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ERROR PATTERNS IN NEGATION IN RUSSIAN LEARNERS:
A COMPARISON OF NON-NATIVE AND HERITAGE SPEAKERS**

This article addresses the acquisition of the category of negation in Russian by
two distinct groups of learners — non-native speakers and heritage speakers. Drawing on
corpus-based data from the Russian Learner Corpus (RLC), the study explores structural
and developmental patterns in the use of negation across different stages of language
proficiency. While previous research has examined specific subdomains of Russian ne-
gation, such as double negation or the use of negative pronouns, the present work aims
to provide a comprehensive account of learner difficulties by comparing the two groups
in parallel. The analysis is grounded in a typological classification of negation-related
errors observed in learner production and considers both the linguistic and didactic per-
spectives. Particular attention is paid to the developmental dynamics of these errors and
the potential for their fossilization. By situating the phenomenon of negation within the
broader context of second language acquisition and bilingualism, the study contributes to
our understanding of the challenges involved in mastering this core grammatical category
in Russian. The findings are intended to inform language instruction by identifying crit-
ical stages in the acquisition process that may require targeted pedagogical intervention.

Keywords: negation acquisition, heritage speakers, Russian as a foreign language,
error typology, fossilization.

VY unaHKy ce aHaJM3HMpa yCBajame KaTeTOpHje HeTalllje Y PyCKOM je3UKY KOJI JBeE
pas3yInuuTe TpyIe YUeHHKa — CTPAHUX ¥ TOBOPHUKA PYCKOT Kao HacieaHor je3nka. [Toma-
3ehu of1 koprycHuUX nojaraka u3 Pyckor yaenunukor kopmyca (RLC), y pany ce ananmsu-
Pajy CTPYKTYpHH U pa3BOjHU oOpacuu Kopumrherma Heramuje Ha Pa3iTudauTHM je3HIKUM
nuBouMa. Jlok cy panuje crymuje nocBehieHe ompeljeHuM obnacTumMa pycKe Heraiuje
Kao IITO Cy JBOjHA HETalWja TN KOpUIheme OAPUIHUX 3aMEHHIIA, HAI Pajl TeXH Ja
MPEJICTaBH JIeTaJbaH OMUC Telikoha yueHnka nyteM mnopelema Bejy rpyma. AHamusa ce
3aCHMBA Ha TUIOJOIIKO] KIAaCH(PHUKAIIMjU TpelIaka Be3aHUX 3a HETallljy yOUCHHUX y To-
BOpY YUEHHKA U pa3MaTpa Kako JIMHIBUCTHUYKE, TAKO M MeToAndKe mepcrekruse. [Tomro
(eHOMEH Heraiyje cariieiaBa y HIMPEM KOHTEKCTY yCBajarba JPYror je3uka v OWIIMH-
TBH3Ma, Paj IONPHHOCH pa3yMeBamy H3a30Ba YKJbYUYCHHX Y CaBJaJaBarbe OBE KJbYYHE
rpamMaTH4Ke Kareropuje y pyckom. Pesynararu Texke Ja AONPHHECY MOLy4aBamy je3uka
momohy onpehnBarma KPUTHYHHX Tadaka y MPOIECY yCBajarba KOje MOTY 3aXTEBATH IH-
JbaHy MHTEPBEHIM]y HACTaBHHKA.
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Kwyune peuu: ycBajame Herammje, TOBOPHHIIH PYCKOT Ka0 M3BOPHOT jE€3WKa, Py-
CKH Kao CTPaHH je3WK, THIIOJIOTHja rperiaka, pocuinsanmja.

1. Introduction

Negation occupies a key position in linguistic systems and is one of the
fundamental grammatical categories found across all languages. Contemporary
studies, e.g., Horn (Horn 2010), Zeijlstra (Zeijlstra 2004), Penka (Penka 2011),
de Swart (de Swart 2010), Plungian (Ilmynrsiz 2011) demonstrate that negation is
not a homogeneous phenomenon. Rather, it represents a complex category whose
variability is shaped not only by the typological features of a given language but
also by its cognitive and functional characteristics.

Research in the field of negation thus encompasses a broad spectrum with-
in linguistics. It ranges from general inquiries — such as Horn’s (Horn 1989)
overview of the origins, typology, and semantics of negative constructions, or
the comprehensive theoretical account of negation across languages presented by
Déprez and Espinal in The Oxford Handbook of Negation (Déprez et al. 2020)
— to numerous specific aspects of the topic. These include, for instance, cy-
clic, typologically motivated changes in negative constructions (Jespersen 1917);
double negation (Zeijlstra 2004); the principles governing the functioning of
negative pronouns (Penka 2011); the relation between the means of expressing
and interpreting negation (de Swart 2010); the interaction between modality and
negation (van der Auwera 1998); the influence of negation on the grammatical
structure of languages in general and on other elements of the sentence in particu-
lar (Zwarts 1998); cross-linguistic comparative investigations into the nature of
negation (Haegeman 1995); and the acquisition of negation in the first language
(Bloom 1970; Bellugi 1967; Gennari et al. 2005; Thornton et al. 2013; Lle#tnun
2017; Myparmosa et al. 2007). Naturally, it is also possible to refer to scholarly
works that specifically examine the category of negation within the Russian lan-
guage itself (bormapenko 1983; Onbxosa 2004).

When it comes to second language acquisition, negation has been exam-
ined both from holistic perspectives — i.e., as a component of the general process
of second language learning (Krashen 1982; Lardiere 2008) — and as the central
object of investigation (Dimroth 2008; Gil et al. 2019; Griiter et al. 2010; Meisel
1997; Pourhashemi 1989). The volume of scholarship in this area is immense, as
the study of negation lies at the intersection of morphosyntax, semantics, prag-
matics, and logic, and is inextricably linked to cognitive development, language
acquisition, and typological markers specific to individual languages — all of
which naturally attract considerable scholarly attention.

This article, however, focuses on only one particular aspect of negation as
a linguistic phenomenon — namely, the acquisition of the category of negation
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by non-native and heritage speakers of Russian. As in other domains, we can rely
here on a wide range of studies devoted both to the acquisition of negation by
bilingual speakers (Avramenko et al. 2024; Punr6nom 2011), and to the difficul-
ties and challenges associated with negation in the context of learning Russian as
a foreign language (Belikova 2009; Cho 2018; Madariaga et al. 2024; IO et al.
2020; teprnna 2016).

Most of the aforementioned studies focus on specific aspects of the ac-
quisition of the category of negation — such as the issue of double negation
(FOn et al. 2020), the use of negative pronouns and adverbs (ITaakos 2016), or
the acquisition of negation by speakers of a given language in a didactic context
(Itepuuna 2016).

In contrast, the present study seeks to draw upon the possibilities offered
by existing corpus-based materials — in particular, the data provided by the Rus-
sian Learner Corpus (hereafter RLC) — to offer a general overview of the chal-
lenges encountered in the acquisition of the category of negation by non-native
and heritage speakers of Russian (regardless of the dominant language environ-
ment). We aim to highlight both the similarities and the differences between these
two processes, which show both parallels and fundamental divergences. To this
end, we will attempt to address the following research questions.

e How does error frequency in the domain of negation develop quanti-
tatively with the increase in overall language proficiency in groups of
non-native and heritage speakers of Russian?

e What is the typology of errors within the category of negation at different
stages of Russian language acquisition in these two groups?

e What are the observable trends in the evolution of different error types as
general language proficiency increases? Of particular interest is the ques-
tion of potential fossilization of certain error types related to negation
— that is, do any error types persist regardless of increasing language
proficiency, and do these coincide across the groups of non-native and
heritage speakers of Russian? We consider this last question to be central,
as its answer may define critical differences in the didactic approach to
teaching non-native and heritage learners in this specific domain, and
thereby influence instructional effectiveness.

