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ABSTRACT

This paper andyzes the phenomenon of case-marking errorsin L2 Russan from
the standpoint of the psycholinguistic theory caled Incremental Procedura Grammear.
The main concepts of this theory are: (1) parts of a sentence are processed incrementaly,
relaively independently and smultaneoudy; (2) articulaion of the sentence may dart
when the whole sentence has not been processed yet to insure fluency; (3) speech
production islexicaly driven. The paper shows how Second Language Acquisition
(SLA) concepts, such asinterlanguage, language trandfer and error analysis fit into this
relatively new theoretical approach. The research, supported by examples from the
spontaneous, oral speech of one L2 learner, shows that the errorsin case-marking in L2
Russian are caused by the transfer of the L1 production rules, interlanguage production
rules and downess in the usage of ‘newly developed’ production rules of L2 within a
gpeech production system as outlined in Incremental Procedural Grammar.
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CHAPTER 1
PROBLEM STATEMENT AND RESEARCH OUTLINE
Literature Review and Problem Statement

The Russan language poses many problems for those native English speskers
who attempt to master it. A review of the literature on the topic of errors made by
learners of Russian in assgning appropriate case endings shows thet linguists find it
difficult to explain why even advanced learners of Russian, regardless of how much time
they spent studying, or what instructions they received, continue to make such mistakes.
As Thompson putsit in her study of this phenomenon, "...some cases are more difficult to
learn than others and this difficulty perssts over rdatively long periods of time and
despite additiond instruction” (Thompson, 1980, p. 45).

The studies on case-marking in the acquisition of Russan by nonnative speakers
arefew. Infact, the author of this research found only three. Two of these sudiesfdll
into the category of so-caled ‘morpheme studies' which were started by Brown (1973)
and carried out by other scholars such as Dulay and Burt (1974), and LarsenFreeman
(1976, 1978). Their main clam was that there is a predictable order of acquisition of
grammatica morphemes in each language which is essantidly the same for dl learners
regardless of their language background, manner of instruction or other factors
(Lightbown, 1983, p. 217). The acquisition order in these gudiesis mainly equated with

the accuracy order based on the caculation of errors made in obligatory contexts.



Therefore some authors preferred the latter term in describing the phenomenon (e.g.
Larsen — Freeman, 1978)".

Thompson (1980) and Rubingtein (1995) in their studies tested the hypothesis of
the above mentioned ‘ morpheme studies' in regard to Russian, which as an inflectiond
language isrich in grammatical morphemes. Their main god was to discern the
acquigtion order of case inflectionsfor Russan nouns. Both of the studies relied on ord
data collected from native English speakers who received formd ingruction in Russan.
In these studies the students were divided into two groups, based on the length of Russian
sudy. The main differencesin the methods of investigetion in these two studies are that
Thompson used a very smal number of subjects (twelve) and employed a method of
ungtructured topic-oriented interview while Rubingtein tested 136 learners of Russan and
used a structured interview technique with the questions designed to dlicit the usage of
gpecific cases. Thelr results were smilar. Thus, they both agreed that there is a set order
by which Russian case inflections are acquired. This order seems not to be connected
with the amount of instruction received, the order of presentation of cases or the
morphologica complexity/amplicity of cases. Rubinstein concluded that "no evidence of
developmenta stages in the acquisition of cases...was discovered in the corpus of errors’
(Rubingtein, 1995, p.12).

Thompson suggested the following acquisition order: Nominative,
Accusative/Prepositional, Geniitive, Dative/lnstrumental.? Rubinstein repests this same
order in his sudy with only one exception: Dative was found to be the most difficult case

to acquire.



Neither researcher made an attempt to come up with an explanation of the
observed acquisition order. At the sametime, they noted that a combination of factors
such as the semantic complexity of some cases, transfer from L1 English, the frequency
of the cases in spoken Russian, aswell as the frequency of their use by the sudents
themselves, could explain why some cases are more difficult to acquire than others. 2

One more study on the topic of case-marking in Russan is worth mentioning.
Catherine Ross, in her research of case acquigition in Russian (Ross, 1999), doubts
Rubingtein's conclusion that L2 Russian students do not demongtrate qudlitative
improvements in their case-marking errors. She aso questions the use of quantitative
methods in generd in trying to explain the acquistion of a case system. Rossused a
grammar test designed to justify the chosen case for nouns. She dso had the students
draw their own model of the Russian case system as they conceptualized it. With the
help of these cognitive linguistic methods she was able to find evidence of the conceptua
changesin students interlanguage systems in the process of acquisitior’. Although she
caled her research only "exploratory in nature” (Ross, 1999, p. 2), itsvalue isthat she
was able to prove the necessity of quditative andysis and new approachesin the study of
the acquisition of the Russian case system.

It is necessary to point out that the * morpheme studies', to which the research by
Thompson and Rubingtein is related, have received criticiam in the literature. One of
their weaknesses lies in the neglect of individua differencesin errors produced by
different learners. Also, the method of error classfication itself poses other problems

because many grammeatica morphemes tend to show syncretism and, therefore, it is



sometimes hard to conclude what case the student tried to mark in particular instances of
errors.”

Another weskness of the * morpheme studies’ in the acquisition of Russan cases
is the equation of learners production with their knowledge of grammar®. In other
words, errors in marking a particular case made by students during their speech were
interpreted as lack of knowledge of that case. That is, these errors were interpreted as an
indicator that the case has not been fully acquired. This assumption goes againgt awell-
edablished notion in linguigtics that it isimportant to distinguish between alearner’s
competence and performance. As Chomsky puts it, competence is "the speaker-hearer’s
knowledge of hislanguage’, while performance is "the actud use of language in concrete
gtuations' (Chomsky, 1965, p.4). Although tightly interconnected, these two should not
be equated.

The theory of Universa Grammar (UG) which is primarily based on the works of
Chomsky, focuses only on the competence of the speaker-hearer and traditionaly
attributes performance errors to such factors as "tiredness, boredom, drunkenness, drugs,
external digtractions, and so forth" (Radford, 1998. p. 2). This underestimation of the
importance of the learner’ s output was proven wrong by a number of recent sudiesin the
field of second language acquisition. Thus, Swain introduced the notion of
"comprehensble output”, which "...may simulate learners to move from the semartic,
open-ended, non-determinigtic, Strategic processng prevaent in comprehension to the
complete grammatical processing needed for accurate production. Output, thus, would
seem to have a potentidly significant role in the development of syntax and morphology™

(Swain, 1995, p. 128).



Case-marking fals precisdy into the area where morphology and syntax work
together to produce a comprehensible output. Therefore, studies on the acquisition of
cases should pay attention not only to morphemes, as was done in the previous research
mentioned earlier, but to the rules of the production system, which combines their
morphological properties with their syntactic and semantic functions.

Incremental Procedurd Grammar

Gerard Kempen and Edward Hoenkamp (1987) proposed such a universal
language production system which they caled Incrementa Procedurd Grammar (1PG).
Despite what one might assume from the name of this theory, it is not another theory of
grammar. Itisrather amodd of auniversal language processor that not only accounts
for implementation of certain grammar rules, but it dso accounts for language production
in red time and within human psychologica condraints, e.g. human memory. PG
emulates much of Merill Garrett's work on developing a cognitive and production system
aswdl asthe research done in computationd linguistics (e.g. McDondd's MUMBLE
program). The structure of the grammar expressed in IPG is Smilar to ideas proposed in
Lexicd Functiond Grammar (eg. Kaplan & Brasnan) and Anderson's Extended Word-
and-Paradigm theory. At the same time, Kempen and Hoenkamp emphasize the
uniqueness of their approach and point out that they "are not aware of any type of
grammar which satisfies al basic criteria developed” in their proposa (Kempen &
Hoenkamp, p. 205). Unfortunately, because Kempen and Hoenkamp both work in the
Netherlands and, therefore, publish their work in Europe, it was impossible to get access

to their current publications and to track the further development of IPG. The available



literature showed that some ideas of Incremental Procedural Grammar were further
developed mainly by Levelt (1989) who focused on word accessin her studies.

The psycholinguistic plausibility of 1PG relies on the concept of athree-leve
cognitive processing system. The first leve is responsible for constructing a conceptua
gructure, hence the mechanism respongible for it called the conceptualizer. The second
level iswhere the lexicalization of conceptua messages takes place together with the
condruction of asyntactic tree. Thisisthe responghility of the formulator. The last
levd istheleve on which various phonological rules gpply and the sentenceisfinaly
aticulated. The articulator isresponsble for the last level of speech production.

The main concepts of PG could be summarized asfollows: (1) sentences are
congtructed not by a central production mechanism but by a group of procedures that
work in pardld and are responsible only for the application of limited rules (e.g. the
procedure Noun Phrase is responsible only for building Noun Phrases, while the
procedure SUBJECT applies only the rules responsible for constructing subjects); (2)
parts of a sentence are processed incrementally and simultaneoudy; (3) pronunciation of
a sentence can start before a speaker devel ops a conceptua meaning and processes
gyntactic information; and (4) speech production islexicdly driven. Kempen and
Hoenkamp used these concepts to explain not only lexica, syntactica and morphologica
errors that speakers make, but dso such linguigtic ideas as transformation, *"unbounded
dependencies, cross-seria dependencies and coordination phenomena such as gapping

and conjunction reduction” (Kempen & Hoenkamp, 1987, p. 201).



Let's consder the following example, originally taken by Kempen and Hoenkamp
from Garrett (1976), to demondtrate the advantages of 1PG in explaining certain errors
that occur in spontaneous speech:

(2) I'm not in the read for mooding.
=1 amnot in the mood for reading.

According to IPG, this mistake was possible because the formulator
smultaneoudly retrieved both lexemes ‘read’ and ‘mood’ from the lexicon and proceeded
to work on constructing both phrases simultaneously and rdaively independently while
trying to come up with agrammatica syntactic ructure for the whole sentence. During
this stage the formulator processed dl the necessary syntactic information that requires
the use of function words and inflections. Since both phrases were congtructed
smultaneoudy, the articulator aso treats them smultaneoudy while assgning them the
required morphologicd functors. Therefore, due to computational Smultaneity, it is easy
to see how the exchange between lexemes that are to be articulated dmost a the same
time can occur.

