading in this category by 60%. Finally, the HL learners produced 74% more transfer
errors in the orthographic category than did the L2 learners. To sum up, the lexical subsystem is
most affected by language transfer from English to Russian for the HL learners while the
semantic subsystem is most vulnerable to language transfer for the L2 learners. The number of
transfer errors in percentages for the HL and L2 learners, based on the total of instances of

transfer errors in each subsystem, is shown in Table 5 and Figure 4.
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Table 5

Percentage of Transfer Errors by HL and L2 Learners by Subsystem

Subsystem HL L2

Lexical 39.4 36.7

Semantic 26.8 40.7

Syntactic 22.5 17.0

Orthographic 11.2 5.7

Orthographic

Syntactic

m[2
EHL

Semantic

Lexical

0 10 20 30 40 50

Figure 4. Percentage of transfer errors by HL and L2 learners by subsystem.

In regards to the percentages of the transfer errors for each group of learners by
subsystem, the HL and L2 learners showed different patterns in transfer errors. For the HL
learners, the lexical subsystem proved to be the most vulnerable to negative transfer from
English, whereas the L2 learners produced the highest number of transfer errors in the semantic
subsystem. Furthermore, the semantic subsystem ranked second in terms of the number of
negative transfer errors by the HL learners while the lexical subsystem was second in terms of

transfer errors by L2 learners. Both groups of learners displayed similar patterns in syntactic and
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orthographic subsystems, which had the third and fourth highest number of negative transfer
errors, respectively.
Number of Negative Transfer Errors by Category for HL and L2 Learners

The results of the quantitative comparison of the number of transfer errors in the written
essays by HL and L2 learners of Russian are shown in Table 6 and Figure 5. The transfer errors
identified in the written essays were classified and listed according to the categories described in
the Chapter 2.
Table 6

Number of Negative Transfer Errors by HL and L2 Learners by Category

Transfer category HL L2
1. Loan translation (lexical) 339 147
2. Semantic extension (semantic) 270 183
3. Lexical borrowing (lexical) 115 73
4. Orthographic 129 34
5. Negation (syntactic) 104 40
6. Preposition (syntactic) 106 37
7. Conceptual shift (semantic) 39 39
8. Impersonal sentences (syntactic) 39 13
9. Reflexive pronoun (semantic) 0 22

10. Subordinating conjunction (syntactic) 10 12

As indicated in Table 6, the HL learners produced the highest number of negative transfer
errors in the loan translation category, 339, whereas the L2 writers produced the second highest

number of errors in the same category, 147. In the category of semantic extension, HL learners
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had the second highest number of transfer errors, 270, and it was the category with the highest
number of transfer errors by L2 learners. Orthographic transfer was the third highest category of

errors by HL learners, but the seventh highest by the L2 learners.
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Figure 5. Number of negative transfer errors by HL and L2 learners by category.

In the category of lexical borrowings, the HL and L2 learners displayed similar patterns;
instance of this error ranked fourth for all learners, with 115 transfer errors by HL learners and
73 errors by the L2 learners. The number of transfer errors in the category of prepositions was
the fifth highest for HL learners—106—and the sixth highest for L2 learners—37, followed by
negations—104 by HL learners and 40 by L2 learners, the sixth and fourth ranked categories for
the two types of learners, respectively. The category of conceptual shift was the seventh highest
category of transfer errors for HL learners, 39, compared to being the fifth highest for L2
learners, 40. Impersonal sentences emerged as the eighth highest category for HL learners, 39,
and the ninth highest for L2 learners. Subordinate conjunction errors had the fewest occurrences
in the writings of both HL and L2 learners, 10 and 12 transfer errors, respectively. Finally, L2

learners produced 22 transfer errors in the category of reflexive possessive pronouns, whereas
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HL learners made no errors in that category. Table 7 and Figure 6 show the above information in
percentages of the total number of transfer errors for each type of learner.

Table 7

Percentage of Negative Transfer Errors from All Transfer Errors by HL and L2 Learners

Transfer category HL L2

Loan translation (lexical) 29.5 24.5
Semantic extension (semantic) 23.5 30.5
Lexical borrowing (lexical) 10.0 12.2
Orthographic 11.2 5.7
Negation (syntactic) 9.0 6.7
Preposition (syntactic) 9.2 6.2
Conceptual shift (semantic) 3.4 6.5
Impersonal sentences (syntactic) 34 2.2
Reflexive pronoun (semantic) 0.0 3.7
Subordinating conjunction (syntactic) 0.9 2.0
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Figure 6. Percentage of negative transfer errors from all transfer errors by HL and L2 learners.
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Lexical Transfer Errors Analysis for HL vs. L2 learners of Russian

As discussed, the quantitative analysis of the written essays revealed that more lexical
transfer errors were detected in the written essays of the HL learners than those of the L2
learners: 454 and 220 instances, respectively. Nonetheless, the L2 learners made the second
highest number of transfer errors in the semantic category: 24 instances. These findings are
consistent with the results of Marian and Kaushanskaya (2007), who found a prevalence of
lexical and semantic transfer errors from a “more proficient language into a less proficient
language” (Marian & Kaushanskaya, 2007, p. 383).

Loan translations. The loan translations category had the highest number of transfer
errors by HL learners at 339 instances, 29.7% of all their transfer errors. As for L2 learners, 147
instances of transfer error were recorded for the same category, making it the second highest
category in terms of errors for this group, with 24.5% of all transfer errors made by L2 learners.
The dominance of this category over other categories of transfer errors indicates learners’ heavy
reliance on translation. Furthermore, the two groups differed significantly in terms of distribution
of types of transfer errors within this category. Qualitative and quantitative analyses indicated
three important differences between the two groups of learners.

First, HL learners displayed proclivity for literal translation from English, with 247
instances in this subcategory accounting for 72.8% of the errors in this subcategory. L2 learners,
on the other hand, produced only 52 transfer errors, using literal translations of words and
phrases from English into Russian, accounting for 35.4% of the errors in this subcategory.
However, both groups produced multiple verbal phrases within this subcategory:

(1) roBOpUTH IIYTKH/TIPOOTEMBI

govorit’ shutki/problemy
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to tell jokes/problems.
The above example accounts for eight instances in the writing of HL learners and six instances in
that of L2 learners.

(2) urparsb criopt/pyrdon/6ackerdo

igrat’ sport/futbol/basketbol
to play sport/football/basketball
Example 2 represents 10 instances by HL learners and seven instances by L2 learners.
(3) copamuBaTh BOIPOCHI
sprashivat’ voprosy
to ask questions.
Example 3 occurred five times in HL learners’ data and three times in L2 learners’ data.

Second, literal translation of set phrases and idioms was the dominant transfer error
within the loan category for L2 learners, with 95 occurrences, representing 64.6% of all transfer
errors within this subcategory. In contrast, HL learners produced only 85 transfer errors across
this subcategory, accounting for 25.2% of the transfer errors. Transfer errors involving the
English set phrase to be there for me (byt’ tam dlia menia), discussed in the previous chapter,
occurred twice for HL learners and once for L2 learners.

Third, compound loan words were absent in the written essays of L2 learners while HL
learners produced seven instances of transfer errors within this subcategory, accounting for 2%
of all transfer errors. Figure 7 shows a summary and comparison of the previously discussed
results in percentages of the total number of transfer errors in the loan translation category for

both groups.
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Figure 7. Comparison of percentages of loan translation transfer errors by HL and L2 learners.