2. Materials and Methods of Research

The Russian Learner Corpus (http://www.web-corpora.net/RLC/) is a
structured collection of texts produced by two distinct groups of non-standard
Russian speakers: individuals acquiring Russian as a foreign language and herit-
age speakers whose primary, dominant language differs from Russian. This cor-
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pus encompasses both spoken and written language samples, offering a valuable
resource for linguistic analysis. It provides the capability to search for wide a
spectrum of deviations from Standard Russian. These deviations include errors
in spelling and grammar, as well as unconventional lexical choices and syntac-
tic structures that diverge from normative usage. The Russian Learner Corpus
(RLC) enables searches based on the level of overall language proficiency, by the
predominant language (more than 40 languages) and, in total, contains 196,681
sentences and 2,370,243 words.

In this study, in accordance with the research objectives, the primary meth-
ods applied will include corpus analysis, frequency analysis, linguistic obser-
vation and description, distributional analysis along with the related syntactic
analysis, and the comparative approach.

3. Quantitative Development of Negation Errors in Non-Native and Heritage
Speakers of Russian Across Levels of Overall Language Proficiency

To address the first of our research questions — namely, how the rate of
negation-related errors changes quantitatively with increasing overall language
proficiency among groups of non-native and heritage speakers of Russian — we
constructed six subcorpora based on the Russian Learner Corpus (RLC) using a
method of random sampling. Specifically, we compiled three subcorpora for each
group (non-native and heritage speakers), each containing 200 sentences, corre-
sponding to three proficiency levels: beginner, intermediate, and advanced. In
total, 600 contexts were analyzed (each sentence was examined within its imme-
diate context). Within each subcorpus, we analyzed all instances of both correct
and incorrect usage of negative constructions. The frequency of such instances
was then converted into percentages. As a result, we are able to state that, overall,
the overwhelming majority of uses of negation in both groups can be considered

[ 05
% of correct usages (heritage) 8892,5
|

T g9

% of correct usages (foreign) 8%7 A g
I —— m Advance
) _ . w5 Intermediate
% of incorrect usages (heritage) 7,512 mBeginner
. . . 11
% of incorrect usages (foreign) 1135
0 20 40 60 80 100

Figure 1. The relationship between the overall language proficiency level of non-native
and heritage speakers and errors in the negation category
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successful. We also gained insight into the relationship between speakers’ general
language proficiency and the frequency of errors in the domain of negation.

Based on the analysis conducted, we can state that the percentage of erro-
neous uses of negation tends to decrease steadily with increasing levels of overall
language proficiency. Moreover, the correlation between the error rate progres-
sion in the non-native and heritage speaker groups is very high (the correlation
coefficient for both groups is 0.9). This indicates that, from a quantitative per-
spective, the progression in the acquisition of the category of negation does not
show significant differences between learners of Russian as a foreign language
and heritage speakers.

4. Typology of Negation Errors in Non-Native and Heritage Speakers of Russian

To gain a clear understanding of the typology of errors in the category of
negation among learners of Russian as a foreign language and heritage speakers,
we undertook the following:

e We conducted a qualitative analysis of all contexts involving incorrect
use of negative constructions in the RLC corpus, with the aim of clas-
sifying the errors marked in the corpus as belonging to the category of
negation;

e We conducted a quantitative analysis of all such contexts in order to de-
scribe the typology of negation errors among non-native and heritage
speakers at different stages of Russian language acquisition.

As aresult of a detailed qualitative analysis of the spoken and written data
contained in the RLC (we included only those cases that were explicitly marked
in the corpus as errors in the category of negation'), we identified the following
types of violations in the domain of negation.

Error Type Example of usage from the RLC
Complex | Double negation JleTn 3HAIOT HUYEro O MHUpE.
Complex Ho se B koem ciryuae Ps3aHoB He
Errors JlaBaJl €ro MOJIOZIOCTH OCTOHABIIMBATh
€ro He B 4EM.
Partial negatives |General CKopo s 3aMeTHJIa, YTO BCe KCHIIUHBI
/ general negation instead | B Poccun He mosineroT /.../. (e 6ce)?
negatives of partial
constructions negation

1 In this particular research we are dealing with a limited volume of material, which is also
reflected in the derived classification. Expansion of the corpus volume in the future, especially
of the heritage beginner segment, will certainly help to expand the classification in the future.

2 Here and hereafter, when examples are given, the correct options are italicized in parentheses.
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Partial negation

B n1eueOHMIE OH KUJI BCErO J[Ba Iofa,

instead of MOKa He OH yMep.

general

negation

Word order MHuage xak 9acTo IyMaroT, JeIo
mistake in caaMoB He T0JIbKO KacaeTcsi CeBepa

partial negation

/.0

Negative design element
omission

Omission of
"me" (omission

Bcem JaJin 06HIC>KI/ITI/IC, a MHeE JaJjId.

of negation)
Using an extra element in a | Unnecessary Koryia HeKoTopbIe CeMbH CBSI3aIINCh
negative construction "He" ¢ ciy)00ii 3amuThl nereit ouu (U
JIETH KaK U POJIUTENIN) He TaKe He
OILIYIIAJIM YTO OHH YYaCTBYIOT B C
3alIHUThI )IeTeﬁ, YYBCTBOBAJIM YTO OHU
11071 KOHTPOJISI.
Unnecessary [To-Moemy 310 Kak ObI HM HHYero
"Hu" CTpAILHOTO, TOTOMY YTO S BUJKY OJHHUX
U TEX K€ JIoJIeH KaXK/Iblil IEHb U MOTY
00IIaThCs ¢ HAMH.
Unnecessary Y MeHs HUKOT/Ia He ObII0 HUKAaKOTO
"Het" nj0ja HeT.
Replacement of one of the | Substitution ITomén B TpeHUPOBKY MECTHOTO KITyOa
elements of the negative ("me" instead of | Moero pomgHOTO TOpona “ JlaxmeH
design "an") Peifinac” u He pa3y He coXaleln.
Substitution VYuenslii ¢ Ox [lunep’ aymad, 4To oH

("au" instead of
"He")

IMMPOBEPUTH MPABUIIBHOCTH TCOPUU
Macnoy, HO OH HH COITIaCCH C
MHCHHEM Macnoya, YTO OCTAJIBHBIC
OCTaHAaBIIMBAIOTCA Ha OoJiee

MOTPEOHOCTSIX.
Substitution U eci 4TO-TO HO IIOHMMAET, OHA
of "ue" with MOJKET TIOCMOTPETH CJIOBA B ClIaBape.
another element
Substitution Haiue o61iee nernee xo00u - 31O

of "un" with
another element

HeyIUBHUTEIBbHO (QyTOOI, N MBI pasa
JIBa B HEZEJIO UTPAEM B HETO C Masi JI0
CEHTSIOPSL. (KaK HU yOusUmenvHo)

Substitution
of "mer" with
another element

Co CTOPOHBI BBITVISIAUT KaK BCE
xoporto u 6e3 mpobdiiem. (Hem
npobnem)
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Substitution
("me" instead of
"HeT")

E€ poaurenu u cectpa )KUBYT B
Actpaxane U y 304 He BO3MOXXHOCTHU
BCTpEYATh UX TaK YaCTO, KAK OHA
xoresa Obl.

Substitution

("met" instead
Of "He")

B TeueHne BpeMEHHBIX JIET, JIIOIH
niepeexaiy OOJIbIIe U3 ICPEBHU B
roposia, a HeT Hao0OpOT.

Incorrect usage

B Gankax He MOKHO H3I10JIb30BaTh

of "Henp3s" MOJIOUIBLHUKHY | T.JI.
B Mom0ke HeIb351 OBITH
MEIMKaMEHTOB TaK KaK OHA MOTYT
CTaTh NPUYHHON AJUICPTHH.

Using "ecTb Ho x coxxalieHuIo ecTh HeT >KeHCKOM

mer" instead of
HHeT"

KOMMaHIu 0ackeT00J1a B BBICILLION
LIKOJIE DKOHOMUKH.

Using "He ecTp"
instead of "mer"

u WHOTIa, KacCa 3aKpbIT U HE €CTh
IIPpUYCHU.