The advantage of the application of 1PG can be dso illugtrated by referring to an
introspective observation. Looking a one's own production of an utterancein aforeign
language, one often observes the occurrence of mistakes whose nature isimpossible to
explain by the lack of L2 knowledge. Very often L2 learners are able to correct their
mistakes once atention is drawn to them. IPG is adle to explain such mistakes based on

the concepts which will be described in more detail in Chapter 111.



In generd, the main advantage of 1PG isthat it "does try to account for naturd
language data (including hesitations, false sarts, lexicd repair, and syntactic repair)”
(Hatch, 1983, p. 87).

Initidly developed for explaining production rules of L1 and applied to Dutch and
English, PG was successfully used by Peter Jordens in anadyzing second language
acquistion data. Hiswork, titled Production Rulesin Interlanguage: Evidence from
Case Errorsin L2 German (1986), showed how certain case-marking errors could be
predicted if we assume that L1 production rules are transferred into L2. Jordens also
edtablished the notion of an ‘interlanguage production system’ which, according to him,
should replace the concept of interlanguage as agrammar rule system. The weakness of
this particular research isthat it focuses mainly on transfer. He does not try to further
expand the ideas of 1PG in terms of concepts related to the field of Second Language
Acquigtion (SLA). Thisisespecidly important because, dthough IPG isdesigned asa
universa production system, Kempen and Hoenkamp do not address many issues which
are of importance for SLA research such asthe lexicon of abilingua person. Itisaso
not clear if L2 learners devel op a separate production system for their second language or
the procedures within the L1 language system ‘learn’ to handle other rules. Chapter 111 of
this paper will try to address these and other theoretical issues connected with the
goplication of IPG in explaining SLA phenomena.

In sum, the literature review showed that there is an extreme lack of research, and
especidly quditative research, in one of the areas of L2 Russian acquisition which causes
magjor problems for students, the acquidition of the Russian case system. The question
that seemsto be repeated by al the linguists continues to be "why they make errors even
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though they know the rules’ (Thomjpson, 1980, p. 50). Although dl the studies
conducted on thistopic used production data as the basis for their analysis, none of them
focused on the production rules as possible causes of the mistakes. Therefore, the
incorporation of the theory of language production, Incremental Procedurd Grammar, in
the study of second language acquisition brings anew approach in explaining the nature
of case-marking errorsin L2 Russan.

Resear ch Outline and Subject of the Research

To address the questions outlined in the first sub-chapter, the author of this
research decided to conduct qualitative, descriptive research to explore the nature of the
errors’ in case-marking on nominal parts of speech (nouns, pronouns, adjectives,
numerds) in L2 Russan made by an adult native English spesker and to gpply the theory
of language production, Incrementa Procedural Grammar in particular, to explain this
phenomenon.®

Spontaneous, free, ord speech was chosen as the materia to be analyzed, for as
Thompson (1980) points out in her article, "the speech dicited in free, ora production
with atention focused on communication, rather than form, would provide amore vaid
sample for studying acquisition of cases' (Thompson, 1980, p. 44).

The only subject of this case study isa 35 year old mae native English spesker
who had no previous experience with the Russian language before taking an eleven
month Basic Russan course a the Defense Language Indtitute at Monterey, Cdifornia
According to the information he provided, he a one time had a good command of

Spanish. He studied Spanish in high school and at the United States Millitary Academy



but he never practiced it after that. He dso clamsto have some very basic knowledge of
Italian which was spoken in hisfamily by his grandparents when he was a child.

The subject's Russian course lasted 47 weeks (1645 contact hours) and was the
same as the one described in the article by Rubingtein (1995). 1t was conducted by native
Russian speskers. Mot of the activities were performed orally so the amount of
language input in terms of listening comprehention, spesking and reading was
considerable. Lexicon and grammar presentation were topically oriented. Caseswere
presented in an orderly manner in two cycles Nominative (in both sngular and plurd
forms), Prepositiona, Accusative, Genitive, Dative, Insrumenta for nouns of al genders
in sngular forms,; and then Genitive, Accusative, Insrumental, Prepositiond, Dative for
the plurd forms.

Throughout the course ora proficiency interviews were periodically conducted by
the teachers. Each interview was divided into severd parts. Thefirst part usualy
consisted of the student talking about a specific topic. These topics were prepared ahead
of time and usualy memorized by the students. The second part consisted of the teacher
asking unprepared questions about the topic and arole-playing activity. The teecher
neither made corrections, nor provided help during the interviews. The datafor this
research was collected only from the second part of the interviews to ensure the
spontaneity of speech samples.

Although the god of this study is not to present definite conclusions, but rather
investigate a new gpproach in explaining the phenomenon of case-marking errorsin L2
Russan, the main hypothesis of the research is that the errors found in the ord speech of
L2 Russanlearners are not due to their lack of knowledge of Russan grammar and case

10



endings in particular, but are caused by the universal production rules as presented in the

theory of Incremental Procedura Grammar.

Thefollowing tasks were identified for the purpose of the research:

Investigate the possibility of the incorporation of such notions of second
language acquisition as interlanguage, language transfer and error anadys's
into the psychalinguigtic theory of Incrementa Procedurd Grammar;
Transcribe sentences or phrases in which the cases were marked
incorrectly from the 14 recordings of the ora proficiency interviews (each
goproximatdy 10 minutes long);

Classfy the errors/mistakes according to the following formula: Case
Used vs. Case Intended.

Interview the subject of the research in order to identify the causes of
specific errors and the difficulties he had in using a specific case and what
he intended to say in particular instances of speech production.

Provide a possible explanation of the errors'mistakes made by applying

the theory of Incremental Procedurd Grammar .
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CHAPTER 2

THE RUSSIAN CASE SYSTEM

In order to understand the nature of the case-marking errorsin L2 Russan, it is
essentid to understand the rather complex case system of the Russan language. This
complexity is characteridic of highly inflectiond languages, which rely on
morphologica case rather than word order in signding the semantic case, or semantic
role. Thisalows Russan and other smilar languages to have a comparaively flexible
word order.

The nomind parts of speech (nouns, pronouns, adjectives and numeras) do not
only show distinctions of case but also of number (except for numerads) and gender. This
digtinction is achieved with the hdp of inflectiond endings, stress change or em
change. In Russan, asin many other inflectiona languages, inflectiona endings tend to
encode more than one meaning. For ingtance, the dictionary entry for the Russan word
korova (korova) ‘cow’ conssts of astemkorov - and an éfix - a which denotes
feminine gender, singular number and the Nominative case’.

The number of casesin Russan, aswel asthe order in which they should be
cited, has long been atopic of discussion among linguists'®. In this study it is assumed
that there are Six primary cases in Russian and two secondary cases (Second Genitive and
Second L ocative, which are available for asmall number of masculine nouns)*. The
following order of caseswill be used in the sudy: Nominative, Accusdtive, Genitive,

Prepositiona, Dative and Instrumental. This order appears in recent works on the
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Russan language. Timberlake points out, in his article on Russan grammar, that with
this order,"d| ingtances of syncretism within a paradigm sdlect continuousintervas'
(Timberlake, 1993, p. 836).
Case Functions

Thefollowing isasummary of the mgor functions or ‘meanings which are
expressed by each case. This summary is from Cubberley, whose account of Russian
grammar is one of the most detailed and recent reference books on the Russian language
(Cubberley, 2002, p. 109):

(1) Nominative: expresses the subject or unconnected, parenthetic reference,
induding dictionary form.

(2) Accusative: expresses the direct object; in tempora contexts extent of time
(“for how long’); in prepositiona phrases motion and destination or god

(‘to’), intempora contexts limitation of time (*in how long’, ‘ projected for

how long').

(3) Genitive: expresses possession (‘of'); negation, separation or absence (cf.
‘none of’, ‘out of, ‘away from'); and partitive (‘someof ). In the last
meaning asmal number of nouns have an extra (sngular) form, which we
may cal G(9)2'2.

(4) Dative: expressesthe indirect object (‘to’) or recipient (‘for’); in
prepositiond phrases movement in agenerd direction (‘towards)).

(5) Prepogtiona/Locative: used only with prepostions, virtudly al with
locationad meaning, but not exclusively, hence the currently preferred name of
Prepositiond, at least in pedagogica usage; linguists tend to prefer Locative,
asthisisthe more ‘meaningful’ name. A smadl number of nouns make a
forma digtinction between locative and non-locative, with a specid (singular)
locative form we may cal L(S)2.*3

(6) Ingrumentd: expresses instrument or means, in prepostiond phrases
accompaniment (‘with') and some location (‘ above, ‘below’).

It is necessary aso to mention that the use of the casesin Russian is complicated
by certain verbs assigning or ‘governing’ certain cases regardless of their primary

13



semantic meaning. For ingtance, the word opera (opera) has an dmog identica
semantic meaning of an object of one’ s fedingsin the following phrases. Yet
different verbs assgn different casesto it:
I[bit; oper-u (ljubit’ operu) —to love opera (Acc.)
vosxi Jat;sq oper-o0j (voskhishchat'ga operoj) —to admire opera (Instr.)
Nouns
Nounsin Russan have one of three inherent gendersin the sngular form:
masculine, feminine and neuter. However, gender is neutralized in the plurdl.** Gender
is expressed through agreement with adjectives, the past tense of verbs and pronouns.
Thereisardatively smdl group of nouns that have common gender. This means that
they may be used with ether feminine or masculine agreement in modifiers and verbs
depending on reference.

Declension Groups

Gender is one of the basic criteria for the classfication of nouns into three
declensond patterns. The endings within a declenson group depend upon whether the
sem ends in ahard or soft consonant and rely on norma phonologica processes found in
Russan.