Lexical borrowings. In the category of lexical borrowings, HL learners produced 115
transfer errors or 10% of all transfer errors for this group of learners compared to 73 instances in
the writing of L2 learners (12% of all such transfer errors). Lexical borrowings comprised the
category with the third highest number of transfer errors for both groups of learners. As Marian
and Kaushankaya (2007) suggested, “The immediate linguistic environment” (English) may have
triggered a “higher activation of English lexical items” that drove the “word-borrowing into
Russian” (p. 382).

In this category, both groups displayed three similar patterns in transfer errors. Most
errors occurred when morphologically similar words from English were transferred into Russian:
HL learners produced 78 instances, accounting for 67.8% of all transfer errors in their essays,
and L2 learners produced 55 instances, accounting for 75.4% of all transfer errors in their essays.
Furthermore, HL writers produced 23 instances of transliterated words, 20% of all transfer errors
for this group, whereas L2 learners produced 12 instances, 16.4% of all transfer errors within the
subcategory of lexical borrowings. A limited number of coined words were produced by both
groups: 14 by HL learners (12.1% of all transfer errors in this category) and six instances by L2

learners (8.2% of all transfer errors in this category. Figure 8 shows the comparison of transfer
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errors by subcategory in percentages of the all transfer errors by HL and L2 learners within the

lexical borrowings category.
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Figure 8. Comparison of transfer errors by subcategory within lexical borrowings by HL and L2
learners.

Moreover, the comparison of grammatical categories among the lexical borrowings
revealed more transfer errors in the nouns than verbs and adjectives, confirming the earlier
studies indicating language transfer at the lexical level affects nouns more than verbs (Marian &
Kaushanskaya, 2007; Myers-Scotton, 1993). Table 8 shows the comparison in raw numbers of
transfer errors by grammatical category within lexical borrowings.

Table 8

Number of Lexical Borrowings by Grammatical Category by HL and L2 Learners

Grammatical class HL L2
Nouns 69 47
Verbs 37 18
Adjectives 9 8

Table 8 indicates both groups of learners produced comparable levels of errors according

to grammatical classes. Sixty-nine instances of noun borrowings were identified in the written
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essays by HL learners, and 47 instances occurred in the writing of L2 learners, accounting for
60% and 64.4%, respectively, of all transfer errors in this category. HL learners produced 37
instances of verb transfer errors (32.2% of all transfer errors in the category) compared to 18
instances by L2 learners (24.6% of all transfer errors in the category). A relatively small number
of adjective transfer errors were detected for each group: nine instances for HL writers (7.8% of
all errors in this category) and eight instances for L2 learners (11.0% of all such errors). Figure 9
shows the distribution and comparison in percentages of the grammatical categories across

lexical borrowings for HL and L2 learners.
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Figure 9. Comparison of percentage of grammatical categories within lexical borrowings by HL
and L2 learners.

Semantic Transfer Errors Analysis for HL vs. L2 learners of Russian

Semantic transfer was the second highest category for HL learners, with 309 instances or
26.8% of all transfer errors in this category, and the highest category for L2 learners, with 244
instances or 40.7% of all transfer errors in this category. The high number of semantic transfer
errors from English into Russian in the written essays by both groups of learners at the
intermediate mid level is consistent with the findings of Ringbom (2001) and Odlin and Jarvis
(2004), who showed that a high number of semantic transfer errors occurred because of the

source and target languages being “typologically distant” (Ringbom, 2001, p. 59), as is the case
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for English and Russian. Moreover, this type of transfer error persists because the source
language “meanings tend to underlie” the recipient language “words until the learners have
become highly proficient” in the recipient language (Ringbom, 2001, p. 61).

Semantic extension transfer errors by HL and L2 learners. For HL learners, 270
instances of semantic extension transfer errors were identified, representing 87% of all transfer
errors within the semantic subsystem. For L2 learners, 183 instances of semantic extension
transfer errors were identified, 75% of all transfer errors in the semantic subsystem. The results
of the grammatical classes count led to several important insights concerning both groups of
learners. First, HL learners produced 127 instances of transfer errors involving nouns, 47.1% of
all semantic extension transfer errors. L2 learners produced a comparable number of noun
transfer errors: 93 or 51% of all semantic extension transfer errors. Second, the number of verb
transfer errors in this category in the written essays of HL learners was 62 or 23.1%, with 45
instances (24.6%) for the L2 learners. Third, 71 transfer errors produced by HL learners involved
adjectives (26.1%), and 38 instances (20.6%) were produced by L2 learners. Finally, adverbs
were subject to negative transfer in this subcategory less than nouns, verbs, and adjectives. HL
learners produced 10 instances of negative transfer affecting adverbs (3.7% of all such errors by
this group), and L2 learners made seven such transfer errors in this subcategory (3.8% of all such
errors by this group).

Figure 10 shows these results as a comparison of transfer errors in percentages of
grammatical categories in the category of semantic extension. Although HL learners produced
more instances of semantic extension transfer errors—270 compared to 183 by L2 learners—,

comparisons of the errors by grammatical category yielded similar patterns of transfer errors for
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nouns, verbs, adjectives, and adverbs. Moreover, the pattern of results for the grammatical

categories of semantic extension transfer errors follows that of lexical borrowings.
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Figure 10. Comparison of transfer errors by grammatical category within semantic extensions by
HL and L2 learners.

Conceptual shift transfer errors by HL and L2 learners. Each group of learners
produced 39 transfer errors in the conceptual shift subcategory. However, the proportion of the
total number of transfer errors in the semantic subsystem for conceptual shift errors was 16% for
L2 learners and 12.6% for HL learners. The analysis of transfer errors in this subcategory
reinforced the findings of previous studies on representing and encoding emotions in different
language-specific conceptual and grammatical categories for English and Russian (Pavlenko &
Driagina, 2007; Wierzbicka, 2004). Similar numbers of negative transfer errors for HL and L2
learners indicate the strong cross-linguistic shift of English adjectival structures to Russian
structural patterns and lexicon selections. Both groups of learners used adjectival patterns of verb
+ adjective or copula + adjective constructions to express emotions in Russian, thereby violating

the Russian linguistic pattern rendered by either a process or an action verb.
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Reflexive possessive pronoun cgoii (svoi). The analysis of the subcategory of reflexive
possessive pronouncsoti (svoi) revealed it is subject to transfer only among L2 learners. This
group produced all 22 instances of csoti (svoi) transfer errors, accounting for 9% of all transfer
errors across the semantic subsystem. L2 learners produced 42 instances of the reflexive
possessive pronoun ceotl (svoi). In contrast, HL learners produced 38 instances of the same
reflexive possessive pronoun.

Syntactic Transfer Errors Analysis for HL and L2 Learners of Russian

The HL learners produced 259 syntactic errors, accounting for 22.5% of all such transfer
errors for this group. In comparison, L2 learners produced 102 transfer errors in the same
subsystem, 17% of all such errors for this group. The syntactic subsystem yielded the third
highest number of transfer errors for both groups of learners.

Preposition transfer errors. In the category of prepositions, HL learners produced 106
errors (40.9% of all transfer errors in the syntactic subsystem) compared to 37 instances made by
L2 learners (36.3%). The quantitative and qualitative comparisons of preposition transfer errors
revealed the following patterns. First, transfer errors related to use of prepositions and violation
of syntactic agreement in Russian based on the influence of underlying English structures
yielded the largest number of transfer errors in the prepositions subcategory for both groups of
learners. HL learners made 49 transfer errors (46.2% of all errors in this subsystem), whereas L2
learners made 18 transfer errors (48.6% of all such errors in this subsystem).

Second, HL learners produced 30 transfer errors (28.3% of all such transfer errors) in
instances where they relied on English-based models and inserted prepositions into Russian
sentences in which equivalent syntactic relationships should be expressed without a preposition.