Genitive case in
negation

S xorena cnenarhk BCE 110-CBOEMY, He
X0TeJs1a MOMOIb HU OT KOTO.

"He" is written
separately / in
one word

Spelling Amxena K. roBopur, uto MHE

HEHPABUTCS YUINTHCS OHJIANH

Table 1. Typology of negation errors (general overview with examples)

It can be seen that here, first of all, there are deviations related to complex
problems, such as double negation and partial/general negation. In most cases, these
errors disrupt the structure of the whole utterance. But there are also problems re-
lated to the absence / excessive use / substitution of elements of negative construc-
tions, which can, but should not be complex, as well as errors related to spelling.

In order to get a more accurate picture of the distribution of each type of
error at different levels of Russian language acquisition by non-native and her-
itage speakers, we also conducted a quantitative analysis of the material. Since
the size of the six subcorpora considered (non-native and heritage speakers by
levels: beginner, intermediate, advanced) is different, we dealt with different
amounts of data.

Beginner | Intermediate Advanced
foreign 37 238 52
heritage |5 112 34

Table 2. Absolute frequency of incorrect usages
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Upon closer examination, it became clear that the number of relevant er-
rors in the heritage speakers at the beginner level subcorpus — amounting to only
five instances — renders a qualitative analysis of error typology infeasible, as
the resulting data would compromise the validity of the study. Therefore, in the
subsequent quantitative analysis, in which the number of errors of each type was
converted into a percentage of the total number of errors within each group, we
were obliged to limit the scope to the remaining five groups.

Overall, the results of the analysis indicate that the speech of learners of
Russian as a foreign language exhibits all types of errors also found in the speech
of heritage speakers. However, in the speech of heritage speakers — across all
proficiency levels — certain error types that appear among non-native speakers
were completely absent.

The following issues appear to be generally uncharacteristic of heritage
speakers:

* Unnecessary ‘Hu’

e Unnecessary ‘Het’

* Substitution of ‘ne’ with another element

* Substitution of ‘“au’ with another element

* Substitution of ‘wet’ with another element

* Using ‘ecth Het’ instead of ‘Het’

* Using ‘He ects’ instead of ‘Her’

Beginner (foreign)

29,7
30
25
19
20 16,2
15
10 8,1 8,1
54
5 I 27 2,7 27 2,7 257
0 | || | | |
& o & S ?f: & & O & & &
N > B & > & & & & &
& & & & & &% & & o o o
et o > o o 3 & & & & &
UV S R A
* o8 & DR o i 5 o Gl e F
< $ 03 ~ 8 N e > & Y
o Q % < > o o & & &
\\-b ,bb P & > 0 & o8 &
& 2 N <& & o 5 N $
& &8 G; & S & ) & & &
& & o 5 & d S8 S N
& = S % o8 & 3 & &
& S B & > o & & &
& e;o"’b N w\\?’% < \'&0 \’\’)0 \)‘(\O
& @ N P ) O
D o G S & 8
@ & N ¥ 3
& & & < &

Figure 2. Typology of negation errors (foreign Beginner)
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At the level of beginners with Russian as a foreign language, we see the
least variety of error types, which, in our opinion, is explained by the speakers' in-
tensive use of the compensatory avoidance strategy, which allows them to avoid
obviously problematic or simply difficult constructions. Qualitative analysis of
the material has shown that the repertoire of negative constructions at this level
is characterized by narrowness, which leads to increased errors in several of the
most problematic areas, such as: double negation, interchange of general and
partial negation, substitution ‘Het’ instead of ‘He’ and ‘ecth Het’ instead of ‘Het’,
in addition, errors in spelling (‘ue’ is written separately / in one word) are high-
lighted.

The use of ‘ner’ instead of ‘He’ and ‘ectb HeT’ instead of ‘Her’ represents
typical errors observed at the beginner level. These errors are primarily caused
by a lack of understanding or insufficient internalization of the basic means of
expressing of concepts of existence and possession in Russian — particularly the
correct usage of the verb ‘ObITh’ in its zero form.

25 23,2

20

15 <
10,5
10 8
[ 82 62
5 'Y 3,81 345 29 3,6
8 I 729 Ha521
s .9 ,9 B9 13 13 08 08 04 o4
II‘)IIOII%I%.éb 4 9
Q o 3
&

D -
N N AT & & I XD N
O N NGRS O S - & & (&Q«\é o B E
& & > F & HE EEE S @ S RS box
@ DN RN NS RS L LTS
F & & & Fe & FNE S
(I o & o & & \);_;b% S N S E
bbo <& 5O ® & {\{e“ %@\ & éj\v & \\S&l\\ ng\ RN (“‘\q‘
EXIRNRTAEIN & o & & E & g7 & &
ISR M Xe) <& & N N Sl ) X &
SRS RS ) & & & S
R o oy & &K e QO &
PR S N ¥ & & O S L LS
RV S < RSP SR »© »®
& &P R s F o <
> AT Q° e &
& &Ib S \‘)Q%
% @ 2

Figure 3. Typology of negation errors (foreign + heritage Intermediate)

As shown clearly in Figure 3, the key distinction in the typology of errors
at the intermediate level lies in the significantly greater diversity of error types.
This fragmentation — which, among other factors, results from the increased va-
riety of syntactic constructions used by speakers — sets intermediate learners
apart from those at the beginner and advanced levels. Moreover, when comparing
the foreign and heritage groups, it becomes evident that this fragmentation is
considerably more pronounced in the group of learners of Russian as a foreign
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language. Several types of errors — such as unnecessary ‘Hu’ / ‘Het’, substitution
of ‘ne / ‘um’ / ‘Het’ with another element, using ‘ectp Hetr’ instead of ‘Her’, and
using ‘He ecTh’ instead of ‘HeT’” — do not occur at all in the speech of heritage
speakers at this level.

We can also observe areas of error concentration that are typical for both
groups — such as double negation, the substitution of general negation for partial
negation and vice versa, and, to a lesser extent but still present in both groups,
unnecessary ‘He’, omission of ‘He’, and issues with genitive case in negation. At
the same time, certain problems appear to be significantly more typical of only
one of the groups.

For non-native speakers, the correct distribution of ‘ue” and ‘Her’ presents
considerable difficulty. In contrast, heritage speakers struggle more frequently
with the substitution between ‘ae’ and ‘uu’, especially with the use of ‘me’ in-
stead of ‘mum’, which emerges as a particularly serious issue. In the former case,
the underlying causes are syntactic: the observed errors are often the result of
contamination between competing syntactic structures and the incomplete acqui-
sition of existential and possessive constructions. In the latter case, the primary
challenge lies in phonological features, particularly the distinction between ‘He’
and ‘un’ in stressed and unstressed positions, as heritage speakers tend to acquire
the language primarily through auditory exposure.

40

35,3
35 33
30
25 23
20
13,5
15 18 11,8
10 8 27 8,8
5,9 5,9 5,9
3, 3,8 3,8 3,8
2 IO 8.9 LS 199 1,9 (LT I
) In BF BF He wo uh ufl
L Qo Q N N QD > N N D Q N N
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4
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Figure 4. Typology of negation errors (foreign + heritage Advanced)
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At the advanced level, we observe a narrowing of the range of errors in
the domain of negation, even as the diversity of syntactic constructions used by
speakers is maintained — and, as revealed by the qualitative analysis, even in-
creases.

Interestingly, the set of problems common to both groups remains largely
unchanged. These include:

* double negation,

* substitution between general and partial negation (with heritage speakers

also displaying word order mistakes in partial negation),

* and, to a lesser extent, omission of ‘He’, unnecessary ‘He’, and issues

with the genitive case in negation.

At the same time, the distribution of other error types outside these core
categories diverges significantly between the two groups.

Among non-native speakers, difficulties at this level include:
* overuse of ‘uu’ and ‘Her’,
* and incorrect usage of ‘Henmb3s’.

Among heritage speakers, common issues include:
* confusion between separate and joined spelling of ‘He’,
* and the use of ‘Hu’ instead of ‘ne’.