Declenson | includes nouns of masculine or neuter gender that have a zero
ending, or -0, -e in the Nominative Sngular. This declenson group dso includes asmal
number of nouns which, according to Cubberley "are beginning to become common
gender —accompanying past tense verbs show agreement by naturd gender, but
accompanying adjectives must gill be masculing’ (Cubberley, 2002, p. 119). Declenson
[l conssts mainly of the feminine nounsthet end in -a, -ja in the Nomingtive Sngular as

14



well as common gender and afew masculine gender nouns (e.g. dqdq (djadja) —

‘uncl€ (masc.)). Feminine nouns, which have no ending in the Nominative singular, and
astem ending in a soft consonant or apaata (hard or soft), as well as some neuter nouns
which end in —a, congtitute Declension I11. The neuter nounsin Declenson |11 have a
auffix —on'- (>hard —on- in plurd) between the root (al soft find) and the ending, in the
oblique cases only (Cubberley, 2002, p. 114). 'The case endings for the different
declensions are represented in Table 2, 3 and 4 respectively (pp. 47-49).

Furthermore, the digtinction between animate and inanimate nouns plays avery
important role in case-marking, hence animate masculine sngular, aswell asdl animate
plural nouns have an identica form for Accusative and Genitive while inanimate nouns
tend to have an identica form for Accusative and Nominative. The purpose of this
digtinction isto avoid confusion between a subject and an object in the sentence, since
Russan has aflexible word order. For instance, if an animate noun brat — ‘brother’ had
an identica form for both Accusative and Nominative cases, then it would be problematic
to figure out who killed whom in the following sentence:

Ivan ubil brat.

Iven ubil brat.

Ivan (Nom.) killed (past, Sng., masc.) brother (Nom., sSing., masc.)

Ivan killed his brother/The brother killed Ivan.

In the correct Russian sentence there is no ambiguity due to the lack of syncretism

mentioned in the previous paragraph even if the word ‘brother’ comesfirs in the

sentence.
Brat-a ubil lvan.
Brat-a ubil Ivan

Brother (Acc.., Sing., masc.) killed (past, sing., masc.) Ivan (Nom.)
Ivan killed his brother.

15



There are anumber of exceptions and peculiaritiesin each of the declension
types, one of which deserves a brief explanation™®. For instance, nouns borrowed from
other languages, ending in a consonant and referring to femaes, as well as words ending
in vowd s other than o/e/a (eg. madam (madam) — ‘madam’, taksi (taks) — ‘taxi’,
kenguru (kenguru) —‘kangaroo’) do not decline. Also borrowed words with endingsin
o/e and referring to a person (e.g. attawe (attashe) — ‘atache’) aswdl as nouns ending
ino/e (eg. pal ;to (pa'to) —‘coat’, kino (kino) —‘cinemd), do not decline (Cubberley,
2002, p. 118).
Pronouns

The Russan linguigtic schoal traditiondly distinguishes between nine groups of
pronouns. persond, reflexive, possessive, demondrative, definitive, interrogetive,
relative, negative and indefinite. All of them are declined according to different patterns.
Adjectives

Adjectives in Russian change according to gender, number and case depending on
the noun they modify. The declension patterns are more or less smple and they have
fewer exceptions than other nomina parts of speech. One of the interesting
morphologica characteristics of adjectivesin Russian isthat they can gppear ether ina
short or long form. As Cubberley statesin his book "in function, the long formisused in
the regular attributive pogtion, where the short isimpossible; the short form is usablein

the predicative position only, where the long is dso possble’ (Cubberey, 2002, p. 133).
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Numerals

Besides having cardind and ordina numeras, Russan aso possesses a smdll
number of collective numerds. Ordind numerasfollow the adjectiva declenson while
collectives and mogt cardinds follow the noun declenson pattern. All dements of
compound cardind numerds are declined in pardld exactly asif they were used
separady, whilein compound ordind numerds only the find dement isdeclined. In
fact only thefind dement isin its ordind form while the rest of the compound ordina
numerd retains the form of the cardind numerd in the Nominative case. An explanation
of these rules can be found in any standard reference book on Russian grammar, eg.
Pulking, |. & Zakhava-Nekrasova, E.,(1997). Russian: A Practical Grammar with

Exercises.
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CHAPTER 3
SECOND LANGUAGE ACQUISITION AND INCREMENTAL PROCEDURAL
GRAMMAR

Second language acquisition (SLA) is an extremely complex process. In order to
understand it one should look at different aspects of this multifaceted phenomenon.
The research on case-marking in Russian, previoudy discussed in Chapter |, relied
primarily on the methods and approaches of error andysis. Although these scholars did
not provide any detailed explanation of the nature of the pecific mistakes, the following
possible causes were mentioned: transfer from L1 English and interlanguage rules
developed by learners who "have amind of their own" (Thompson, 1980, p. 50).

Therefore, we shdl first look at the idea of language transfer in SLA; then we
shdl explore error andyss and the interlanguage hypothesis, and findly we shall
incorporate these ideas into the theory of Incrementa Procedura Grammar devel oped by
Kempen and Hoenkamp. Aswas mentioned in Chapter |, this theory was chosen because
it gives acomplete picture of language production. It shows how morphologica,
gyntactical and phonologica rules work together to produce a correct sentence with the
proper case-marking. Its biggest advantage and relevance to the topic of this paper isthat
it dso explains errors in the speech of both native and non:native speakers.
Transfer

Thereis no doubt that the native language of the learner influences the acquigtion
of asecond language. Nevertheless, the idea of language transfer, which explores and
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emphasizesthe role of thefirgt language in SLA, haslong been acontroversd onein
linguidics. Although thiswasiinitidly the dominant approach in research, it is now
probably the mogt criticized. Early studiesin SLA focused exclusively on language
trandfer and relied on the assumption that what is Smilar between the native language and
the target language will be learned with ease (an example of a positive trandfer, aso
known asfacilitation). They dso believe that what is different in both languages will
cause problems for alearner who will tend to transfer features of hisL1 into L2 (an
example of anegative transfer, aso known as interference). This approach became
known as the Contragtive Andlysis Hypothesis (CAH). It had much in common with the
prevailing developmenta psychologica theory of Behaviorism. The acquistion of L2
was viewed by both theories as being the same as the acquigition of any other habit, e.g.
the habit of washing one's hands before dinner.
Asresearchin the SLA field devel oped, the weaknesses of CAH became obvious.

Not dl the predictions about the difficulty/smplicity of the acquisition of certain parts of
L2 proved to betrue. Learnersfrom the same language background seemed to show
many individud differencesin the process of SLA, while other sudies found that *some
characterigtics of ... Smple structures are very smilar across learners from a variety of
backgrounds, even if the Structures of their respective first languages are different from
each other and different from the target language” (Lightbown & Spada, 1999, p. 36).

Yet, it isimpossible to completely deny that transfer from the first language does
play an important part in the acquigition of dl the aspects of the second language (e.g.
vocabulary, syntax, phonology, discourse, etc.) and does cause some of the problemsin
the speech production of learners. Asfar as case-marking is concerned, it is possible to
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predict that certain morphologica peculiarities (e.g. case-marking bound morphemes) of
L1, in our case English, aswdll as the syntactic features of L1 (e.g. word order,
condtituent structures, etc.), and menta lexica representations of words and their
meanings will interfere or facilitate the acquigtion of L2 Russan.

Although some linguigts, such as Weinreich (1953/1968), predicted the possibility
of the transfer of bound morphemes and other morphologica propertiesfromL1to L2,
others argued againg it (e.g. Krashen, 1978). Because English distinguishes only one
morphologicaly marked case for nouns (possessive) and only three cases for pronoun
(subjective, objective and possessive) it isvery unlikdly that any of those formswill be
tranferred to L2 Russian. More likely, because the Russan language possesses Sx
primary cases, each with its own multiple case endings, magtering Russan inflections
will be quite a chdlenge for an English speaking learner. According to the hierarchy of
difficulty, designed by Stockwell, Bowen and Martin (1965) to predict the hierarchy of
learning, this example fals into the category of differentiation, which is considered the
mogt difficult.

Error Analysisand I nterlanguage

Error analyss, which could be briefly defined as a sysematic investigation of
second language learners errors, grew out of the dissatisfaction with the contrastive
andysisthat, aswe saw earlier, could not always accurately predict what would be
learned with ease and what would be difficult for alearner to acquire. Fit Corder, in his
work The Sgnificance of Learners Errors (1967), pointed out that not al errors
originated from the transfer of the mother tongue and that learners errors were worthy of
description and study on their own. Although the works in error analyss thet followed
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reported different percentages of errorsthat could be attributed to L1, most of them
"showed clearly that the mgjority of the errors made by second language learners do not
come from their first language”’ (Mitchel & Myles, 1998, p. 30).

The logicd concuson from this finding is that the cause of the learners mistakes
should beinternd. Thus, they should be based on the system that alearner developsin
the process of L2 acquidtion — his’her interlanguage. As Gass and Sdlinker point out
"language came to be seen in terms of Structured rulesinstead of habits. Learning was
now seen, not as imitation, but as active rule formation” (Gass & Sdlinker, 2001, p. 73).

At the same time, the notion of transfer found its own place within the framework
of error andyss. Thus, two main types of errors were distinguished: interlingua and
intrdingua. Theinterlingua errors were believed to be induced by the interference of
the mother tongue, while the intralingual errors were due to the peculiarities of the target
language and, therefore, were expected to be found in learners from different language
backgrounds who studied the same L 2.

Although error andysis gave linguists a better understanding of the process of
second language acquigtion, it had its weeknesses aswell. One of the main criticisms of
this gpproach is that researchers focused only on errors. Thus, they did not get the full,
adequate picture of the interlanguage rules'® The lack of particular errors might have
been due to the avoidance of the particular structure by alearner and not due to the fact
that the structure has been fully acquired.

Another difficulty with error analys's, besides finding the cause of a specific
error, which is one of the main objectives of that approach, is classfying the error itsdlf.
In other words, "there can be a discrepancy between what a researcher determines to be
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the targeted Structure and what the learner was actudly attempting to produce” (Gass &
Selinker, 2001, p. 83).