L2 learners produced only 11 transfer errors in this subcategory, accounting for 29.7% of all
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transfer errors. Third, HL learners omitted prepositions in 27 instances in which a preposition is
required in Russian, accounting for 25.5%, while L2 learners produced eight instances of the
same transfer error, 21.7% of all such errors in this category. HL and L2 learners’ transfer error

patterns in this category, in percentages, are compared in Figure 11.
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Figure 11. Percentage transfer errors within the preposition category by HL and L2 learners.
Figure 12 indicates, although HL learners produced more transfer errors in the
prepositions category than did L2 learners in terms of percentage, both groups had similar
patterns of transfer errors in this category. The only exception was the omission of prepositions
in those cases when a corresponding English structure would not require a preposition. In terms
of percentages, HL learners made more transfer errors in this subcategory than did L2 learners.
Negation transfer errors. The HL learners produced 104 negation transfer errors,
accounting for 40.2% of all syntactic transfer errors for this group. In contrast, L2 writers
produced only 40 negation transfer errors. However, the percentage of all transfer errors in this
subcategory by L2 writers was almost equal to that produced by HL learners: 39.2%. The
distribution of errors in this category was as follows. HL learners produced 88 negative transfer

errors, which lack negative concord, accounting for 84.6% of all transfer errors in this
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subcategory. In comparison, L2 learners made 21 transfer errors in the same subcategory, 52.5%
of all transfer errors in this subcategory.

Overextension involving the use of the Russian negative adverb nuxoeoa accounted for
16 instances of negative transfer by HL learners (15.4% of all transfer errors in the category of
negation). In contrast, L2 learners produced 19 instances of transfer errors in the same
subcategory, for 47.5%. Figure 12 shows the comparison in percentages of the transfer errors in

the category of negation as produced by HL and L2 learners.
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Figure 12. Percentage of negation transfer errors by HL and L2 learners.

Impersonal sentences. HL learners produced 39 impersonal sentence transfer errors
(3.4% of all transfer errors for this group of learners) compared to only 13 instances produced by
L2 learners (2.2%). More transfer errors were detected in instances in which learners replicated
the English syntactical model of nonreferential it, placing amo in the Russian impersonal
sentence. HL learners produced 30 transfer errors in this subcategory, accounting for 77% of all
transfer errors in this subcategory, while L2 learners produced nine such errors in this
subcategory or 69% of all errors in this category. The remaining transfer errors were produced
when the context required the learner to omit smo and to use a personal pronoun in the dative
case. HL writers made nine transfer erorrs (23% of all such transfer errors) while L2 writers
made four transfer errors in this subcategory (31%). Figure 13 shows the comparison of transfer
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erorrs produced by HL and L2 learners in this subcategory in percentages of the total number of

transfer errors across the impersonal sentences category.
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Figure 13. Comparison of transfer errors produced by HL and L2 learners in impersonal
sentences.

Subordinating conjuctions. In the category of subordinating conjuctions, HL learners
produced 10 negative transfer errors or 0.9% of all such transfer errors for this group. In the
same category, L2 learners produced a comparable number of negative transfer errors: 12,
accounting for 2% of all negative transfer errors produced by L2 learners.

Orthographic transfer. The data indicated the orthographic transfer subcategory had the
least errors for both groups of learners. In this category, HL learners produced 129 instances of
negative transfer, accounting for 11.2%. L2 learners made 34 transfer errors in the same
category, 5.7% of all such transfer errors. As shown in Table 9, the most common orthographic
transfer error by HL writers was substitution for the Russian vowel <u> with the English vowel
<y>. HL learners produced 36 instances of this error, for 27.9% of all errors in this category.
Substitution for the Russian consonant <> with the English consonant <b> was the second
highest negative transfer error in this subcategory, with 33 such errors or 25.6% of all errors in
this category. The third most common transfer error was replacement of the Russian vowel <y>
with the English vowel <u>, accounting for 15.5% of all such transfer errors. In comparison, the

greatest number of orthographic transfer errors in the L2 learners’ production resulted from
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substitution for the Russian consonant <> with the English consonant <b>, with 15 instances,
44.1% of all orthographic transfer errors for the group, and replacement of the Russian vowel
<y> with the English <u> the second most common error for this group of learners, with 12
instances, representing 35.3% of all such errors.

Table 9

Orthographic Transfer Errors Produced by HL and L2 Learners, in Raw Numbers and
Percentages

N %

Shared

grapheme HL L2 HL L2
<u> 20 12 15.5 353
<y> 36 2 27.9 5.9
<B> 33 15 25.6 44.1
<c> 7 0 5.4 0.0
<g> 12 1 9.3 2.9
<H> 10 0 7.8 0.0
<m> 7 1 54 2.9
<p> 3 2 2.3 5.9
<r> 1 1 0.8 29

Chapter Summary

This chapter included detailed discussion of the data analysis, comparing the number and
types of negative transfer errors from English to Russian produced by HL and L2 learners of
Russian at the intermediate mid level of proficiency. To summarize, HL learners produced more
negative transfer errors (1151 instances) than L2 learners of Russian (600 instances), accounting
for 67.7% and 34.3% of all transfer errors, respectively. Further, L2 learners produced negative
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transfer errors in all 10 categories, whereas HL learners produced negative transfer errors in all
categories except that concerning reflexive possessive pronoun svoi. It appears that HL learners
are more prone to negative transfer errors than are L2 learners; in addition, the distribution of
errors across all categories was not even for both groups. The next chapter includes the summary
of the results and discussion of pedagogical implications of the findings for the SLA field, as
well as discussion of the limitations of this research. It also indicates directions for future

research.
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CHAPTER 5:
CONCLUSIONS

This chapter includes a summary of the primary findings of this present dissertation
research, followed by a discussion of pedagogical implications and some recommendations for
further research. The limitations of the study are also discussed. The chapter concludes with a
brief summary of the preceding sections.
Summary of the Key Findings

The primary objective of this research project was to investigate how HL and L2
learners’ written production of linguistic forms and structures in Russian is influenced by their
dominant language of English. This objective has been achieved by identifying and comparing
the number and types of negative language transfer errors from English to Russian in written
essays by HL and L2 learners of Russian at the intermediate mid level of proficiency. The
secondary aim of the research was to examine which linguistic subsystem—Iexical, semantic,
syntactic, or orthographic—is most affected by language transfer from English to Russian in the
written essays of HL and L2 learners.

The study was conducted at the Department of Slavic Languages and Literatures at
UCLA in the intermediate Russian language classes for HL and L2 learners. A one-shot
exploratory approach was adopted, using the written essays submitted for the ACTR National
Post-Secondary Russian Essay Contest from 2009 to 2013. The error analysis method was used
as the main instrument to create a taxonomy of negative transfer errors. Although quantitative
analysis of the data indicated the number and types of negative transfer errors from English to

Russian in writing of HL and L2 learners of Russian at the intermediate mid level of proficiency,
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these results cannot be generalized beyond the specific learners and contexts involved in the
present research.

The participants of the study included HL and L2 learners of Russian designated by their
language program as being at the intermediate mid level of proficiency. All students were
enrolled in Russian language classes at UCLA. The primary data for the research consisted of
written essays submitted for the ACTR National Post-Secondary Russian Essay Contest during
2009-2013.

One hundred twenty essays were examined. The data set yielded 10 negative language
transfer error categories from English to Russian across four linguistic subsystems: lexical
(lexical borrowing and loan translation), semantic (semantic extension, conceptual shift, and
reflexive pronoun svoi), syntactic (negation, preposition, subordinating conjunction, and
impersonal sentence), and orthographic. The identified categories were similar to the
classificatory framework of the bidirectional negative language transfer from Russian to English
and English to Russian in oral production of American learners of Russian reported by Pavlenko
and Jarvis (2002). Moreover, through examination of writing samples, this present research
expanded on the previous studies of negative transfer in oral production by HL and L2 learners
of Russian conducted Hayes (2003), Isurin (2007), Marian and Kaushanskaya (2007), Pavlenko
(2003), and Polunenko (2004).