Each of the difficulties mentioned above undoubtedly warrants in-
dependent and detailed analysis. However, given the limited scope of this
article and its survey-oriented nature, we will, for the time being and by
way of example, examine in greater detail only one issue — the one that
consistently ranks first in frequency across all error distributions, both
among non-native and heritage speakers, at all proficiency levels. This, of
course, concerns the issue of double negation, which plays a crucial role in
mastering the category of negation in Russian. The remaining error types
will be the subject of future, more in-depth investigations.

Double negation, or what Vsevolodova (Bceromogosa 2000) terms
negative modification in the context of Russian as a Foreign Language
(RFL), does not represent a single issue but rather a complex cluster of
interrelated difficulties, which constitutes a major obstacle for the majority
of learners precisely due to its multifaceted nature. What does this cluster
include?

At its core lies the fundamental issue of the very concept of double
negation, which is unacceptable or ungrammatical in many languages. This
manifests in two principal forms: problems involving the negative particle
preceding the verb (Example 1, Table 3), and errors involving negative
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pronouns or adverbs (Example 2, Table 3). Even among speakers whose
native languages allow double negation, difficulties often arise concern-
ing the number of negative components involved in a “double” negative
construction — which, in Russian, is not necessarily limited to just two
(Example 3, Table 3). Another core difficulty concerns the distinction be-
tween utterances with no grammatical negation, with single negation, and
with double negation. Here, learners may produce slight shifts in intended
meaning or stylistic deviations (Examples 4 and 5, Table 3), or, in more
serious cases, significant misunderstandings (Example 6, Table 3).

Example of usage

1 | letu [He]® 3HAIOT HUYErO O MUpE.

2 | W s He X04y pyTaThes C KeM TO.

3 | KoneuHo, st BEIyunsiach HUKOT/IA [He| MOKMMATh PYKH HUKOMY, 1 OblIa JOBOJIbHA
co0oii.

4 | A crynenTka U y MeHs [HeT] HU JIeHET, HU BPEMEHH JeNIaTh MOKYTIKH.

5 | AmeHHO M3-32 y4&OBI 51 CTAl0 paHO YTPOM, XOTS 51 ISHCTBUTEIILHO HUKaKasi [He]
paHHSS NTaIIKa.

6 |Bcem manu obiiexxurre, a MHE [He] mamu.

Table 3. Examples of errors from The Russian Learner Corpus 1

In addition to the core issues, there are several associated problems. First,
there is the issue of distinguishing between invariable negative adverbs such as
‘aurme’ and ‘awmkak’, on the one hand, and negative pronouns such as ‘HukTO’
and ‘amueit’, which possess full paradigms, on the other. This often results in
failure to decline pronouns appropriately (Example 1, Table 4). Related to this is
interference based on formal similarity with the indeclinable indefinite pronouns
‘aexto’ and ‘Heuro’ (Example 2, Table 4). Second, learners face difficulties in
choosing the appropriate pronoun, applying the correct inflectional paradigm,
and then selecting the appropriate case (Examples 3 and 4, Table 4). Third, we ob-
serve contamination between two-part sentences featuring double negation (e.g.,
‘51 auxomy He 3BoHMN’) and single-subject constructions with different semantics
and without double negation (e.g., ‘MHe Hekomy ObUTO TO3BOHUTE ) (Examples 5
and 6, Table 4). Fourth, there is the issue of non-standard prepositional placement
in prepositional-case constructions — specifically, when the preposition appears
between a prefix and the root, as in ‘MsI HU 0 uéMm He roBopuin’. Fifth, closely
related to the previous issue, is the problem of separating the pronoun from the
preposition in writing (Examples 7 and 8, Table 4).

3 Here and further in the tables with examples, the elements of the utterance missing in the
speakers' speech are given in square brackets.
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Example of usage Correct option

1 | 51 He Mory1a pasroBapuBarh 00 TOM € HHKTO, HO MOsI /.../ HU c KeM, /.../.
nozipyra Oblia CO MHOW M HE JOTOBOPHJIA OTBETEI.

2 | Korma mansank poamiack 5 asrycra 1905 B Mionxene, /.../, HUKTO HE
HEKTO AyMaJl, YTO OH CTAaHET 3BE3101 3KOHOMUYECKON aymai, /.../.
chepsr.

3 | Bompekn oxxuanusM Beero BiiauBocToKCcKoro Hapoya, /.../ He coobmmIT0
TOPOJICKOE TPaBUTEIHCTBO HE COOOIHIIO HHKOTO HUKaKoro /.../.
odunmansHoro MueHus o crpoe ADC B XabapoBcke.

4 | Mens pa3npokaeT To, 4TO 5 He yCIel0 TIPOYNTaTh BeCh /.../ HY Ha KaKoi
MaTeprall JOCTaTOYHO XOPOLIO VISl HIKAKOI'0 DK3aMEHa. | 9K3aMeH.

5 | Ocobena ecii OHM HEKOT/Ia STOTO He BU/IEJIH. /.../ HUKOTZIA ATOTO

HE BUJICIH.

6 | B mepBoif crianbHe 1BE MBI, OJTHA CJIEBa OT BTOPOH /.../ HUYero He
MBIIITH, KOTOpas HeYero JaejaaeT y OKHA. nenaer /.../.

7 | 3Har0 MHOTHX JIIOZIEH, JaKe MOJIOJIBIX, KOTOPLIC He 3a4TO /.../ HU 3a 4TO HE
HH XOTeJIH ObI XXNUTh, HaIIpUMep, B XeIbCHHKH. xoreJu Obl /.../.

8 | Ho, 51 He X04y 00paraTsCsi HIKAKOMY CIICIIHAJIHCTY. /.../ HE X0uy

oOparmrarsCst HU K
KakoMy /.../.

Table 4. Examples of errors from The Russian Learner Corpus 2

These difficulties are further compounded by the issue of genitive case in
negation, along with the corresponding adjective agreement. Here, we observe
both substitution of the genitive case with an incorrect case (Example 1, Table
5), and, conversely, the replacement of a nominative subject with the genitive
case, which reflects a case of overgeneralization (Example 2, Table 5). Additional
confusion is introduced by the failure to distinguish between and the interchange-
ability of the particles ‘e’ and ‘un’ (Examples 3, 4, 5, Table 5). This is particu-
larly problematic in light of a tendency toward error accumulation (Example 3,
Table 5 — incorrect joined/separate spelling combined with ‘me’ instead of ‘uu’;
Example 5, Table 5 — spelling error in a negative pronoun combined with ‘Hu’
instead of ‘He”).

Example of usage Correct option
1 | Kazamoch, 4T0 HUKTO He OBLT JJ0Ma ¥ ObLIO CHIIbHAS MIJIA. /.../ HUKOTO HE
obu10 /.../.
2 | 5l »xmaia moayaca, ¥ OJUH TaKCHUCT CKaszaj MHE, YTO HUKOI'0 He /.../ HUKTO HE
NMPUAET U3-3a TOTO, UTO PEHC OIMOo3all. npuenet /.../.
3 | U3 ¢huHHOB He KTO 32 TpaHHIICH 3HAKOM, HO Ha HEKOTOPBIX /.../HMKTO HE
KOHKypcax ydactBoBasu FOkka u Kupen Apomaa B 80- X rojmax. | u3BecTeH /.../.
4 |DTO0 He ¢ YeM He CPABHUTD. /.../ HHE ¢ 4YeM
HE CPaBHHTE.
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5 | Takxe, He Mory Bam cka3arh, CKOJIbKO pa3 MpOILION 3UMOM /.../ HUKOT/IA HE
nocsie Moero npebbiBanus B Kazaxcrane st pyrai cBoux Apyseit, |oxaesaror/.../.
OIISATh 3a00JIEBIIIUX, 33 TO, YTO OHU HHUKO/JA HU O/I€BAIOT ILAIKY
3UMOH.