Summing up, error analysis on its own fails to explain the nature and causes of
errorsin L2 due to the narrowness of its goas and subjects of itsresearch. It isessentia
to view the production process in broader terms to explain how and why certain mistakes
aremade. Itisnecessary to look at other factors that contribute to language production.
Incremental Procedural Grammar and its Application to Second Language
Acquistion

One of the main questions in psychalinguidticsis "how human beings produce well-
formed sentencesin atimely fashion” (Nicol &Wilson, 1996, p. 314). The answer to that
question isnot as Smple asit may seem, for we tend to communicate using incomplete
sentences, pauses and wrong words even though in our minds we know exactly what we
aretrying to say.

Several researchers (e.g. Fromkin, 1971, Garrett, 1975, 1982, Bock, K. 1987) tried
to develop amodd of the production process that would explain the mistakes made by
native speakers and nonnative speakers dlike in their spontaneous, ord speech aswell as
inwriting. Like the proponents of error andlysisin SLA, they aso believed that errors
must represent fundamentd features of the interna system. They argue for more then
just a system of grammar rules known in SLA research asinterlanguage, but rather for a
universal system of language production.

One such mode which represents recent ideas in linguigtics, aswdl asin
psycholinguistics, was developed by Kempen and Hoenkamp. They cdled it Incrementd
Procedural Grammar (IPG). Thismodd is based on the idea of speech production
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process which assumes to have three main parts. the conceptualizer, which isresponsble
for preparing the conceptua (semantic) content of the future utterance, and which carries
no syntactic information; the formulator, which lexicaizes the concept; in other words,
which retrieves the necessary word from the mentd lexicon and sarts building the
gyntactic tree based on the word order and constituent structure rules of a specific
language; and, findly, the articulator, which within the PG theory is respongble for not
only applying the necessary phonologica rules while producing the utterance but aso for
handling inflectiond morphology.

The entire process of gpeech production within the framework of PG is both
conceptudly and lexicaly driven. This assumesthat the lexica itemsin the menta
lexicon are lised with dl the information needed for the building of the syntactic
sructures. This hypothesisis currently supported by recent linguistic theories such asthe
minimaligt platform within UG. It isinteresting to point out, though, that Kempen and
Hoenkamp expanded Chomsky's origina idea of competence. Competence, within the
UG theory, is understood as a tacit knowledge about one's language, which is represented
separately from the syntactic processor in the language user's cognitive system. Kempen
and Hoenkamp believe that their procedural grammar mechanism incorporates both the
"format of grammar rules and structure and functioning of the syntactic processor”
(Kempen & Hoenkamp, 1987, p. 209).

The main claim of IPG isthat each condtituent of the sentence is processed
incrementdly, hence the term incrementa in the name of the theory, and "not by a central
congtructing agency which overlooks the whole process but by ateam of syntactic
procedures (modules) which work, in pardlel, on smdl parts of the sentence” (Kempen &
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Hoenkamp, 1987, p. 201). The procedures are divided into the category procedures,
which build syntactic condtituents such as Noun Phrases (NP), Prepositional Phrases
(PP), etc. and the functiona procedures, which govern the relationships among the
gyntactic structures (e.g. subject, modifier, etc.). The following passage from the article
by Kempen and Hoenkamp (1987) explains this process in more detail:

For example, procedure NP knows how to build noun phrases;
procedure PP can deliver prepostiona phrases, procedure SUBJECT is
responsible for the shape of subject grases in main and subordinate clauses.
Like the procedures or routines of ordinary computer programs, Syntactic
procedures are permitted to cal on each other as subprocedures
("subroutines’). Procedure S, for instance, may decide to delegate portions
of its sentence formation job to SUBJECT and OBJECT as subprocedures.
OBJECT need not necessarily wait for SUBJECT to finish: they can get
darted smultaneoudy and run in pardld (Kempen and Hoenkamp, 1987, p.
210).

In other words, the parts of the sentence are processed smultaneoudy and relatively
independently from one another. This independence is limited because the units of the
sentence, which are processed later, have to fit into the syntactic structure produced up to
that point. Thisideaisdirectly connected with another main claim of I1PG, namely, that
every condituent of the sentence tries to be placed in the left-mogt postion in the
gyntactic tree structure.

Kempen and Hoenkamp aso incorporate the idea of amonitor into their theory.
Within the framework of IPG, the monitor ingpects the output of the three main levels of
production: conceptudization, formulation and articulaion. "If the monitor notices that
the output of one of the modulesis inappropriate or detects a violation of some prevailing

congraint, any ongoing activity may be interrupted and backtracking to an earlier point in

the production process may be forced" (Kempen & De Smedt, 1987, p.366).
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The evidence for the non-existence of one centra production agency isthat
speakers usudly do not recast the complete sentence when they run into a problem while
uttering it. Speakerstend to repair only the last part of the sentence in which the problem
occurred. Hesitation does not only occur in the beginning of sentences, which might be
expected if the utterances were produced by the centralized unit. It also occursin other
parts of the sentence while the speaker is attempting to produce it.

Kempen and Hoenkamp aso suggested that "overt pronunciation of a sentence can
beinitiated before the speaker has completely worked out the meaning content he or she
isgoing to expressin that sentence” (Kempen & Hoenkamp, 1987, p. 201). Thisview is
different from the traditiona perspective on the sub-processes of speaking:
conceptudizing (presenting conceptud fragments), formulating (lexicalizing conceptud
fragments and building syntactic Structures), and articulating (saying the sentence), which
order them consecutively intime. According to IPG, due to the pardle and smultaneous
processing of parts of the sentence by various procedures within the system, while one
fragment is being articulated, the work of the conceptualizer and formulator continues on
other fragments of the sentence. The advantage of thismodd isthat it explansthe
fluency of our speech production aswell as the errors we make while trying to express
our thoughts (e.g. false starts, lexical repair, hesitation, etc.).

Asfor linguigtic theories which are smilar to the one embodied in IPG, Kempen
and Hoenkamp distinguish Lexica Functiond Grammar (Kgplan & Bresnan). Themain
difference between the two liesin their gpproach to transformations. Kempen and

Hoenkamp argue for the existence of transformationa operations on syntactic trees while
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"InLexicd Functional Grammar, surface trees are base generated and no
transformational component is needed” (Kempen & Hoenkamp, 1982, p. 155).

Inflectiona Morphology and |PG

Let us now look a how the main topic of this study, case marking and inflection, is
treated within the theory of Incremental Procedurd Grammar. Within the framework of
IPG inflectional morphemes are grouped together with other function words (articles,
prepositions, auxiliaries, etc.) under a category ‘functor’. The process of inserting
functorsis caled functorization and follows the Functorization Rules described below.

As mentioned earlier, this theory assumes that the lexeme retrieved from the menta
lexicon will possess dl the necessary information for building syntactic trees and this
information will be processed by the syntactic procedures. Syntactic procedures will then
apply the Functorizations Rules if the lexemes information tells them so.

This may happen in two different ways, corresponding to the distinction
between inflections and function words. The refinement dther affects the
syngpec lig of a procedure cdl by insating a new function there, or it
supplements the current set of subprocedure cdls with an additiond member.
In the former case, the synspec function will influence the inflectiond shape
of the resulting condituent; in the latter, a separate function word will emerge
(Kempen & Hoenkamp, 1987, p. 218).

Thus, the syntactic procedures handle the case-assgning within the utterance and
ensure that the specific rules provided by some of the lexemes are executed. Thefina
morpho-phonologica stage will then assgn the needed case ending based on the
information computed by syntactic procedures.

The IPG agpproach regarding inflectional morphology is smilar to Anderson's

‘ Extended Word-and-Paradigm’ theory. The main idea of both theoriesis that paradigms
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are congtructed by a set of rules, and, therefore, inflection should be treated as a process
rather than arrangement of morphemes. Both theories aso view inflection as essentidly
belonging to syntax. Anderson, as Kempen and Hoenkamp, believes that "the inflection
rule system hasto gpply after the syntax, in the PF[Phonologica Form] component
(Spencer, 2000, p. 221). Both theories aso propose that morpho-syntactic features of a
lexeme are treated separately from the phonologica spell out that they trigger.

Second Language Acquisition and IPG

Now let us consder the gpplication of Incremental Procedurd Grammer to the
field of second language acquisition, specificaly to language trandfer, interlanguage rules
and error andysis, and most important for this research, to case marking errorsin L2
Russan.

According to IPG, there is no need to postulate that the system of grammar rules of
any naturd language, which would include interlanguage, is represented separately in our
minds from the system of language production. The production system should
incorporate them and any model of the production system should be able to explain the
congtruction of any language and the interaction between itslexica, phonologicd,
gyntactic or morphologica rules— the goa successfully achieved by IPG. As Jorden puts
it "just like dl other linguidtic rules, interlanguage rules are an aodtraction from the
observable performance data. Since interlanguage output data are performance data, they
can only be accounted for in terms of amodd of language production” (Jordens, 1986,
p.91). Later he proposes anew term — ‘interlanguage production system’ to better
capture theideaof aL 2 learner's system. Having adapted this ideato this research, the
author proposes the first hypothesis caled the Interlanguage Production System
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Hypothesis. According to this hypothesis one should expect to find individud

differences in case-marking errors of L2 Russian students which are systematic and rely
on specific rules cregted by the learner himsdlf. This hypothesis is connected to another
idea that comes from the application of IPG to the second language acquisition process.
Since the fluency of speech is one of the goals of every speaker, according to IPG, one
will benefit from dl kinds of speech formulae and memorized chunks of words (Kempen
and Hoenkamp, 1987, p. 255). This claim supports the well-known fact in SLA that L2
learners tend to use not only prefabricated phrases, but even whole sentences. In terms of
case-marking, that means that we might expect the gppearance of such formulaein L2
learner's speech.  Since some of them will be in the form of phrases, we might expect that
the learner will fall to dways modify the case inflections within that prefabricated phrase
to fit the Structure of the sentence in which he usesit. Such errors, therefore, could be
attributed to peculiarities of alearner's menta lexicon. Furthermore, it is possibleto
predict that this group of errors will include words which were memorized with an
incorrect gender, phonological form or semantic meaning.