The quantitative analysis of negative transfer errors revealed HL learners generated twice
as many instances of negative transfer errors as L2 learners, given the same amount of written
production. Particularly, the results indicate that the lexical subsystem is most affected by
negative language transfer from English to Russian for HL learners while the semantic

subsystem is most vulnerable to negative language transfer for L2 learners. The higher number
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of negative transfer errors by HL learners could be attributed to their linguistic experiences and
largely informal language use (Montrul, 2010). Because L2 learners receive formal instruction in
the classroom, they have very few opportunities to use the target language outside of class and
do not typically experiment with the language. However, HL learners learn the target language
from birth and, on average, have multiple opportunities to use and try different linguistic
structures in various language situations. Furthermore, these findings support the results of
Marian and Kaushanskaya (2007), who found a high number of lexical and semantic transfer
errors compared to other types of transfer errors in oral narratives by Russian-English bilinguals
(Marian & Kaushanskaya, 2007).

In the syntactic and orthographic subsystems, HL learners produced roughly 65% more
negative transfer errors than did L2 learners. However, both groups of learners displayed similar
patterns in proportional distribution of negative transfer errors in each subsystem. Furthermore,
differences in the encoding of various linguistic structures and patterns between English and
Russian in a range of contexts were identified as the primary cause of a high number of negative
transfer errors for HL and L2 learners.

The data analysis showed that nine of 10 categories of negative transfer errors were
present in the writings of both groups of learners, with the exception of use of the reflexive
possessive pronoun svoi. The negative transfer error in the category of the reflexive pronoun svoi
was found only in the written production of L2 learners of Russian. Thus, the findings of this
present study do not align with the distribution of the categories for HL and L2 learners observed
by Aleeva (2012) in the written production of intermediate high and advanced learners of
Russian. According to Aleeva, both HL and L2 learners produced negative transfer errors only in

six of 13 categories: semantic extension, comma after introductory phrase, lexical borrowing,
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reflexive possessive pronoun svoi, capitalization, and preposition use. Therefore, this present
study contributes to the literature on negative transfer errors in its investigation of writing by HL
and L2 learners of Russian in the intermediate mid level range.

Pedagogical Implications

The results of this study have confirmed that negative language transfer from English to
Russian is an important factor in Russian language instruction and the acquisition of Russian by
both HL and L2 learners is vulnerable to the structure of the source language—English. Thus, an
increased awareness of negative language transfer and its influence on learners’ writing would
benefit college instructors and, most importantly, Russian language learners. The experience and
knowledge of how to identify and prevent negative language transfer in the classroom would
help the instructor become a more effective teacher.

The following recommendations are based on the findings of this study. First, instructors
could help guide language learners to identify different words and phrases and conceptualize
them in each language system, Russian and English. The language teacher must be
knowledgeable about the means and strategies available to learners at the intermediate level of
proficiency. Reliance on knowledge of English-based structures and patterns should not be
regarded as a negative aspect in Russian language teaching, but rather a constructive way of
approaching language learners.

Over the last 2 decades, considerable skepticism has arisen concerning the use of the
source language (L1) as a learning tool in the target language classroom (L2). In the age of
communicative approaches, using the L1 has been generally minimized and relying on the L1
linguistic structures has been strongly discouraged to avoid interference from L1 and to increase

opportunities for target language practice. Contrary to the accepted methodological approach in
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the fields of SLA and foreign language acquisition of avoiding the L1, psycholinguistic research
has provided empirical and theoretical evidence supporting specific use of L1 as a resource in
language teaching. A number of studies have indicated that L2 does not represent new
knowledge but rather a process of incorporating and extending the knowledge and learning
strategies in L1 into L2 learning (Channell, 1988; Schmitt, 1997; Widdowson, 2003).

A compelling argument favors using the source language to learn the target language at
all levels of proficiency (Nation, 2001; Stahl, 1999; Swan, 2008). In particular, it has been found
that learners tend to internalize target language structures in terms of their source languages and
often resort to translation as an effective and frequently used learning strategy in L2 (O’Malley
& Chamot, 1990). “Starting with the L1 provides a sense of security and validates the learners’
lived experience, allowing them to express themselves. The learner is then willing to experiment
and take risks with a new language” (Auerbach, 1993, p. 29). Further, research has shown that
providing translation equivalents, rather than allowing guessing from context and learning new
vocabulary from context, leads to better retention of acquired vocabulary as well as vocabulary
expansion (Coady & Huckin, 1997; Nation, 2001).

Laufer and Schmueli (2007) suggested that translation involves elaborate cognitive
processing—problem solving—allowing learners to approach language learning analytically and
to create stronger memory traces associated with the L2, thereby contributing to greater
retention. This process requires relating new information (L2) to prior knowledge (L1) and
matching new L2 structures with the appropriate L1 equivalents. Other studies that examined the
degree of mental effort involved in translation have provided additional evidence in support of
using translation in L2 classroom at the intermediate and advanced levels of proficiency. For

example, translation at the intermediate and advance levels of proficiency involving high degrees
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of difficulty requires a greater mental effort, which, in turn, favorably affects language output
(Schneider, Healy, & Bourne, 2002).

Pedagogical literature has indicated that creating activities that involve both L1 and L2
may be an effective tool in anticipating and minimizing language transfer (Cook, 1999).
Traditional uses of translation-based tasks involve translation lists and translation gap exercises.
As an extension of this approach to the communicative classroom, translation can be used as “a
vehicle” for interactive activities (Cook, 1999, p. 202).

In addition to L1 and translation, negotiation and systematic contextualized input may be
effective in overcoming negative language transfer and increasing learners’ output (Ellis 1996).
Negotiation, combined with form-meaning practice, has a potential to eliminate most of the
instances of negative language transfer errors and increase vocabulary output. In this approach,
instructors should consider incorporating information gap activities and group work into
vocabulary learning.

The SLA literature has indicated that negative language transfer serves as a springboard
from the source language to the target language and may make target language structures easier
to acquire (Jarvis & Pavlenko, 2007; Ringbom, 1978). For example, Daulton (1998) indicated
the presence of loan words aids in learning the target language in most cases. Cognates and loan
words represent familiar structures in L2 because of their phonemic similarity. However, it is
important for language instructors to point out differences in meaning that developed after the
words and structures were borrowed from L1 into L2.

Teaching vocabulary is considered another effective way to help both groups of
learners—HL and L2—overcome negative language transfer in different language subsystems

(Bermel & Kagan, 2000; Gass & Selinker, 2008; Hayes, 2003; Jiang, 2004; Odlin, 1989; Nation,
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2001; Pavlenko, 2008; Swan, 2008). Some researchers have argued that success in acquiring the
target language vocabulary lies in semantic restructuring as well as mapping syntax to semantics
(Jiang, 2004; Nation, 2001) when learners become aware of the semantic differences between the
target language word and its source language translation or between two target language words
or structures sharing the same source language translation (Jiang, 2004). Although some HL
learners are exposed to a variety of different contexts outside the language classroom, as
compared to L2 learners, this exposure alone cannot guarantee successful vocabulary acquisition
(Blaz, 2006; Jiang, 2004; Pavlenko, 2002; Stahl, 1999). Hence, both groups of students require
targeted instructional input at the vocabulary level to minimize and eliminate negative language
transfer. It is important that the teacher employ a wide range of instructional strategies to
emphasize semantic and syntactic differences between Russian words and their equivalents in
English. These strategies can be based on the comparative analysis of Russian and English.