Table 5. Examples of errors from The Russian Learner Corpus 3

Speakers, in their majority, are aware of the existence of big problems
with double negation, which, of course, mainly positively affects the process of
mastering the category of negation, but, unfortunately, also often leads to over-
compensation, when double negation / third, fourth negative element appears in
constructions where they are superfluous. The examples given in Table 6 reflect
the variety of problems that arise as a result of overcompensation. These in-
clude redundant isolated ‘wet’ (Example 1, Table 6), and redundant ‘we’ before a
full-nominal verb (Example 2, Table 6), redundant ‘ue’ before a negative pronoun
(Example 3, Table 6), and even substitution of a sentence without grammatical
negation by a negative sentence (Example 4, Table 6).

Example of usage Correct option

1 | Y MeHs HUKOTA He ObII0 HUKAKOI0 M10J1a HeT. /.../ HE OBLIO
HUKAKOTO HJI0JA.

2 |OHH He MOIVIM HUYEro He JesaaTh, 1 Konbeps 3a TeueHue OHu HE MOTJIH

25 munyT Konbeps uponnuecku pyrai bymia v mryTun Tak, | HU4ero Jenarh, /.../.
4TOOBI BCE TIOHSJIM, YTO OH HE LIYTHT.

3 | Akmapai Tare eje BCTaja C IacTen U OTKPHIB MHE IBEPb /.../ s HUYero He
yTaja Ha IOJI ¥ cKa3asia «YXoau!» s He HU4ero He MOHsLIA, |TOHANA, /.../.
crnpammBaia «YTo caydnnocs?».

4 | MHorma st 3asi/10 UTO TO OTYYHBAI0 HAYMHAIO 3yOpUTH 2-3 /.../ mpekpaiar
HEJICNH, U yCTal0, HAYHHAK) HUYero He YYUTh MECSI] YTO-THO0 YUUTH
JKEJIaHWsI POTAIACeT U TEPSI0 BPEMSI. /...].

Table 6. Examples of errors from The Russian Learner Corpus 4

To date, in the practice of teaching Russian as a foreign language, it is con-
sidered appropriate to apply two different approaches in explaining the problem
of double negation, depending on the native language of the speaker. For speak-
ers of Romano-Germanic languages, the focus is on the need to use the particle
‘ne’ before the predicate if there are negative pronouns/adverbs in the sentence,
while for speakers of some other languages (e.g., Chinese, Turkish, Korean), the
importance of replacing pronouns and adverbs like ‘Bce’, ‘Bcerna’ with negative
pronouns and adverbs with ‘au” when using negative verbs is emphasized (FO3 et
al. 2020; INankoB 2016). There is also a clear and well-thought-out system of ex-
ercise types that progressively passes through all levels of language proficiency
and ensures gradual acquisition of double negation and the category of negation
in general (Bemmuko 2009).
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From our point of view, the success of the application of already available,
and sufficiently qualitatively and in detail developed, methods depends to a great
extent, first of all, on how successfully it is possible to avoid the cumulation
of the above-mentioned problems in the process of language acquisition. In our
opinion, the most important factor here is the gradual, step-by-step introduction
and elaboration of all the above-mentioned aspects of the problems, systematic
avoidance of the accumulation of undeveloped/partially mastered and unrein-
forced elements in the process of interiorization internalization of negative con-
structions. Success also depends on how early and effectively communicative
types of exercises are introduced, which are known to contribute to the automatic
usage of correct skills in speaking and writing.

5. Development of Negation Errors in Non-Native
and Heritage Speakers of Russian

To obtain a clearer picture of how the frequency of individual error types
evolves with increasing overall language proficiency, we recalculated the num-
ber of each error type per subcorpus volume in instances per million (ipm). As
expected, most error types exhibit positive dynamics: their frequency decreases
predictably as general language proficiency improves. However, some nuances
emerge here as well — and the developmental trajectory of each error type, as
shown in Figures 5, 6, and 7, proves to be highly individualized. Among herit-
age speakers, we generally observe only one type of positive dynamic: a sharp
decline in error frequency between the intermediate and advanced levels, or com-
plete disappearance of the error from production at the advanced stage.

Reduction of error rates (heritage)

Incorrect usage of "Henb3s"

Substitution ("HeT" instead of "He")
Substitution ("He" instead of "HK™)

Genitive case in negation

Substitution ("HK" instead of "He")
Unnecessary "ne"

Omission of "He" (negation)

Partial negation instead of general negation
General negation instead of partial negation
Double negation

o

20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160

m Intermediate Advanced

Figure 5. Reduction of error rates (heritage speakers)
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Among non-native speakers, however, we observe three distinct patterns of
positive development. First, we find the same pattern already observed in herit-
age speakers: a clear correlation between the level of overall language proficien-
cy and the number of errors across groups. As shown in the graph, the majority
of error types disappear at the advanced level (and some even at the intermediate
level), or their frequency drops significantly.

Reduction of error rates (foreign)

Substitution of "HeT" with another element
Substitution of "Hu" with another element
Substitution of "He" with another element

Substitution ("He" instead of "Hu")

Using "ecTk HeT" instead of "HeT"

"He" is written separately / in one word I

Partial negation instead of general negation I |-
Substitution ("HeT" instead of "He") GG R
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80

m Beginner Intermediate  ® Advanced

Figure 6. Reduction of error rates (foreign speakers) I

Second, there are cases where a decline in error frequency is observed only
at the intermediate level. This pattern is likely attributable to the narrow syntac-
tic repertoire and the active use of compensatory avoidance strategies by begin-
ner-level learners. Thus, the emergence of these errors at the intermediate level
reflects an active phase of language development — including the implementa-
tion of various learning strategies, and, not least, the expansion of the learner’s
syntactic repertoire.

Reduction of error rates (foreign) Il

Using "He ecTb" instead of "vet" NN
Incorrect usage of "Henbaa" NG
Word order mistake in partial negation I
Substitution ("He" instead of "Het") I
Substitution ("Hu" instead of "He") M
Unnecessary "ve" IS
|

Genitive case in negation

m |ntermediate Advanced

Figure 7. Reduction of error rates (foreign speakers) I1
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Third, we also observe a type of positive development characterized by a
U-shaped trajectory, which reflects the complexity of the internalization process
for certain aspects of knowledge, the gradual development of skills, and the even-
tual stabilization of correct usage. The apparent regression associated with the
internalization of previously acquired knowledge — typical of U-shaped develop-
ment — has been thoroughly documented in the SLA literature across all levels of
language (Ellis 2002; Williams et al. 2022; Carlucci et al. 2013).

U-pattern in error ratevariation (foreign)

Double negation | N SN

Omission of "He" (negation) [NV

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180

mBeginner wmlIntermediate mAdvanced

Figure 8. U-pattern in error ratevariation (foreign speakers)

On the other hand, the positive trend described above is only very weakly
evident in the case of double negation at the advanced level. The persistently high
error frequency among non-native speakers reveals a much weaker U-shaped de-
velopment (53.4 — 57.6 — 48.2 ipm) than might be expected, which points to
substantial difficulties in overcoming challenges in this domain.

In our view, the key factor here is the need for consistent, systematic
work on double negation beginning at the earliest stages of language instruction.
Equally important is the principle of avoiding cumulative cognitive overload in
individual tasks or at particular stages of instruction. Indeed, the accumulation
of multiple high-demand elements (e.g., managing word order, selecting the ap-
propriate particle, determining its position in the utterance, choosing the correct
form of a negative adverb or pronoun, placing the preposition, etc.) may lead to
speaker resignation, and consequently, to fossilization of the error.

In the case of omission of ‘ae’ (4.9 — 8.1 — 5.7 ipm), we observe an in-
stance of incomplete U-shaped development. At the advanced level, such errors
tend to occur in syntactically complex utterances containing multiple negative
elements, and may, in our view, be attributed to overcompensation and learners’
efforts to maintain the “correct” number of negative components in the sentence.