According to PG our speech is conceptudly and lexicaly driven. That would
mean that aL2 learner is more likely to use only content words in the sentence and omit
the functors (functional words and inflections) entirdly since they usudly lack any
content information.” Thus, the second hypothesisis that L2 Russian learners will tend
to use the nominative form of the noun instead of other cases, hence the Nominative Case
Hypothesis. Thelogic under this assumption is connected with the topic of the menta
lexicon of alearner. The formsthat learners of Russan are often presented with are not
bare stems (except for the masculine nouns of Declension | and female nouns of
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Declenson 1), they are aform of the word with a Nominative inflection (eg. in
dictionaries etc.). For L2 Russian learners the nominative form of anoun, therefore, is
associated with the "uninflected”, stem-like form of anoun which would be listed in the
menta lexicon.

IPG predicts that the omission of inflectionsis more likely to happen: (a) when the
fluency and speed of speech are the god of the speaker; and (b) when he does not possess
al the syntacticaly relevant information that a certain word hasin L2. It ispossbleto
predict that the learner in the latter case will transfer these features, including other
features which possess syntactic informetion, (eg. if averb istrangtive or intrangtive) of
aword, which he consdersto be semanticadly smilarinhisL1to L2. Thisleadsusto
the third hypothesis, Transfer of L1 Production Rules.

IPG, inits present form, does not tell usif the same syntactic procedures used for
sentence formation in L 1would handle the sentence formation of L2. Two assumptions
are possible: (1) L1 production procedures adapt to handle L2 rules; and (2) new
procedures are developed in alearner's production system to handle L2 production rules.
If the first assumption istrue, then we can predict agreat ded of errors due to transfer of
L1 rulesin al spheres of language production. This contradicts the findings of some
SLA studies mentioned in Chapter | which found that the mgority of learners errors
cannot be explained by L1 transfer. Therefore, the second idea of developing procedures
for L2 seemsto be more plausible. Based on this assumption, it is possible to predict that
if certain L2 procedures have not been developed yet, the formulator will usethe
available L1 procedures. Therefore, the hypothesis on Transfer of L1 Production Rules
suggests that especialy during the first stages of second language acquistion, alearner is
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more likely to use the word order rues and syntactic procedures from his native
language, while trying to incorporate the new rules of L2 into hislanguage production
system. Thus, itisvery likely that the transfer of not only L1 word order is possible but
aso of the rules which govern the formation of sentence congtituents (e.g. NP, PP
procedures, etc.) as well as procedures responsible for relationships between syntactic
parts, some of which, by the way, assign the appropriate case to the parts of the structure
(e.g. Subject, Object, etc.). Furthermore, according to 1PG, each part of the utterance
tries to take the left-most position in the sentence during the production process. Since
word order in Russian isrelatively free'®, the learners of L2 Russian are more likdly to
place the part that they would like to emphasize in the beginning of the sentence'®. This
means that the strict SV O word order of Englishis not likely to be followed in L2
Russan. At the same time, we might predict some problems because of this. When the
word order isrddively free, case-markers are basicaly the only means by which we
recogni ze the syntactic relationships between the parts of the sentence. So, when the
native English spesker sarts to use free word order in the sentence, unless he has an
excdlent command of the Russan case sysem, he will have difficulty with assgning the
right case-markersto the right congtituents and even with identifying syntactic parts of
the sentence (e.g. subject, object, indirect object, etc.).

Sincetheinflectiond morphemes, according to |PG, are added during the last stage
of language production, which is dso responsible for the application of phonologica
rules, it is possible to predict that some mistakes in pronouncing the intended inflection

are dso possible and should be viewed as dips of the tongue rather than errorsin case
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marking. Thus, the author proposes * Sips of the Tongue' Hypothesis which predicts
mistakes in case-marking due to phonologica rules.

According to IPG, all parts of the sentence are trested incrementaly and
smultaneoudy. When the formulator lexicdizes aparticular concept, it may retrieve
severd lexicd items (consecutively or Smultaneoudy) which are smilar in the meaning
but are associated with different syntactic structures. Based on this assumption it is
possible to expect sentencesin which both of these lexicd items are articulated. The
result would be a sentence, which will have a‘fused’ syntectic structure, and which most
likely will be ungrammatical. This hypothessiscaled ‘Fused'” Syntactic Sructures

Hypothesis.

31



CHAPTER 4

CASE STUDY: PRODUCTION RULES AND THEIR ROLE IN CASE MARKING

ERRORSIN L2 RUSSIAN
Quialitative Classification of Case-Marking Errors

Asoutlined in the first chapter of this study, the research by Thompson and
Rubingtein, which congtitute the mgjor studies on case-marking errorsin L2 Russan
found in the literature, lacked quditative analyss of the data to judtify their god of
establishing the acquisition order of Russian cases. The authors provide only the case
that should have been used. They do not provide any information about what case form
was selected instead of the one that should have been used in obligatory contexts. There
isaso no mention of which syntactic environments certain case-marking mistakes tended
to appear in. Without thisinformation it is nearly impossible to make conclusons
regarding the nature of those errors. And as Ross pointed out in her research, itisaso
impossible to see that "the mistakes students make ... are not random, and show a rather
predictable interlanguage development” (Ross, 1999, p.4).

As one of the gods of this study isto explore the nature of the errors made by
learners of Russan as a second language, it makes sense to present a qudlitative
classfication of the errors made by the subject of this research. The samples of speech
presented in Table 5 were recorded during different stages of the course of his study of

Russian and are not meant to represent the development in case acquistion in any way.
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Rather, they are provided as an example of the types of the errors made by an adult native
English spesker of L2 Russian.

The table does not reflect al his errorsmistakes. It was impossible to classify
some of them according to the criteria of the classfication used. They will be andyzed
separately in the following sub-chapters as they are important in the gpplication of the
IPG theory. The number of occurrences of an error/mistake in the marking of a particular
case should not be interpreted as an indication that the case has not been acquired by a
learner, or that the learner had more difficulties with it. Thisis because some casesin
Russan are used more frequently than others. Besides, thisis not a quantitetive study.
Instead, this study focuses on trying to offer a unique explanation for why the L2 Russan
speaker makes and continues to make errorgmistakes that otherwise are difficult to
explain usng exiging linguidtic theories.

Severd conclusions can be drawn from the data presented:

1. Itissometimesdifficult to cassfy the errors made due to the syncretism
of case marking inflectionsin Russan.

2. Itispossbleto predict ahighrate of errorsin case-marking in L2 Russan
due to the multiple differences between the morphology and syntax of
Russan and English. Y, errorsin L2 Russian do not happen too often.
This conclusion is supported by the accuracy rate provided in the studies
of the case morpheme accuracy order in L2 Russian by Thompson (1980)
and Rubinstein (1995). Thus, the lowest accuracy rate recorded by
Thompson was 55% for the Dative case. The accuracy rates for other
cases fluctuated from 74% to 95%.
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3. Some errors occurred only once and, therefore, could be interpreted as
mistakes based on the definition provided earlier in thiswork.

4. Nomindtive prevails as the case most likely to be used instead of other
cases required in the context. Thus, one of our hypothesis, The
Nominative Case Hypothesis, has been confirmed.

5. Despite the clam made by Ross (1999) that the learners did not make
mistakes in the usage of the Nominative case, the data collected in this
Study shows that alearner can make a mistake in assgning awrong case
instead of the Nominative.

Based on the theoretical predictions and conclusions made in the previous chapter
and the data collected, the following types of case-marking errors can be identified: errors
dueto transfer of L1 production rules, errors specific to the learner's lexicon, errors due
to the learner's interlanguage production rules, case-marking mistakes due to the
incremental procedurd nature of speech production, and errors/mistakes due to
development of L2 production rules.

Errorsdueto Transfer of L1 Production Rules

A few errorsin case marking found in the data could be explained by the transfer
of production rules of L1 English predicted in our andysis of 1PG gpplication to second
language learning. Two of them are connected with the use of the Dative case, which
according to the authors of research on case-marking errorsin Russian (Thompson, 1980,
Rubingtein, 1995) is the hardest case to acquire.

The first type of sentence in L2 Russian where the Dative case was required and
the learner failed to produceit is often called a Dative sentence or impersonal sertence.
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Russan is one of the languages that has a specid sat of sentencesin which a semantic
subject (which usudly has the semantic role of an experiencer) isin the Dative case while
the grammatical subject is not present. For ingtance, in L1 Russianthe following
congructions are used: emu ploxo (emu plokho)/he (Dat.) not well — ‘heis not well’;
emu vidno wkolu (emu vidno shkolu)/he (Dat.) seesthe school (Acc.) — *‘he seesthe
school’. Thistype of congruction is absolutdy absent in English. English requiresthe
subject of the sentence to be aways present, with the Nominative case assigned to it
automatically. Englishisaso alanguage with astrict SVO word order and, therefore, the
English spesker dways assumes that the first noun or pronoun in the sentenceisa
subject. An example of thistype of error from the data andyzed is provided below. This
error was recorded twice in the same type of congtruction.
L2 Russan (the error is underlined)

Ona tri goda

Ona tri goda.

She (Nom.) three (Nom.) years (Gen., pl.).
Standard Russian

Ej tri goda

Ej tri goda

She (Dat.) three (Nom.) years (Gen., pl.)

English Trandation
Sheisthree yearsold.

The second type of error in assigning the Dative case could be attributed to the
lack of an overt differentiation between an indirect and direct object of atrangitive verb
in English. In Russan, the direct object should be marked with the Accusative inflection
while the indirect object is dways marked with the Dative case. The English learner
tends to treat both types of objectsin the same way, thus using the Accusative for both.