A number of effective instructional strategies have been developed in the field of SLA to
facilitate successful vocabulary acquisition, from using contextual cues to providing definitions
with annotations, pictures, translations, and synonyms in monolingual or bilingual dictionaries;
from employing visual aids (pictures, diagrams, mnemonics) to paraphrasing; from using
keyword lists to word feature analysis, including suffixes, roots, and prefixes (Lawson &
Hogben, 1996; Stahl, 1999; Swan, 2008). Based on empirical research, intralingual and
extralingual strategies have been found effective in learning new vocabulary in the target
language. Intralingual strategies include using linguistic resources of the target language, for
example, definitions, synonyms, and cues based on context. Extralingual strategies involve using
pictures, objects, mnemonics, and different types of media to leverage learners’ background

knowledge of the world.
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In the last decade, a general tendency has arisen toward using intralingual strategies
exclusively because they are associated with the communicative approach in language teaching
that stresses the importance of context in learning a new word meaning. The meaning of words is
more easily semanticized when they are embedded in the meaningful context (Beheydt, 1987;
Chapman & King, 2003).

Activating and developing letter-to-sound connections (or orthographic mapping) to bond
the spelling, pronunciation, and meaning of words in memory were found to assist learners in
overcoming orthographic negative language transfer (Ehri, 2014). Ehri discovered that
orthographic mapping is enabled by phonemic awareness and grapheme-to-phoneme
correspondences. Recent findings have indicated that orthographic mapping is facilitated when
language learners are taught grapheme-to-phoneme correspondences with letter-embedded
picture mnemonics (Ehri, 2014). Additionally, vocabulary learning may be more effective when
pronunciation and meaning of new words are accompanied by spelling. Hence, teaching learners
the strategy of pronouncing new words aloud as they read or write would activate orthographic
mapping and help them minimize negative transfer.

Implications for Further Research

This research has provided further evidence that negative language transfer is an
important factor in second language acquisition. The present research is a general overview of
negative transfer errors from English to Russian in the writing of HL and L2 learners of Russian.
The types of negative language transfer from English to Russian, the linguistic subsystems
involved, and language structures more susceptible to transfer were identified. Differentiating

between morphological and negative transfer errors will help instructors promote a greater
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degree of language awareness and overcome negative language transfer errors that influence
written production by both HI and L2 language learners.

However, the extent to which such factors as different essay topics and assignment types
could influence negative language transfer has not been addressed in this research. Further
research that would contribute to the fuller understanding of negative language transfer is
warranted. In addition, further research incorporating statistical analysis of a larger sample size
would be of benefit. An additional area of research should examine variations of negative
transfer at different levels of proficiency. This information could assist teachers and curriculum
developers in determining the source of negative transfer errors and tailoring instructional input
to address such errors.

The present study did not take into account learners’ linguistic histories and biographical
data. Hence, further research could focus on identifying and examining additional linguistic
factors—length, frequency, and intensity of Russian language exposure outside of the
classroom—, as well as extralinguistic factors—attentional, cognitive, and developmental
factors—that may affect the types and number of negative language transfer errors. The present
research examined negative transfer in four linguistic subsystems: lexical, semantic, syntactic,
and orthographic. Further research should extend beyond the word and sentence levels to
discursive transfer related to textual organization, writing skills, contextualization, pragmatic
competence, and discourse patterns to give a complete taxonomy of types and amount of transfer
that emerge in the written production of Russian language learners.

Finally, earlier studies by Pavlenko and Jarvis (2002, 2008) documented that negative
language transfer occurs not only in the forward direction—from English to Russian—but also in

the reverse direction—from Russian to English. The present study was focused on negative
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transfer in one direction only, from English to Russian. Identifying and investigating types and
amount of negative transfer from Russian to English in writing would be another fruitful topic
for future research.
Limitations of the Present Research

One of the most obvious limitations of the present research was the lack of demographic
and sociolinguistic data, with the exception of HL and L2 learner distinctions, identification of
the level of proficiency, and determination of age at immigration for HL learners. Demographic
and sociolinguistic information could have accounted for some factors affecting transferability.
Conclusion

This study was conducted to identify, quantify, and compare the types and number of
negative transfer errors in the written essays of HL and L2 learners of Russian, particularly to
categorize all instances of negative transfer. It was also focused on determining which linguistic
subsystem is most influenced by negative transfer from English to Russian. This study added a
new dimension to the current linguistic knowledge concerning negative transfer and the literature
available in the area of Russian language pedagogy. Sixty HL and 60 L2 learners of Russian of
the intermediate mid level of proficiency enrolled in Russian language classes at UCLA
participated in the study. Written essays submitted for the ACTR National Post-Secondary
Russian Essay Contest on four topics were used as the primary data source.

The most important finding from this research was that HL learners produced twice as
many negative transfer errors as did L2 learners of Russian. Other important findings of the
study reinforced the idea that writing in Russian showed the influence of English linguistic

structures in four subsystems: lexical, semantic, syntactic, and orthographic. The research
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returned empirical evidence that, for both groups of learners, lexical and semantic subsystems
were more vulnerable to the English-based linguistic structures than syntax and orthography.
Conclusions from this study hold pedagogical implications for Russian language
instruction. For example, comprehensible meaning-focused input at the vocabulary level should
be a part of the curriculum and material design. Guidelines were offered for creating
comprehensive instructional intervention and productive activities that can strengthen vocabulary
development and assist learners in minimizing and overcoming negative language transfer.
Further investigation of negative transfer effects from English to Russian could include
samples from different institutions, as well as including biographical and linguistic data of
participants. In addition, factors that determine and influence the amount and type of negative
transfer should be further investigated. Finally, longitudinal studies could record changes in the

amount and type of negative language transfer errors over time.
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Appendix A
Sample Essays

CpaBHuTe ce0s1, KakKUM BbI ObUIH YEThIpE rojJia Ha3aj] U, KakuM BbI cTanu Tenepb. (HL)

Yetsipe roja Ha3a s HEOBLI COBCEM JAPYTUM YEIOBEKOM, HO MHOTO Y€ro U3MEHHIIOCh.

To mro He HN3MCHUIIOCH, 3TO TO IITO XHU3Hb CIIC MIPOAATIKACTCA.

Opna “3MeHa KOTopasi POU30IIIa CO MHOM 3TO LITO 51 BEIPOC U MHOTO Beca HaOpai. U s
MMEIO B BUJTy B XOpOIIME CTOPOHY. S ObLT HE CUITbHA MaJIEHbKUIA YEThIpe rojia Ha3ald, HY YyTh
obL10. Jlpyras u3MeHa, KOTOPOH 51 cCUUTar0 caMoi OOJIBIION H3MEHOI, ATO TO IITO TETEPh MEHE
HaJa Jienath BEIOOPHI Atist ceba. MHe Teneps Hallo 1eiaTh BEIOOP uTo g Oyay JenaTh co CBOei
KU3HU B JANIbHEHIIIOM. YEThIPE r0/la Ha3aJ[ CO CBOCH MEHS HEYero Takoro He BOJIHABAIO, HO
Tenepb Y MEHs €CTh MHOTO O 4eM BosiHaBaThes. LlIkoma, 3To camo caboii, TIaBHO HAJI0 BEIOPATh
TO uTO OyaeT ams Te0s cYacTIUBBIM B OynymieM. Toraa s gyman cTaHy TOKTOPOM a Tenepb He
3HAaI0, MOTOMY YTO HE AyMalo MTO OyAy CHACTIMBBIM B OyaymieM. S TOJIbKO U TymMaro, 4To OBl 5
XOTeJN JIenaTh B OyaylieM HO HEYero He MPUXOIUT B TOJIOBY. MHOTO yero eiie noMuHanoch. Ho
C IIKOJION He Tak MHOro. Toraa st HeHaBUIUJI MaTeMaTUKY U ceiluac HeHeBMKy. He 3Haro kak
JIIOJTM MOTeH el 3aHUMAaThCs, TOTOMY YTO OHA MPOCTO AOJIOOHBIN YPOK, U B Oy IyIIeM 51 Ha CTO
MIPOCEHTOB YBEPEH, MITO He Oyny eif 3aHuMaThes. Sl BCepOBHO UTparo MHOTO OackeTdoa, u

MOJKET B OyAylIeM Haiily IToTa, KOTopoe OyAeT 01M3Ko K 6ackeTOoy.