All of the patterns described above are consistent with expectations based
on existing research in the field of second language acquisition. Nevertheless,
despite the overall positive developmental trajectory in the domain of negation —
observed in both heritage and non-native speakers — there are certain error types
whose frequency, paradoxically, increases with rising levels of overall language
proficiency. These types of errors are of particular interest, as they highlight per-
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sistent learning challenges and help identify which aspects of negation require
focused instructional attention. Recognizing these trends is crucial for teachers
working with both non-native and heritage learners of Russian, as it may help
prevent fossilization of such error types.

Increase in error rates (foreign)

General negation instead of partial negation I |
Unnecessary "Het" [l
Unnecessary "Hu" N
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90

mBeginner m®intermediate mAdvanced

Figure 9. Increase in error rates (foreign speakers)

Increase in error rates (heritage)

Word order mistake in partial negation I

Substitution ("He" instead of "Het") N

"He" is written separately / in one word I
0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20

m Intermediate Advanced
Figure 10. Increase in error rates (heritage speakers)

The graphs presented above clearly illustrate the differences be-
tween the two groups under investigation. Among heritage speakers, er-
ror patterns often stem from the uneven development of language modal-
ities, in particular, from significantly stronger skills in speaking than in
writing. This discrepancy gives rise to errors such as substitution of ‘ue’
instead of ‘Her’ and ‘ne’ is written separately/in one word. A considera-
ble improvement could result from placing greater instructional focus on
writing skills.

As for word order mistakes in partial negation, this error type tends
to emerge as a consequence of a decrease in substitutions of partial nega-
tion with general negation. That is, learners have already internalized the
inadmissibility of using general negation in certain types of sentences, but
still struggle to determine the correct position of the negative particle in
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preverbal negation structures.* In this sense, such errors may be seen more
as a byproduct of a generally positive developmental trend. Nonetheless,
overcoming these challenges requires systematic work with intonational
patterns (particularly phrasal stress) and their syntactic functions, as well
as instruction focused on information structure and theme-rheme articu-
lation.

Overall, heritage speakers tend to exhibit relatively low frequencies
of fossilized errors in the domain of negation — a pattern that stands in
stark contrast to that observed among non-native speakers, whose situation
differs fundamentally. On the one hand, we observe a slight increase in the
already marginal frequency of overuse of ‘net’ and ‘am’, which, as in pre-
vious cases, may be viewed as a byproduct of a generally positive trend.
These errors appear to stem from overcompensation as learners attempt
to master one of the most complex areas of Russian negation — double
negation.

On the other hand, as previously noted, the frequency of errors in
double negation remains persistently high among non-native speakers,
even at the advanced level — a clear indicator of undesirable fossilization
in this critical domain. Even more pronounced signs of fossilization are
found in what appears to be the second most problematic area of nega-
tion for non-native speakers at the advanced stage — namely, the erroneous
substitution of general negation for partial negation. The development of
error frequency in this category (9.7 — 33.3 — 34 ipm) illustrates a typical
fossilization pattern resulting from overcompensation.

Earlier, we observed that at initial stages of language acquisition,
non-native speakers more frequently exhibited the opposite problem — us-
ing partial negation instead of general negation. However, already at the

4 Naturally, we are fully aware that in Russian there exist both semantically general negation
constructions — realized through predicate negation as well as preverbal (constituent)
negation — and semantically partial negation constructions, which likewise may involve
either predicate or preverbal negation (for a detailed typology, see, e.g., [Tanyuesa 2011).

However, from the perspective of practical acquisition — that is, on the basis of our empirical
material — the overwhelming majority of errors pertained to three specific types of violations:

1. The erroneous use of a semantically general negative sentence with predicate negation
instead of a semantically partial negative sentence with preverbal negation;

2. The erroneous use of a semantically partial negative sentence with preverbal negation
instead of a semantically general negative sentence with predicate negation;

3. The incorrect placement of the negative particle within a semantically partial negative
sentence involving preverbal negation.
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intermediate level, the inverse pattern becomes dominant and remains vir-
tually unchanged at the advanced stage. Meanwhile, the use of partial ne-
gation where general negation is required continues to decline, indicating
improvement.

This suggests that the issue does not stem from a conceptual mis-
understanding of the general vs. partial negation distinction. Rather, it
reflects the fixation and procedural automatization of incorrect speech
patterns established at the intermediate level. And since negative construc-
tions are highly frequent in Russian, it is precisely at the intermediate stage
that special efforts must be made to prevent fossilization in this area —
primarily through systematic reinforcement of correct forms and targeted
instructional feedback.

6. Conclusions

1. As language proficiency increases, the percentage of errors in negation
tends to decrease gradually, with a high correlation between error rates in non-na-
tive and heritage speakers, suggesting that quantitatively, progress in mastering
the negation category shows no significant differences between learners of Rus-
sian as a foreign language and heritage speakers.

2. The typology of errors in the domain of negation by levels, which simul-
taneously represents critical points requiring teacher support during the acquisi-
tion process, can be presented as follows.

Beginner level (foreign learners):

Limited variety of error types due to reliance on compensatory strategies
to avoid complex constructions. Narrow range of negation constructions leads to
increased errors in key areas:

e Double negation.

e Substitution between full and partial negation.

e Confusion between ‘Her’ and ‘He’, and ‘ecTh Het’ instead of ‘HeT’.

e Spelling errors related to ‘e’ (written as one word or separately).

Intermediate Level:

Greater variety of error types as speakers utilize more diverse syntactic
constructions. Foreign learners exhibit more pronounced fragmentation in errors
compared to heritage speakers.

Typical errors for both groups include double negation and substitution
issues (full and partial negation), excessive ‘He’ or its omission, issues with gen-
itive negation, but unique challenges arise:
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e Non-native speakers struggle with the distribution of ‘me’ and ‘mer’.
e Heritage speakers face issues with substituting ‘ue’ and ‘Hu’, often using
‘ue’ instead of ‘Hn’.

Advanced Level:

Narrowing of error types in negation, while maintaining or increasing the
variety of syntactic constructions used. Consistent problems across both groups
include double negation and issues with substitution of full and partial negation.
Distinct differences in error patterns emerge:

e Non-native speakers often overuse ‘Hu’ and ‘Her’ and misuse ‘HEIB3s .
e Heritage speakers struggle with the spelling (written as one word or sep-
arately) of ‘me’ and the use of ‘uu’ instead of ‘me’.

The following types of errors occur in the speech of non-native speakers
but are entirely absent in the speech of heritage speakers: unnecessary ‘uHu’, un-
necessary ‘Hetr’, substitution of ‘e’ with another element, substitution of ‘Hu’
with another element, substitution of ‘Hetr’ with another element, using ‘ects HeT’
instead of ‘Her’, using ‘He ecth’ instead of ‘Her’.

3. Patterns of Error Development

While most errors decrease in frequency as learners progress, individual
error types follow distinct developmental trajectories.

Heritage Speakers: Errors sharply decline from intermediate to advanced,
often disappearing. The main challenge stems from asymmetrical skill develop-
ment — oral proficiency outpaces writing, leading to errors such as substitution
‘we’ instead of ‘Her’ and ‘me’ is written separately/in one word. Increased focus
on writing and prosodic structure is key to overcoming these issues.

Non-Native Speakers: Three distinct patterns of error reduction emerge:

e Gradual decline, aligning with the heritage speaker trend.

e Errors appearing at intermediate due to limited syntax and avoidance
strategies on the beginner level, reflecting active learning rather than fos-
silization.

e U-Shaped Development, where errors temporarily rise before stabilizing,
indicating the complexity of internalizing negation rules.

Despite overall improvement, negation errors in non-native speakers pres-
ent a risk of fossilization, particularly in the areas of double negation and gen-
eral vs. partial negation. While early stages show a tendency to overuse partial
negation, learners at the intermediate level often shift towards the opposite issue
— overuse of total negation — which persists into advanced proficiency. This sug-
gests not a lack of conceptual understanding but the automatization of incorrect
patterns during active language acquisition.
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To mitigate these risks, systematic reinforcement of double negation rules
from the early stages is essential. Particular attention should be given to gradu-
al skill integration, ensuring that learners do not experience cognitive overload
when simultaneously managing multiple linguistic factors, such as word order,
choice and placement of negation particles, and syntactic constraints specific to
double negation. This chapter highlights the need for targeted intervention at the
intermediate level to prevent fossilization and promote the stable acquisition of
correct double negation structures.