This error occurred two timesin the data. Example:
35



L2 Russan (the error is underlined)

St[ardessa da\t helovek-a “urnaly, odeqlo.

Sjuardessa daet chelovek-a zhurndy, odgdo.

Stewardess (Nom.) gives man(Acc. or Gen.) journas (Acc.), blanket (Acc.)
Standard Russan

St[ardessa da\t helovek-u “urnaly, odeqlo.

Sjuardessa daet chedovek-u zhurnaly, odgdo.

Stewardess (Nom) gives man (Dat.)  journas (Acc.), blanket (Acc.)
English trandation

The stewardess gives journals, a blanket to a man.

In this particular example the form used could be attributed ether to the Genitive
case or to the Accusative case because of the rule discussed in Chapter |1 concerning the
declenson of animate masculine nounsin the singular.  The correctness of our
explanation of the error is supported by the same conclusion that Ross makesin her sudy
(Ross, 1999).

Anather type of error is connected with the differences between syntactic
gructures employed in English and in Russan to demonstrate possession. Although
Russan hasaverb imet; (imet) which has the same meaning and syntactic Sructure as
‘to have in English, it is possible to express possesson in Russan by usng the following
congtruction: the preposition y plus Genitive. This congtruction is used to denote a
possessor and usually comesfirgt in the sentence. The object of possessonisin the
Nominative case and usudly isthe find dement in the sentence. Theverbest; (est)
which is somewhat equivaent to the English ‘to be' isused in such sentences, but it is
omitted when possession is understood or assumed, and the focus is on description (what
kind, how many, etc.). An example of thistype of error was found four times in the data:
L2 Russan (the error is underlined)

on krugloe lico

on krugloe litso
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he (Nom.) round (Nom.) face (Nom.)

Standard Russian
U nego  krugloe litco
U nego  krugloe litso
Next to he (Gen.) round (Nom.) face (Nom.)®°

English trandation
He has a round face.

Another error predicted in our Transfer of L2 Production Rules Hypothesis could
be attributed to the transfer of the syntactic structures associated with specific verbs. For
ingance, the verbs in the following example is trangtive in English and takes direct
object. Therole of an object is associated for English learners with the Accusative case.
In Russian, verbs with smilar meanings do not necessarily follow thet rule. Inthe
following sentence the verbs take a prepostiona phrase as their argument.
L2 Russan (the error is underlined)

Q letal na sam-yj malen:k-ij samol\t.

Ja letd na samy) mdenk-ij samolet.
[(Nom.) flew on very  smallest (Acc. or Nom.) plane (Acc. or Nom.)

Standard Russian
Q letal na sam-om malen:k-om samol\t-e.
Ja letd na samom maenk-om samolet-e.
[(Nom.) flew  on very sndlest (Prep.) plane (Prep..)

English trandation
| flew the smallest plane.

It isimportant to note that the learner actualy meant flying the plane, in other
words he was a pilot.
Errors SpecifictotheLearner'sLexicon

One of the predictionsin Chapter 111 was that certain case-marking errors could
occur when alearner memorizes certain words incorrectly (e.g. with awrong gender, or

phonologica form, etc.). We aso predicted that we might expect case-marking errorsin
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memorized phrases, which alearner would fail to put into the right case. The data
andyzed provided severd examples of the above-mentioned predictions. Let's consder

the following examples:

1)

L2 Russan (the error is underlined)
Q I[bI[ nov-yx mest-ax.
Ja ljublju now-ykh mest-akh.

| (Nom) love  new (Prep) places (Prep.).

Standard Russian
Q I[bl[ nov-ye mest-a.
Ja ljublju nov-ye mest-a.
| (Nom) love new (Acc.) places (Acc.).

English trandation
| love new places.
2)
L2 Russian (the error is underlined)
Kogda my pose]Jaem nov-yx mest-ax, (Q voditel;.
Kogda my poseshchaem nov-ykh  mest-akh  ja voditd'.
When we (Nom) vist new (Prep) places (Prep), | (Nom) driver (Nom).
Standard Russian
Kogda my pose]Jaem nov-ye mest-a, q voditel;.
Kogda my poseshchaem nov-ye mest-a ja voditd'
When we (Nom) vist new (Acc.) places (Acc.), | (Nom) driver (Nom)
English translation

When we visit new places, | amthe driver.

In these two examplesiit isimportant to analyze the phrase nov-yx mest-ax
(nov-ykh mest-akh) as one single error, Snce the learner did not fail to implement the
rules of agreement for the adjective ‘new’ and the noun ‘ countries’ in case and number.
Instead, he erred because he used the phrase ‘ new places’ with a Prepositiona case
ending even though it had the syntactic role of an object. The Accusative case should
have been used ingead. Usudly, English speskers do not have difficulty with identifying
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objectsin sentences. The data shows that the case most likely to be used instead of the
Accusative is Nominative, since only nouns that belong to Declension |1 and animate
nounsin Declenson | have the Accusative forms different from the Nominative.
Therefore, it is safe to assume that the above phrase ‘new places isamemorized chunk,
which instead of being memorized in the most unmarked Nominative case, was somehow
memorized in the prepositiond.

Ancther interesting error is found in the following sentence.
L2 Russan (the error is underlined)

Q pokupal aboniment-u.

Ja pokupa  aboniment-u
[(Nom) bought  season pass (Acc.)

Standard Russian
Q pokupal aboniment.
Ja pokupa  aboniment.
[(Nom) bought  season pass (Acc.)

English trandation
| used to buy a season pass.

‘ Season pass, which in Russian has a masculine gender, in this example could be
interpreted as a Dative, and, therefore, incorrect form (the Accusative case is the correct
one). But when the subject of this research was shown this error and asked to comment
on it, he reveded that he thought the word * season pass' in Russian was of feminine
gender and, therefore, had the form aboniment-a (aboniment-a) in the Nominative and
aboniment-u (aboniment-u) in Accusative. So, the case and case ending was assigned
correctly, it's the word * seasondl pass that was memorized with the wrong gender.

Summing up, the nature of the errors described here seemsto lie in the sphere of
the lexicon if we accept the idea that the lexicd items are sored with al the information

necessary for usng them in syntactic structure. Thus, the words and phrases mentioned
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here were not memorized by the subject of our research with dl the information thet they
have in the menta lexicon of a native Russan spesker.
Errorsdueto Interlanguage Production Rules

There are acouple of errors found in the data which could only be explained by
the existence of an unique rule developed by the learner himself, or in other words, the
rules of hisinterlanguage production system. It appears as though the subject of this
research generalized and over-applied the rule that states that some borrowed wordsin
Russian are not declined. As mentioned in Chapter 11, although the mgority of borrowed
words do declinein Russian, nouns ending in certain phonemes do not decline. Thus, as
dated by the learner himsdlf, whenever the learner fet that the word had aforeign origin,
he did not declineit in the sentences. Statigticd andysis supportsthisclam. Thiserror
was found in nine sentences. It occurred with five different words of foreign origin that
declinein Russan (viza, avtobus, sport, aktsija, akademija). Two of thiswords (sport,
avtobus) were used incorrectly twice while akademija was used incorrectly three times.

This andys's does not include errorsinvolving geographical and proper names.

Examples.

1)

L2 Russan (the error is underlined)
Esli zagranica, konehno beru passport, viz-a, ode " du.
Edi zagranitsa konechno beru passport, viz-a odezhdu.

If  abroard (Nom.), of coursetake passport (Acc.), vis-a(Nom), clothes (Acc)

Standard Russian

Esli zagranica, konehno beru passport, viz-u, ode " du.
Edi zagranitsa konechno beru passport, viz-u odezhdu.

If abroad (Nom.), of coursetake passport (Acc.), visa(Acc.), clothes (Acc)

English trandation
When | go abroad, | , of course, take my passport, visa, clothes.
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2)
L2 Russan (the error is underlined)

Predstaviteli Rossii skazali,hto Rossiq protiv akc-ig SWA
Predstaviteli Rossi skazdi chto Rossja protiv - akts-ija SSHA.

Representatives (Nom) Russia said that Russia (Nom) against action(Nom)

USA.
Standard Russian
Predstaviteli Rossi1 skazali, hto Rossiq protiv akc-i11 SWA
Preddtaviteli Rossi skazdi chto Rossja protiv akis-ii  SSHA.
Representatives (Nom) Russansaid  that Russia(Nom.) againg action (Gen.)
USA.
English trandation
Russian representatives said that Russia is against the USA actions.
3)
L2 Russan (the error is underlined)
~to vozle ostanovki avtobus.
Eto vozle ogtanovki  avtobus.

This(Nom.) near  stop (Gen.) bus (Nom.)
Standard Russian

~to vozle ostanovki avtobus-a.

Eto vozle ostanovki  avtobus-a.

This(Nom.) near  stop (Gen.) bus (Gen..)

English Trandation
Thisis near a bus stop.

The first example demondrates the interlanguage rule very well. The only word
that is not declined isthe word viza (viza) — ‘visa. Two other words, which have the
same syntactic function were declined by the learner properly in the Accusdtive case.
One might question though, if the learner declined the word * passport’ Sinceitisasoa
borrowed word, or if he smply got lucky since this noun has the same form for the
Nominative and Accusdtive cases. In generd, it is somewhat problematic to analyze this
type of error because it isnot clear what criteriathe learner used in his interlanguage
production rule to decide which word had aforeign origin and which did not. The data

shows that the learner did decline at least seven words which were borrowed by Russian
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from other languages. The limited amount of data collected makesit difficult to make a
definite concluson regarding the interlanguage production rule hypothesis.
Mistakes dueto the Incremental Procedural Nature of Speech Production

Migakesthat fdl into this category could be explained by the main claims of IPG
theory, which are: the parts of sentences are processed incrementally and smultaneoudly;
each of the processad fragments ‘hurries up’ to take the left-most position in the syntactic
tree; and, that our language production is lexicaly and conceptualy oriented.

Thefollowing example isagrest illustration of how these theoretica claims could
be gpplied to interpreting the nature of the case-marking mistakes.
L2 Russan (the mistake is underlined)

U meng byl na otpusk-e.