YeThIpe rojia Ha3aj s He Jymasl Tak MHOTO O YacThUE, HY TEMEPh TOJIBKO U IyMar0 O HEM.
S He 3HaI0 MITO MPUHKUCYT ATH CIIEAYIINE YeThIpe Toja. Hy XounThCs 9T00 OHU IPUHUCITH
3HaHHUE O TOM IIITO 5 XOUy JIeJaTh CO CBOCH KM3HU B JAJIbHEHUIIIEM. X049y, YTOOBI MHOTOBO
W3MEHWIOCh B 3TH TOJIbI K JIYIIIEMY, HO CO LIKOJIail 3TO BpsTiiK. HakoHel, ”3MEHbI KOTOPbIUE

MPHU3O0LLIN B MMOCJICANUEC YCTHIPC roga — ObLIH xopomee, 1 s paa 4YTo OHU IMPOU3OIILIIH.
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CpaBHuTe ce0s1, KakuM Bbl ObUIM YEThIpE IojJla Ha3aJ U, KaKUM BbI cTaliu Teneps. (L2)

S pouIics B MalIeHBKOM TOpoJie B mTeTe MioTa. J[0M MbI FOBOPHIIM TOIBKO HO-
AHTJIMICKY U B IETCTBE 51 HUKAKOI'O0 MHHOCTPAHHETO s13bIKa He u3yuan. Korna Mue Buio 14 ier, s
Hayasl 3aHAMaThC MHOCTPAHHBIMU sI3bIKaMU. MHe ObLTO MoTpsicaroloe Meponpusitie. Bapyr,
Ka)XJ0€ CII0BO, KOTOPOE s CKa3aj, U3MEHWIIO MO0 TOUYKY 3HEHUSA. MHE Ka)KeTCsl 4TO MUP
CIOCOOHOCTEH OTKPBUICS s ¥ IPOCTO BIItOOMIICS. [l0 CHX TOp, 1 U3y4all IECTh A3bIKOB sl OUEHb
CUACTJIUB, YTO S JIFOOJI0, UTO KaXKAbII IeHb MHE MHTEPECHO, YeM s 3aHMHUAIOCh, YEThIPE Yaca B

ACHBb — 9TO MHOCTPAHHBIC A3BIKBI.

YecHo roBopsi, MOCIIe TOro, KaK s IOCTYNUJ B YHUBEPTCUTET, Y MEHS HEOBLIO
poXXecCUH. Y MeHs HeOblJIO HUKAKOM UIeU U sl UCIYTaJICs, 1 IO Pa3HbIM IPUUMHAM, 3aIIUCAIICS
Ha KypC PYCCKOTO s3bIKa U elle pas3, s BiIroouics. Pycckuil si3bIk — He MPocTo sA3bIK TosbeTOrO,
Hoctoesckoro u IlymkuHa, 3T0 He TOJIBKO A3bIK JIIOOBU U pOMaHca, HO GUIOCOPUH U HAYKH.
Korna st 00BsCHSI0 pycCKUI S3bIK CBOUM JIPY3bsIM, sl TOBOPIO O CJIOBE “TOIIIOCTh . DTO
KpacoBOE CJIOBO MTOYTH HEJNb3s MEPEBOAUTDH Ha aHTIHICkU. Kak 00BsACHUTH 3MOIMIO TAKOTO

cioBa? HO-MOCMy, 9TOOBI IOHUMATh CHJIBI SA3bIKa, HA0 TIOHUMAaTh A3bIK.

B pe3ynbrate 3T0T0, 51 XOUy NOHUMATh pyccKHil si3bIK. [1o aTOMY 51 1100110 A3BIKH. S
JH00JII0 U/IeU, SMOLINH, MBICIIH, KOTOPBIE CO3A0T SA3bIKU. be3ycnoBHO, 51 1100110 TOBOPUTH €

Pa3HBIMU JIIOABMHU U C IOMOIIB0 UHHOCTPAHHAMU A3bIKAMU, S MOT'Y.
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He umeii cro py6uieit, a umeii cto npysei. (HL)

S carmactHa ¢ pyccKoii MPOroBOpKU. B MoeM ombITe NIpy3st MHAT/Aa JAr0T BAa3MOXKHACTh THOE
3apaboTaTh OOl YeM cTO pyOseit. Tem Oommst Koraa UMeeI IEHThl HO OJIMHOK. B
OOJILIIMHCTBOM BPEMEHH YEJIOBEK HE CYACTIMBBIN JIPY3s OTKPBIBAIOT JABEP K OTIMYHBIM

BO3MOJKHACTSM H K HE 3a0bIBA€HBIM IMYTUHICCTBHUAM.

Ha npumep, naxsl B IOJTUTUKY Ha II100aIHOM MalTabe JOMEHUPYEUIeHbI TacyAapCcTBO
BBIOMpAIOT APYKOY JI1O0 IeHEeK. AMEpHKa CaMbli JIydblil pUMEp CTPaHbl KaTopast
MCIOJI3bIBAETHCS YCIIEXOM MOJUTHYECKHX APYKB. He BepasTHO uTo AMepuka nMeeT orpoMHae
KbIJIAaHHE KApMUTh MIPOBUJITECTBA I'Py3€l WM YKPAHHBI HO OHH JKEPBBIBAIOT JIEHTAMU YTOOBI
KOHTPOJIBIPOBATH, 51 UMEIO BEY, IPYXKBITh C ETEMH CTpaHaMH. AMEpHKa BbIOEpaeT APYKBY 100

neHer. AMepuka B pucellblii HO BbUIa U Oy/I€Th O/1HA U3 BEYIIUX CTPaH B MUPE.

N3 mnuHOM KBI3HE, 1 MOTY IPUHECTH IPUMEDP KOTJA OJIMH MYXKYHMHA TaBEPHYJIbCS KOMHE
B JIMHUM B pecTopaHe ObICTpOBA MUTAHUE U MOPACUIIb 3aHSTh JIEHTH 110 TAMYILTO OH 3a0bL1
BaJIeTh JoMa. Sl Joira Jymaiia ¥ puliblia YTo S B XOPOILLIOM HacTpaeHue Obula U BbiOpaia 1yx0y

JINBO JICHSIK.

Tak MMOJIYYHJIOCh YTO MHC IMaBE3JIO U €TOT YCJIIOBCK OBLI M3BECHBIM npoarocecpam B

lNonmuByne. OH MHE J1a1 CBAatO BU3UTKY M OBUIISIIT YTO CBAXBITHCA.