References

Avramenko, Marina, Vladislava Warditz, Natalia Meir. “Heritage Russian in contact with
Hebrew and German: A cross-linguistic study of requests.” International Journal
of Bilingualism 00 (0), 2024: 1-26.

Belikova, Alyona. “Lakshmanan and Lindsey’s (1998) Genitive of Negation Study
Reloaded: Non-acquisition as evidence of knowledge”. [In:] M. Bowles et
al. (eds.) Proceedings of the 10th Generative Approaches to Second Language
Acquisition Conference (GASLA 2009). Somerville, MA: Cascadilla Proceedings
Project, 2009, 201-209.

Bellugi, Ursula. The acquisition of the system of negation in children’s speech (Doctoral
dissertation). Harvard Graduate School of Education, Cambridge, MA, 1967:
Universititsbibliothek Passau, sign. 00/ER 920 B449-2.

Bloom, Lois. Language development: Form and function in emerging grammars.
Cambridge: The M.L.T. Press, 1970.

Carlucci, Lorenzo, John Case. “On the necessity of U-shaped learning”. Topics in
Cognitive Science 5(1), 2013: 56-88.

Van der Auwera, Johan. “On combining negation and modality.” [In:] Proceedings of
the XVIeme Congres International des Linguistes. Oxford: Pergamon Press, 1998.

Cho, Jacee. “Testing the morphological congruency effect in offline comprehension:
L2 Russian Genitive of Negation”. [In:] J. Cho, M. Iverson, T. Judy, T. Leal,
E. Shimanskaya (eds.) Meaning and structure in second language acquisition:
In honor of Roumyana Slabakova. Amsterdam: John Benjamins Publishing
Company, 2018, 3-34.

De Swart, Henriette. Expression and interpretation of negation: An OT Typology.
Dordrecht, Heidelberg, London, New York: Springer, 2010.

Déprez, Viviane, M. Teresa Espinal (eds.). The Oxford Handbook of Negation. Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2020.

Dimroth, Christine. “Age effects on the process of L2 acquisition? Evidence from the
acquisition of negation and finiteness in L2 German”. Language Learning 58(1),
2008: 117-150.

Ellis, Nick C. “Frequency effects in language processing: A review with implications
for theories of implicit and explicit language acquisition”. Studies in Second
Language Acquisition 24(2), 2002: 143—188.

120



Error patterns in negation in Russian learners:
a comparison of non-native and heritage speakers

Gennari, Silvia P., Maryellen C. MacDonald. “Acquisition of negation and quantification:
Insights from adult production and comprehension”. Language Acquisition 13(2),
2005: 125-168.

Gil, Kook-Hee, Marsden, Heather, Melinda Whong. “The meaning of negation in the
second language classroom: Evidence from ‘any’”. Language Teaching Research
23(2),2019: 218-236.

Griiter, Theres, Lieberman, Moti, Andrea Gualmini. “Acquiring the scope of disjunction
and negation in L2: A bidirectional study of learners of Japanese and English”.
Language Acquisition 17(3), 2010: 127-154.

Haegeman, Liliane. The syntax of negation. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1995.

Horn, Laurence R. A natural history of negation. Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1989.

Horn, Laurence R. (ed.). The expression of negation. Berlin, New York: De Gruyter
Mouton, 2010.

Jespersen, Otto. Negation in English and other languages. Kebenhavn: A. F. Host & Sen,
1917.

Krashen, Stephen D. Principles and practice in second language acquisition. Oxford:
Pergamon Press, 1982.

Lardiere, Donna. “Feature-assembly in second language acquisition”. [In:] J. Liceras,
H. Zobl, H. Goodluck (eds.) The role of formal features in second language
acquisition. New York: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 2008, 106—140.

Madariaga, Nerea, Olga Romanova. “Argument case leveling toward genitive: An
unexpected outcome in a language contact situation”. Journal of Language Contact
17(2), 2024: 397-435.

Meisel, Jirgen M. “The acquisition of the syntax of negation in French and German:
Contrasting first and second language development”. Second Language Research
13(3), 1997: 227-263.

Penka, Doris. Negative indefinites (Oxford Studies in Theoretical Linguistics). Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2011.

Pourhashemi Razagh, M. “The acquisition of English negation as a foreign language by
Persian speakers”. Journal of Literature and Language 27, 1989: 46—69.

Thornton, Rosalind, Graciela Tesan. “Sentential negation in early child English”. Journal
of Linguistics 49(2), 2013: 367-411.

Williams, Stefan, Guijarro-Fuentes, Pedro, Mila Vulchanova. “U-shaped trajectories
in an L2 context: Evidence from the acquisition of verb morphology”. Vigo
International Journal of Applied Linguistics 19, 2022: 223-266.

Zeijlstra, Hedde H. Sentential negation and negative concord. Amsterdam: Universiteit
van Amsterdam, 2004.

Zwarts, Frans. “Three types of polarity”. [In:] F. Hamm, E. Hinrichs (eds.) Plurality and
quantification. Dordrecht: Kluwer, 1998, 177-238.

***

Bonnapenko, Bukrop H. OTpunianue kak Joruko-rpamMmmarnieckast kareropus. Mocksa:
Hayxka, 1983.

121



Veronika Stranz-Nikitina

[Bondarenko, Viktor N. Otritsanie kak logiko-grammaticheskaia kategoriia. Moskva:
Nauka, 1983]

Benmuko, Amna B. ,,Otpunianune B pycckom npemiokernn™. [In:] A. B. Bemmuko (ed.)
Kuura o rpammaruke. Pycckuil s3pik kak nHOcTpanHbelid. Mocksa: MI'Y, 2009,
422-446.

[Velichko, Alla V. ,,OtritSanie v russkom predlozhenii®. [In:] A. V. Velichko (ed.) Kniga o
grammatike. Russkii iazyk kak inostrannyi. Moskva: MGU, 2009, 422-446]

BceBomonosa, Maits B. Teopus ¢yHKIHOHATEHO-KOMMYHHKATHBHOTO CHHTAKCHCA:
@®parMeHT MpUKIaaHON (megaroruueckoit) Moaenu sa3sika. Mocksa: MI'Y, 2000.

[Vsevolodova, Maiia V. Teoriia funktsional no-kommunikativnogo sintaksisa: Fragment
prikladnoi (pedagogicheskoi) modeli iazyka. Moskva: MGU, 2000]

Mypamosa, Oxnera B., Banenrnna A. Cemymmna. «OTpHuniaHue B IeTCKoil peun.» [In:]
CeManTHyeckue kareropuu B jnerckoii peun. Cankr-IlerepOypr: Hectop-Hcto-
pus, 2007, 138-160.

[Murashova, Ol'ga V., Valentina A. Semushina. «Otritsanie v detskoi rechi.» [In:]
Semanticheskie kategorii v detskoi rechi. Sankt-Peterburg: Nestor-Istoriia, 2007,
138-160]

OubxoBa, Jlronmuna H. Kak ckazare «Het»: BblpakeHHe OTpULIAHHS B PYCCKOM SI3BIKE.
Canxkr-IlerepOypr: 3naroyct, 2004.

[Ol'’khova, Liudmila N. Kak skazat’ «net»: Vyrazhenie otritsaniia v russkom iazyke.
Sankt-Peterburg: Zlatoust, 2004]

[Magyuesa, Enena B. «Otpunanue.» [In:] Pycckas xopnychas rpammarika, Ilpoext xop-
MyCHOTO OMHMCAHUS PYCCKOM rpaMMaTrku, 2011.