U menja byl na otpusk-e.

Next to I(Gen) was on vacation (Prep)
Standard Russian (firgt variant)

Q byl na otpusk-e.

Ja byl naotpusk-e.

[(Nom) was on vacation (Prep)

English trandation
| was on vacation.

Standard Russian (second variant)

U meng byl otpusk.
U menja byl otpusk.

Next to |(Gen) was vacetion (Prep)

English trandaion
| had a vacation.

This sentence seems to be amerger of two sentences with basicaly identica
meanings. | had a vacation/l was on vacation. The semantic subject of the first sentence
isaways in the Genitive case in the Russan language. The word ‘vacation’, which

would be treated as an object in English, isthe grammatical subject in the Russan
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sentence and isin the Nominative. It ssemsthat when the formulator was presented with
the concepts, it formulated both syntactic structures smultaneoudy and independently
from each other. It seems as though the part with the Genitive form of the pronoun ‘I’
was processed earlier than the rest of the sentence. Since IPG suggests that the articul ator
does not wait for the rest of the sentence to be completed and produces the fragments on
afirst come firg served basis, the congtituent ‘I (had)’ was articulated first and took the
position of the subject in the sentence which has dso been formulated and submitted to
the articulator to be produced.

Hereis another example of the same process of maformation:
L2 Russan (the mistake is underlined)

V__Moskv-u neskol ;ko raz byl.

V  Moskv-u neskol'ko raz byl.
To Moscow (Acc.) severd times (Gen) was.

Standard Russian

V_Moskv-e neskol ;ko raz byl.
V Moskv-e neskol'ko raz byl.

In Moscow (Prep.) severd times (Gen) was.

English trandation
|'ve been to Moscow several times.

Apparently two structures were formulated v Moskve neskol'ko raz byl ‘I've been
to Moscow severd times', and v Moskvu neskol'ko raz ezdil ‘1 went to Moscow severa
times. The concept ‘to Moscow (Acc.)” was processed and articulated first, probably
because it was the information the learner wanted to emphasize at that moment. Then it
was the term ‘ severd times' that needed to be placed within the structure. This does not
create any problem in Russian asfar as the word order is concerned. Why the verb ‘to
be' was chosen became clear after the mistake was presented to the learner. He

confessad that the verbs of motion in Russian were particularly difficult for him to
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acquire and hetried to avoid their use as much as possible. Therefore, when presented
with the choice, the formulator decided to process the verb that it was most familiar with
in terms of syntactic and lexical properties. Besides, the mistake was not very obvious
because the Russian preposition v has severd meanings. it governs the accusative case
when movement is involved and the prepositiona when it is necessary to define location
where something is hgppening or Situated. Thus, we found support for our * Fused’
Syntactic Structure Hypothesis in the data collected.

Anather prediction made in the previous chapter was that because the inflections
are added at the last stage of language production and applied smultaneoudy with the
phonologicd rules, it is possble to expect mispronunciation of some case morphemes.
Thus, we postulated the * Sip of the Tongue’ Hypothesis. One sentence could be
interpreted as an example of thisclaim.

L2 Russan (the mistake is underlined)

Zarplat-u nexorowie.

Zaplat-u nekhoroshie.
Say (Acc.ang) bad (Nom., pl.)

Standard Russian

Zarplat-y nexorowie.
Zarplat-y nekhoroshie.

Sdary (Nom., pl.) bad (Nom., pl.)

English trandation
The salaries are bad.

Two things are going on here. Oneisthat the noun and the adjective do not agree in
number, which isarequirement in Russan. Second, while the modifying adjectiveis
used in the Nominative case, the noun isin the Accusative. Two possible explanations

for this mistake are possible:



1) The accusative ending was added instead of the required Nomina plurd ending.
Thisisvery unlikely because the noun isin the subject position according to both
L1and L2 rules. Besdes, the adjective that modifiesit isin the correct
Nominative case,
2) The correct form of the noun required in this sentence (Nom., pl) was Ssmply
mispronounced. The plurd form in the Nominative case would be zarplat-y.
Russan[y] is ahigh centra unrounded vowel, which is not found in English. It
fallsbetween [ i ] and [ u] which are milar to English vowels. Therefore, this
explanation is very plausble.
ErrorsMistakes due to Development of L2 Production Rules

If we assume that new procedures develop to accommodeate the rules of L2, we
a0 need to take into congderation that it will take time and practiceto ‘train’ them to
work properly and in atimely manner. That means that even when some procedures
handling the L2 Russian case systemn have been developed and L2 Russian case-marking
rules acquired, the speaker will continue to make mistakesin case-marking. 1PG can
provide the reason for this. Because our speech production islexicaly and conceptudly
driven and because as speskers we care agreat deal about the fluency of our speech, we
choose the structures and words we are most familiar with. That is, we try to makeit as
easy for oursalves as possible to produce atimdy utterance. With thisgod in mind, we,
as speakers, tend to sacrifice functiona words and inflections, which do not bear much
content meaning.

The data collected during this research supports this claim. It appears that
whenever the learner was hesitant about which case morpheme should be used he used
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the unmarked Nominative form of the word to sustain the desirable fluency of his speech.
The support for this claim comes from examples in which the same word was declined
correctly in one sentence and in another sentence was not declined. For ingtance, in the
first example the word ‘water’ is used in the Nominative instead of the correct case—
Accustive:
L2 Russan (the error is underlined)

Moq sem;q I[bitvod-a

Mojasem’ja ljubit vod-a
My family (Nom.) likes water (Nom.)

Standard Russian

Moq sem;(q I[bitvod-u

Mojasemia ljubit vod-u

My  family (Nom.) likes water (Acc.)
English trandation

My family likes water.

Inthefollowing sentence the word ‘water’ was correctly assigned the Accusative
case and declined with the proper case ending.
L2 Russan identicd to $andard Russan

Doh; I[bit xolodnu[ vod-u

Doch' ljubit  kholodnuju vod-u

Daughter (Nom.) likes cold (Acc.) water (Acc.)

English trandation
My daughter likes cold water.

The andlysis of the data shows that the use of the Nominative case is especidly
evident in nouns which were used by the learner in prepostiond phrases. Thisistrue
aso for the nouns which the learner declined properly in other syntactic structures. The
most likely reason for thisisthat the same preposition in Russian can govern different
cases. For ingtance, the preposition po (po) governs the Prepositiondl, Dative and

Accusative cases, the earlier mentioned preposition v governs the Nominative,
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Accusative and Prepositiona cases. Besides, some meanings of English prepositions do

not always correspond to the meanings of equivaent Russian prepositions. For example,
the English preposition ‘in’ depending on the context could be trandated into Russian as

v (v) +Prepositional, v (v)+ Accusative na (na), za (za), herez (cherez), po (po), pri
(pri). When alearner isfaced with dl theserules it is not surprising that he would fail to
decline the noun following the preposition properly.

In one of his comments the learner also mentioned that when he knew that a case
other than the Nominative should be used with a particular word, he would use the first
norn-Nominative form of that word that would come to mind. It is possible to assume that
such problems should happen less with practice and development of correct L2

production rules.
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CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSIONS

The am of this research has been to show that the approaches used beforein
sudying case-marking errorsin L2 Russan were not adequate. They lacked quditative
information necessary to explain the nature of case-marking deviations. They dso
treated case-marking as a grictly morphologica phenomenon. Therefore, this study has
focused on trying to offer aunique theoretica explanation for why L2 Russan speskers
persst in making certain errors. This am has been achieved by providing quditative
andyds of spontaneous ord speech of aL.2 Russian learner.

The research conducted, and the examples provided, shows that the errors of case-
marking in L2 Russian are better explained by applying the theory of Incrementd
Procedurd Grammar. The advantage of this gpproach isthat it gives awider perspective
on how different cognitive and linguigtic rules (syntactic, morphological, phonologicd,
etc.) work together within alanguage production system on assigning and marking cases.
It also provides a reasonable theoretical account for errors/mistakes during this process
by postulating that speech production islexicaly and conceptudly driven and is carried
out incrementally by a set of specidized rules called procedures. Another important
clam of thistheory, thet the articulation of a sentence might start before the conceptual
or syntectica structures have been fully developed, helpsto explain fase garts, errorsin

identifying semantic roles within a sentence and, therefore, errorsin assgning the correct



case. Thisisespecidly true for Russan and other languages which dlow ardativey free
word order and rely on morphologica casein sgnding syntactic reationships.

The study supports the idea that during the process of L2 Russan case system
acquisition, anew set of language generating proceduresis being developed by alearner
within his’her language production system to handle the new rulesof L2. The andysis of
the data has shown that during the process of the development of L2 procedures, the
learner tended to transfer some of the production rules of his native language. The errors
caused by the transfer were very limited but tended to be very persstent. These errors
occurred not just in the first month but dso in the eeventh month of sudy. At the same
time, the study has shown thet the learner might have developed a unique rule within his
interlanguage production system to handle case-marking of alimited number of nounsin
Russan. Further datistical andysis of errors is necessary to confirm the interlanguage
production rule hypothesis described in the study.

The study has shown how misrepresentation of words and phrases of a second
language in the learner's menta lexicon caused case-marking errors.

The analyss of the data has also shown that because of the incrementad
procedura nature of the language production system the learner produced a number of
case-marking mistakes which should not be confused with errors. They are particularly
evident in the examples of the dips of the tongue and ‘fused’ sentences.

Furthermore, the study claims that mistakesin case-marking in L2 Russian
happen not because of the lack of knowledge about a particular case, but because it takes
time for the newly developed L2 Russian production rules to start working asfast and as
productively asthe rules of the native language of the learner. These mistakes occur
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becauise the speaker often hasto sacrifice the accuracy of his sentence to the fluency of
discourse®® In order to sustain the fluency, the spesker often dropsinflections and other
functiond words, leaving only content wordsin the sentence. The latter dso explains
why L2 Russan learners tend to use the Nominative case form of a noun where another
caseformisrequired. For L2 Russian learners this form apparently representsan
uninflected form of anoun. Further satistical analyss of such mistakesis necessary to
show what percentage they congtitute in comparison to other errors in case-marking.