S carnacHa 4To Kak ObIBacT PETKO HO €CJIM CYTh MHC NPUIIOAHOCUTD YHHKaHHLIﬁ miaHce,
TO s BUPO €Iro B OOJIIINCTBOM BPCMCHHU. IToka s mMer0 CUIIHOE YIOCTBO HaJEXK e B roAei. S

HAaACKOCh YTO €TO HEC U3BMCHTLCA C BPDEMUHEM.
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He umeii cro py0uieit, a umeii cto npysei. (L2)

[TocnoBuna rooput “He umeii cto pyosei, a uMen cTo apy3ei”, 1 3T0 npaBaa. XoTs s
3apa0aThIBal0 OYEHb HEMHOTO JICHET Ha paboTe, s cunTaro ceds 60raTbiM MOTOMY, 3aTO Y MEHS
OTJIMYHBIN TPYIII Ipy3€i. bOJIINHCTBO N3HAC BBIPOC B TOM K€ CAMOM PaliOHE B LIEHTPE TOpPOaa.
Kor;[a MBI OBLIIH MaJICHBKHUMHU, Mbl YYHUJIUCb BMCCTC B IIKOJIC. YecHoO TOBOps HAalllM OTHOIICHUSA
HEMHOI'0 MEHWJIMCh IIOTOMY YTO MHOTHE IIepeexaiu B Apyrue paioHsl ropoja. Te He MeHee,
KaX/1yI0 HEJIEJII0 Mbl HAXOJIUM BpeMsl, YTOOBI IPOBECTH HEMHOI'O BPEMEHU BMecTe. XOTs
Heo0Xo/MMa 3apabaThlBaTh ACHIH, 3TO HE CaMOIl BayKHBIN acriek *HU3HH. JIF0I1 MOTYT UMETh
XOPOIIYI0 paboTy, HO €CJIM €r0 JI0M HE CUACTbIi, OH HEe MOXET ObITh JOBOJIHBIN XH3HbO. Hai
paOouue THU U HAIllM paclKCcaHue TsKelble, Ha paboTe HaM MPUXOJUTCS NOJUYUTHHBCS K
HavaibHUKaM. Ha nikose Hafo 3aHUMAaThCs A0JIr0, YTOOBI NOIYYUTh XOopoluue oueHku. Ho ecnu
y Bac XOpOILIUI rpymIl Apy3eil BaM Be3eT MOTOMY UTO JIpyk0a sIBJISETCS caMOi BaKHEH 4acThIO
KHU3HU. YeoBeK OJJMH — IPYCTHBIN, €CIIM Y HEr0 MpoOIeMbl U XOYETCSl TIOTOBOPUTH C APY3bSIMU

" CIIPOCHUTD Y HUX COBET — HC MOXKCT.

K cuacTbro y MeHs ecThb XOpollel Ipymni apy3ei. Y Bcex Hac paszHble uHTepechl. Ho Hamm
UCTOpUS €AMHSAET Hac. Sl He 3HAI0 UTO HaM CIy4YHUTCs B OyaylIue, HO TEHeph s IPOCTO
cutyanueil. S Bceraa xay ¢ HETEpIIEHUEM NPUX0/1a BBIXOIHBIX IOTOMY, YTO IO IIATHUIAM U IO
cy000TaM MBI coOMpaemcs, a MOTOM XOJIUM I10 0apaM, Ha AUCKOTEKY, WM B KHHO. A KOTJa HaM

HY XO04YeTCS BBIMTH U3 AOMY MBI BMECTC CUAUM JI0MA, Y)KUHAEM, IITYTUM U TAHIICBACM.
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Mecro, koTopoe s o6, (HL)

I'ox Ha3az g che3aMIIa B MECTO OYEHB BICUATIUTEIBHOE. DTO MECTO HUKOTAA HE OBLIO
OJIHUM U3 MECT B KOTOpOs 51 Aymaia nnoexats. Ho korna s y3Hana 4ro MOM Xop codupaercs exaTt
B Kuraii Ha rocTposiu, 5 penuiia 4to 3T0 yHUKaiabHHas uaed. JKuBs B AMepuke, y Hac Bcerjaa
€CTh OKPY>KEHHUE JII0IMHU U3 pa3HbIX cTpaH. Xoas B UCLA, Mbl Jaxke Bceryia OKpy»KeHbl
kuraunamu. Korza s npuexana B 1llanrxaii nepBoe MecTo KyJa Hac 1oBe3JIM ObL1 pecTopat. S
ObuIa OYEHb yJIUBJIEHA TeM 4TO ea B Kurae coBceM He TO yTO Halll e/1a B AMEpHKe JatoT B
Kuraiickux pectopanax. Ena B Kutae eme BkycHee. Kaxxnoe yrpo Hac kopmuiin Oynaukamu ¢
pa3sHbIMU HAYMHEHUEMH. MBI UM COKHU BCSIKUX KUTalckux GpykroB. ['opox Illanrxait
HAIIOJIHUH BEJIOCUIIMANCTAMU U BBICOKMMU 3JaHUSIMU. ['0poJl OueHb KpacHuBbIi, HO B TOKE CaMO€
BpeMms 3arazoBal. OT pa3roBopa ¢ KUTACKUMU CTYACHTaMU YHUBEPCUTETA, 51 y3HAJIA YTO
KUTaNIM [0 HOTOSIILIEMY TaKHe-xe paboTosto0uBbIE KaK JiereH sl roBopsT. Jlronu B Kurae
BOMILETO 3HAIOT YTO Takoe Tpya. Korna st BeicTynana ¢ XopoM KOHLEPTHOM 3aj1e, KUTal1bl ObLIH
OUYEHb TPOHYTHI TEM YTO HAIl PENIEPTyap COAEPIKaJl IECHIO HAa KUTANCKOM sA3bIKe. OHU CTOSIIN
XJIOTIAJIM U XOTEIH YToO MU ele pa3 ee crenn. OJ1Ha U3 MOMX JIFOOUMBIX Moe3/10k B Kutae Obuia
Ha OrpoMHBIN 6a3aap. Tam Bce MPoIOBAIOCh YTO MOXKHO MPHIyMaTh U [0 OY€Hb JICIIOBON IIHHE.
41 Bcerna Toprosanack ¢ IpOJaBLAMM KaK U BCE TaM JearoT. Sl HaKynuiia O4eHb MHOT'O BELIECH U
noTparuia 60JbIIe YeM CTO JI0JapOB HA U3YMUTENbHBIM KUTACKOM Yae KOTOPBIN OTKPBHIBAETHCA

B IIBUTOK KOT/1a J0OOABIISIETHCS TOpsiYast BOJIA.

ITocne Kuras Mbl nepenetenu B ropoJ beikuHr. 3ToT ropoJ; 04eHb OTJIEHaIbCs OT
[Tanrxas cBoel ApXUTEKTYpOH. BeNIKUHT BBITIIAIEN cTapee U TPaJUuIMOHAIbHE.
MasnouTtaxable JoMa MHE YeM TO HarlaMUHaIu MOCKBY. MBI €311 CMOTPETh OOJIBIITYIO CTUHY

Kuras n nponuin napy MUJIb Ha HEH.
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Mecro, koTopoe s mooiro. (L2)

Korpga monu pacckaspiBarot o IHauu, OHA roBOPAT 4TO €€ MHOCTpaHHas cTpa”a. Ho mia MmeHs
WNunus rpyroit noM. Korja s nymaro o Moux J1r0OMMBIX MECTax, s Beernaa aymaro o Muauu.
Wupnus Oyzner MecTo KOTOPHI S JII00JII0 TOTOMY UTO 5 €€ paauiacTb. MHE HPaBUTHCS MY3UKY

WNunuu, u s nro6mro uctopun Uaaun.