Furthermore, this study suggests that case-marking errorsmistakes occur because
the L2 rules are learnt but not acquired by the learner. The acquisition of case-marking is
retarded because of the necessity to sustain the fluency of speech, the misrepresentation
in the mentd lexicon, the avallability of L1 syntactic congtructions which the learner uses
automaticaly and the incomplete development of the L2 articulation.

Due to the nature of this research (a case study of the production data of one L2
Russan learner) it is hard to make generdizations. More quditative researchwith a
greater number of participantsis needed to test some of the predictions and conclusons
made in the current study regarding the gpplication of IPG to the topic of case-marking
erorsin L2 Russan. However, this study isthe first step towards developing amore
comprehensive model of second language acquisition and effectively offersanew
explanation of why one L2 Russian speaker made and continued to make mistakes

despite having learned the basic rules of Russan grammar.
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Table2

Declension | (‘hard’ stems)??

M asculine Neuter
Sngular
Nominative (%] o]
Accusative In.@;An.a o
Genitive a a
Locative e e
Dative u u
[nstrumental om om
Plura
Nominative i a
Accusative In.i; An.ov a
Genitive ov (0]
Locative ax ax
Dative am am
[nstrumental amni amni

SOURCE: Cubberley, P. (2002). Russian: A Linguistic Introduction. Cambridge, UK:
Cambridge University Press(p. 112)

55



Table 3

Declenson Il (‘hard’” stems)

Feminine (and Masculine and Common persona)

Sngular

Nominative a
Accusttive u
Genitive i
Locative e
Daive e
Instrumental o]
Plura

Nominative i
Accusdive In.i; An. @
Genitive 1]
Locative ax
Dative am
[nstrumenta ami

SOURCE: Cubberley, P. (2002). Russian: A Linguistic Introduction. Cambridge, UK:
Cambridge University Press.(p. 113)
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Table4

Declenson 11

Feminine Neuter
Sngular
Nominative %] a
Accusative 1] a
Genitive [ on -i
Locaive i on -i
Dative [ on-i
Instrumental ju on’-om
Plurd
Nominative i ona
Accusative [ on-a
Genitive g on@
Locative ax on-ax
Dative am on-am
Instrumentd ami on-ami

SOURCE: Cubberley, P. (2002). Russian: A Linguistic Introduction. Cambridge, UK:
Cambridge University Press.(p. 114)
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Table5

Qudlitative Classfication of Case-marking Errorsin L2 Russan

Case Case Times Examples
Needed | Used Error | (L2 Russian sentence with an error underlined, tranditeration,
Found | word by word trandation into English, standard Russian
sentence, tranditeration, English trandation)
Nom. Acc. 1 Zarpla-tu nexorowie
Zarpla-tu nekhoroshie.
Salary (Acc) not good (Nom.)
Zarpla-ty nexorowie
Zapla-ty nekhoroshie.
(The salaries are not good)
Gen. 1 U meng byl na otpuske
U menja byl na otpuske.
Next to 1(Gen) was on vacation(Prep.)
Q byl na otpuske.
Ja byl naotpuske.
(I was on vacation)
Acc. Nom. 6 Mog sem;q I[bit vod-a
Moja semja ljubit vod-a
My  family (Nom) loves water (Nom)
Moq sem;q I[bit vod-u
Moja semja [jubit vod-u
(My family loves water)
Gen. 1 ~mbargo- otvet na _to-go vopros-a
Embargo- otvet na eto-go  vopros-a.
Embargo (Nom) — answer(Nom) to this(Gen) question (Gen)
~mbargo- otvet na “tot  vopros
Embargo- otvet na etot VOpros.
(Embargo is the answer to this question)
Prep. 2(the | Q I[bI[ nov-yx mest-ax
same | Ja ljublju nov-ykh  mest-akh.
phrase) | | (Nom)love  new(Prep) places (Prep)

Q I[bI[ nov-ye mest-a
Ja ljublju nov-ye mest-a
(I love new places)
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Gen. Nom. 16 Bez oplat-a
Bez oplat-a
Without payment(Nom)
Bez oplat-y
Bez oplat-y
(Without a payment)
Oon krugloe litco
On krugloe litso.
He (Nom) round (Nom) face (Nom)
Unego  krugloe litco
U nego krugloe litso.
(He has a round face)
Acc. or 4 Net vyezd
Nom. Net vyezd.
No exit (Acc. or Nom.)
Net vyezd-a
Net vyezd-a
(No exit)
Protiv otvet
Protiv  otvet.
Against answer (Acc. or Nom)
Protiv otvet-a
Protiv  otvet-a.
(Against the answer)
Dat. Nom. 2(the | Ona tri goda
same | Ona tri goda.
typeof | She(Nom) three (Nom) years (Gen)
structure) | Ej tri goda
E tri goda.
(Sheisthree years old)
Acc. or 2 St[ardessa da\t helovek-a “urnaly odeqlo.
Gen. Stjuardessa daet chelovek-a zhurnaly, odgao.
Stewardess (Nom) gives man(Acc. or Gen.) journals (Acc.),
blanket (Acc.)
St[ardessa da\t helovek-u “urnaly odeqlo
Sjuardessa daet chelovek-u zhurnay, odgdo.
(The stewardess gives journals, a blanket to a man).
Prep. Nom. 3 Soldaty v Amerik-a poluhili xorowu[
zarplatu
Soldaty v Amerik-a poluchili khoroshuju
zarplatu.

SoldiersfNom.) in America (Nom) received good(Acc.) salary
(Acc.)

Soldaty v Amerik-e poluhili xorowu[
zarplatu

Soldaty v Amerik-e poluchili khoroshuju
zarplatu.

(Soldiersin America received good salary)
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Acc. or
Nom.

Varmii mo " no byvat; nov-ye stran-y
V armii mozhno byvat' nov-ye stran-y.
In army(Prep.) may be new(Acc. or Nom.) countries
(Acc. or Nom.)

Varmii mo " no byvat; v nov-yx stran-ax)
V armii mozhno byvat' v nov-ykh strarrakh.
(It is possible to visit new countries in the army)

Acc.

V__Moskv-u neskolko raz byl
V Moskv-u neskol'’ko raz byl.

To Moscow(Acc.) several  times(Gen) was

V Moskv-e neskolko raz byl
V Moskv-e neskol'ko raz byl.

(I've been to Moscow several times)

Instr.

Nom.

Dumal[, hto “to ne budet bol ;w-aq problem-a
Dumaju, chto eto ne budet bol'sh-gja problem-a.
Think  that this(Nom) not be  big(Nom) problem (Nom.)
Duma[, hto "to ne budet bol;w-0j problem-oj
Dumaju, chto eto nebudet bol'sh-of  problem-g;.

(I think that it won't be a big problem)

Gen.

On vladeet anglijsk-ogo gzyk-a

On vladeet anglijsk-ogo  jazyk-a
He(Nom.) possesses English (Gen) language (Gen)
On vladeet anglijsk-im qzyk-om)

On vladeet anglijsk-im jazyk-om.

(He mastered the English Language)
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! The Bilingual Syntax Measure was the primary method of investigation in these studies. For a description
one might consult Gass, M. S, & Selinker, L., 2001, p. 105.
2 Here and after the following abbreviations will be used for cases: Nom. — Nominative, Acc. — Accusative,
Dat. — Dative, Gen. — Genitive, Instr. — Instrumental, Prep. — Prepositional
3«L1” inthis study stands for the first language,(mother tongue, native language) of the learner, while “L2
refersto any language or languages acquired after the first language.
* The term “interlanguage” in this study refersto the learner’ s systematic, evolving knowledge of the
second language
® For acritique of the morpheme studies see Gass, M. S., & Selinker, L., 2001, p 113-117; Rosansky 1976,

. 320-330

The terms “production”, “performance” and “output” are used as synonyms throughout this study.
" Thetraditional definition of the term “error” as a systematic incorrect form produced by learnersin their
L2 output is accepted in this research. The difference between errors and mistakes liesin the systematic
character of the former.
8 All the studies that the author of this research found in the literature had native English speakers as
subjects of their investigation
% Table 1 presents the transliteration system used in this paper.
10 For this discussion see Comriein Brecht, R. & Levine, J. (Eds.), (1985). Case in Savic. Columbus,
Ohio:Slavica; or Chvany, C. V. (1982). Hierarchiesin the Russian Case System: for NAGPDI, against
NGDAIP. Russian Language Journal 36, 125, 133-147.
1 | n addition two nouns preserve the historical vocative case form.
12 Second Genitive.
13 Second Locative
14 The following abbreviations will be used throughout the text: masc. — masculine, fem. — feminine, neutr.
— neuter, aswell assing. — singular, pl. — plural, in. — inanimate, an— animate.
15 A detailed description of exceptions can be found in Cubberley, 2002, pp. 115-121 and Offord, D., 1997,
pp. 242-258.
18 An article by Schachter (1974) entitled "An Error in Error Analysis" presents some of the criticisms of
the error analysis approach.
Y Thisfact iswell-described in the studies of agrammatism, e.g. Kolk, Van Grunsven, & Keyser (1985),
Kean (1979).
18 For a detailed discussion of Russian word order see King, T. (1995) Configuring Topic and Focusin
Russian; Bivon, R. (1971), Element Order.
19 This rule also applies to syntactic structures of the utterances produced by English speakersin their
native language. Hence, for example, the choice between the passive or active constructions.
20 The translation of the prepositiony (u) istaken from Cubberley, 2002, p. 186.
2L |n order to decide what is a mistake and what is an error one should look at for the instances of correct
usage of aparticular case. If they do exist then it is more likely to be a mistake rather than a systematic
error.
22 The soft stem endings are basically the same with afew exceptions and could be predicted based on the
phonological rules of Russian. Therefore, only hard stem endings are presented
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