S ponunacsk Ha tore Unauu B 1989 rony. Korna mue Obiia 2 et MOst ceMbst
uMUrpupoBaiia B AMepuky. B Unnuu s xxuna ¢ MOUMH poAUTENIAIMU U MOed cecTpoil. Ceroaus
MOM JIpYTHsl ceMbs enle kuBeT B Uuauu. [y Toro, MHE Ka)XETCsl YTO Y MEHsI YK€ €CTh JIOM B

Nupuu. S npooauna moe nercrtse B UHAMM, KOTOPOM KUBYT MOM IIEPBBIE APY3S.

A roxe mo6iro Manuu nmotomy 4uto st moomro Mmy3uky Uuaaun. Koraa s cnymraer sty
MY3bIKY, Bceria Oyer cuacTiuBaeT. HaBepHoe moToMy UTO My3UKa TaKkKe U3 JHEH AeTCTBBIX. S
3aHuMaroch My3ukoi Muauu 10 ner. My3uka MHann MHe uHTEpecyeT moMOTyuYTa ee
pacckaspiBaeT o ucropuu Muaauu. /1o 3toro, mroau BCTpeTHICs a ciaymaer 3Ty My3uky. Ha rore
WNHpna mroau cnymaroT OJHY My3bKY U Ha CE€Bepe CIIYIIAKT IPYryro My3bIKy. FIHOrja MmoxxHO

TaloBaThb.

Y Nnaun ecTh OTIMYHAs MY3bIKa, HO TOKE €CTh MHTEPECHAsA UCTOPHUsL. MHOTO Jt01e1 U3
rpyrux crpad umurpusosanu B Maaun. Celiuac B MHaum ects moau u3 Mpana, u Typkun. Mos
0alyika , B MO€ JIeTCTBE, paccka3ana cka3ku 0 MHauu. MHe KaKeThCs uTo s )KUJIa B 9TOM
BpEMEH, He CXOs ¢ MecTo. S Toxe Mr00t0 nctopuu MHANNM TOTOMYUYTO OAMH YEIOBEK KOTOPOTO
s 1100110 — [Nagaxu. 910 denoBek nmoMorarh oueH Jjironeit Munuu anam ects oueH OOIBIION
yenoBeK B IHIHUM, HO TOXe B Ipyrux crpa”ax. [loToMy 4TO B MHIMH KMBET MHOTO JIFOAEU U3

MHOT'O MECET, a JIFOOJII0 FaH,Z[XI/I, A AyMaro 4TO UCTOPHA MHAWNH OUYCH MHTEPECHO.
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Yenosek, koToporo s srooio. (HL)

Mos 6a0ymika 3acmykuiia JJI000B BCeX ¢ KEM OHA B JKM3HE CTAIKUBaANIAch. JKu3Hb ee
ObLIa HETIPOCTAast, HO HECMOTPS Ha 3TO, OHA KaXKbIi JCHb yJIbI0aIac U MOJICPKUBANIa CEMbIO U
npyseit. Jlaxe B CTapoCTH JIET, OHA MIPOAOIIKACT IPABOIUTH HAILy CEMbIO Yepe3 TPy IHbIC

BpE€MCHA U IIPOA0JDKACT NOAACPKHNBATE HAC €€ HE3aBHCUMOM JIFOOOBBIO.

B MonopocTe oHa ObU1a 3HAMHHTOM pexXUCepKor pycKux KuHo-punsMoB. Bee koTopeie ¢
Hel paboTay XBaJId ee KpacoTy — He TOJBKO BHEIIHYIO, HO U BHYTpeHY10. Bee Ha ee
ylepanuch Korjaa paboTa craBaja HeynpaBiauMoil. bosiee Toro, oHa HUKOTja CBOMX HE MaJBHIIA.
OTH XapaKTEepUCTUKH OHA BBIPA3WIa B IIOJIHOM COCTaBE KOTJa MPUIILIO BPEeMs [IEPEBECTH HAITY

cemto ¢ Poccnn B Amepuky.

Uro6 Mbl nonanu B AMepuKy, Mosi 6a0yiika otnana Bce. Beex cBoux apyseit B Poccun
OHa BBIHY/ICHA blJla TAaKUHYTh JUIsl CBOEl ceMbH. BO-BTOpBIX, OHa OT/1ana MOYTH BCE CBOE
60orarcTBO 4TOOBI MOTOM MOEH MaMe KYIUTh KBapTHPY, B KOTOPOil Mosi 6aly1iiika Jaxe He

ITaHUPOBAJIA KUTh. bonpmie yem oHa oThana A Halllell CEMbU — HE Kak.

Bt JHA, €€ )KU3Hb Ha MHOT'O CIIOKOMHEE YeM €€ MOJIOJIOCTb. Omna XUBET HE JaJICKO OH
Hac B Jloc AH,Z[)KCJ]CCC. Ha cBoux 00JIBHBIX HOrax, OHa KaXXIbIH IEHb XOAUT II0 AejlaM CEMBbH. On
Hac — HUYEro il He HeJo. HGCMOP}I Ha 3TO, OHa BCC HaM IOTOBa OTAA4Th U OOJIBIIICHCTBO YiKE

oTnana. Sl BUXKy B ee Tj1a3ax 4To oHa xoueT oOpatHo B Poccuto.
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Yenosek, KoToporo s roouo. (L2)

[Ipexne Bcero, 51 o060 Moero orua. Koneuno, s Taxoke 100110 MO OpaToB U MaTtepu
U CECTPY U BCIO MOIO CEMbIO, HO S CKa3aa, YTO MPEXk/Ie BCET s 000 MOETo 0TLa, IOTOMY

YTO B JCTCTBEC s €ro I104YTH HEHAaBU LA, U 6y,I[y BaM 9yTb-4yTb 00 sTOM PaCCKaXXbIBaThb.

B ACTCTBC A NpCAnovYuTaia HCTOPUIO U IOJIUTUKY C OTLIOM. N MoxHO JIydlI€ CKa3aThb,
MHC O4YCHb IIOHPABUJIOCH CIIYUIATb U YUUTH 00 3THX TEMAaxX OT MOETO otna. B To BpCM A HEC
npuaymaia MOU TOYKH 3pCHUS, B OTJIMYUHN OT MOCTO OTLA. KOFI[a BCUCPOM OH BO3BpaIaJICA C
pa6OTH, MbI BKIIFOUMUJIU TCJIICBU30P U CMOTPCIIN 00 HCTOpHUU. Korna MbI MYTCHICCTBOBAJIHN I1O

AMepI/IKy, Korga MHE obL10 7 JICT, MBI CMOTPCJIN MIAMATHUKHA U XOOWUJIU 110 MY3CAM.

Celiyac MbI C OTIIOM UMEEM OYEHb XOpOIlIHEe OTHOIIEHN. KOHEUHO Teneps s )KUBy
OTIENBHO OT poauTenel. TeM He MEHEe 5 y)Ke HE COBEPILIEHHO HE3aBUCUMasl OT OTLA, HO OH

YBaXa€T MHC U MOU BI>I60pBI, BUs HA TO, YTO s pa60Ta10 MHOTI'O 1 'y MCHA KOHKPCTHBIC ITJIaHbI

Ha Oyayromem.

B 3aknroueHre MOXKHO CKa3aTb, YTO BCC CEMbU CCOPATCA APYT C APYT'OM U BCC CEMbU 00T
ApYyT Apyra, HO IpUYUHBI pa3HbIC. KOHC‘IHO, s1 TIFOOJTF0 MOETO OTHa U IaXXE €My YBaXXakO0... HO B
KOHII€C KOHIIOB HECKOT'1a HEC ObLIIa MOSI CEMbS COBCPIICHHO CYACThJIMBOH UIIH COBCPHICHHO

HECYACTBJIMBOM — MBI 00€ CUaCThJIMBBIE U HECUYACTHJIMBEIC OAHOBPEMCHHO, U A UX JIFOOJTIO.
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