[Paducheva, Elena V. ,Otritsanie”. [In:] Russkaia korpusnaia” grammatika, Proekt
korpusnogo opisaniia russkoi grammatiki, 2011]

[MankoB, ®emop U. «Tunmunbie ommOKkn WHOGOHOB TPH YHOTPEOICHUH «TBOWHOTOY
oTpuLaHus (Ha MaTepuase PyCCKUX BBICKAa3bIBaHHI C MECTOMMEHUSIMU M HApEUH-
amn).» Pedagogical Journal 6 (6A), 2016: 222-234.

[Pankov, Fedor I. ,, Tipichnye oshibki inofonov pri upotreblenii «dvoinogo» otritSaniia (na
materiale russkikh vyskazyvanii s mestoimeniiaini i narechiiaini)“. Pedagogical
Journal 6 (6A), 2016: 222-234]

Ilnynrsn, Bnagumup A. BBeneHue B rpaMMaTHYeCKyl0 CEMAHTHKY: I'paMMaTUYECKHe
3HAUYEHUS U IPaMMaTHYECKUE CUCTEMBI sI3bIKOB Mupa. Mocksa: PITY, 2011.

[Plungian, Vladimir A. Vvedenie v grammaticheskuii semantiku: grammaticheskie
znacheniia i grammaticheskie sistemy iazykov mira. Moskva: RGGU, 2011]

Punr6nom, Haranes. «B3auMozielicTBre IBYX SI3BIKOB B TIPOLIECCE YCBOCHUS OTPHLIAHHS
B PYCCKOM SI3BIKE Y IIBEICKO-PYCCKOTO ABYsI3bIgHOTO pedenka.» [In:] C. H. Lle-
irmH, M. b. Enuceesa (eds.) [TyTh B s1361k. MockBa: SI3bIkn CIaBSHCKOW KYIBTY-
po1, 2011, 235-260.

[Ringblom, Natal'ia. «Vzaimodeistvie dvukh iazykov v protsesse usvoeniia otritsaniia’
v russkom iazyke u shvedsko-russkogo dvuiazychnogo rebenka.» [In:] S. N.
TSeitlin, M. B. Eliseeva (eds.) Put’ v iazyk. Moskva: [Azyki slavianskoi kul'tury,
2011, 235-260]

122



Irepauna, Exatepuna C. «Metoauka oOy4eHHs TPaMMAaTHUECKOMY aCIEKTy PYCCKOM
peYM MHOCTPaHHBIX CTY/ICHTOB (Ha IPHMEpPE OTPUIIATENILHBIX KOHCTPYKIMKA).» Ha-
yuansid guanor 2(50), 2016: 416-427.

[Shternina, Ekaterina S. «Metodika obucheniia® grammaticheskomu aspektu russkoi
rechi inostrannykh studentov (na primere otritSatel'nykh konstruktsii).» Nauchnyi
dialog 2(50), 2016: 416-427]

Hetitnma, Cremna H. «K Bompocy o ¢popMupoBaHHH TPOMEKYTOUHON S3BIKOBOH CHCTE-
Mbl peOEHKa: HaOIIOICHHS HAJl OCBOCHUEM OTPHIIATEIbHBIX KOHCTPYKIUL.» Acta
Linguistica Petropolitana 13(1), 2017: 623—650.

[TSeitlin, Stella N. «K voprosu o formirovanii promezhutochnoi iazykovoi sistemy
rebénka: nabliudeniia nad osvoeniem otritSatel'nykh konstruktsii». Acta
Linguistica Petropolitana 13(1), 2017: 623—650]

10, I'ao, Haranbs B. Hukonaesa. ,,«J{BoliHOE OTpULIaHUE» B PYCCKOM SI3bIKE: IMHTIBOAM-
JNAKTUIECKUN W JTMHTBOKYJIBTYpOJIOTHYeCKH acniekThl.” Hayka u mkomna 2, 2020:
137-142.

[[0¢, Gao, Natalia V. Nikolaeva. ,«Dvoinoe otritSanie» v russkom iazyke:
lingvodidakticheskii i lingvokul'turologicheskii aspekty.” Nauka i shkola 2, 2020:
137-142]

Source

The Russian Learner Corpus. http://www.web-corpora.net/RLC/

Beponuxka lltpanu-Hukutuna

TUIIUYHBIE OLMBKHM B YIIOTPEBJIEHUN OTPULIAHUSI
VY U3VUAIOIINX PYCCKUI SI3BIK:
CPABHEHUWE HEHOCUTEJIEU S3bIKA U HOCUTEJIEN
PYCCKOI'O KAK HACJIEJHOI'O SI3bIKA

Pesrome

Otpunanue, sBISOLIEECS OJHOM U3 LEHTPaIbHBIX KaTeropuii MophocuH-
TaKCHCa U OJHUM M3 KJIFOUEBBIX JJIEMEHTOB OpPTaHM3allUU SA3BIKOBON CHUCTEMBI,
0e3yCI0BHO, UTPAaET BAXKHYIO POJIb B MPOILIECCE OCBOCHHUS sI3bIKa. DPPEeKTUBHOE
YCBOCHHE OTPUIATENILHBIX KOHCTPYKIIMH CYIIECTBEHHO BIIMsieT Ha (opMHUpOBa-
HUe 00I1eH S3bIKOBOI KOMIIETECHIINH U, KaK ITOKa3bIBaeT MPAKTUKA MIPETOAaBaHMSI
PYCCKOTO SI3bIKa KaK MHOCTPAHHOTO B CMEUIAHHBIX TpyIIax, TpedyeT nuddepen-
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LMPOBAHHOTO TOIX0Ja P O0O0yYEeHWH HEHOCHUTENEeH W DPUTAKHBIX HOCHTENEH
PYCCKOTO SI3bIKA.

Hacrosmiee ncciienoBanue BRITOTHEHO Ha MaTepuaie Pycckoro yaeOHOTO
roprryca (Russian Learner Corpus), KOTOPBIN COAEPKUT 00pa3Ibl YCTHOM U TTHUCH-
MEHHOM pyCCKOM peud Kak HOCHUTEJIEN pyCcCKOTO si3blKa KaK HACJIEAHOro, TaK U
HEHOCHTEJeH pyccKoro s3bika. [Ipruem B kopiyce mpeacTaBIeHb! 00pasiibl peun
M3YYAIOIUX PYCCKUN S3BIK C OONBITUM Pa30pocoM IMPeoOIamaromuX S36IKOB
(6omee 40 pa3HBIX MPe0OTANAIOIINX/POTHBIX SI3BIKOB).

B pabote mpeamnpuHATa TMOMBITKA MPEICTABUTH OOIIHIT 0030p TpobiIeM,
BO3HUKAIONINX B TMPOIECCE YCBOCHUS KATErOpUH OTPUIAHUS HEHOCHUTEISIMH U
IPUTAXHBIMU HOCUTEISIMHU PYCCKOTO SI3bIKa BHE 3aBUCIMOCTH OT XapakTepa mpe-
oOmanaromiero si3pika. C 3TOM IENTbI0 TIPOBOJUTCS COTIOCTABUTENBHBIA aHAN3
(hopMupOBaHHS HABBIKOB YITOTPEOICHNS OTPHUILIATEIFHBIX KOHCTPYKIINH y YITOMSI-
HYTBIX TPYII 00yYaronIuxcs, MPUHUMAs BO BHUMAaHAE U3MEHEHHs, TIPOUCXOIS-
IITHAE C POCTOM YPOBHSI OOIIEH SI3BIKOBOM KOMITETCHITUN TOBOPSIINX. KopmmycHBIH
MTOJTXOJ] TIO3BOJIACT BBIABHTH KaK KOJMYECTBEHHBIE TapaMeTpbl (YacTOTHOCTH
Pa3IMYHBIX THIIOB OTPHIIATENFHBIX CTPYKTYP, pactpeiesieHie OmnO0K 1Mo YpOB-
HSIM BJIQJICHUSI SI3BIKOM ), TAK M KaUeCTBEHHBIC (KOHTEKCTYaTbHO 00yCIIOBICHHBIC)
0COOCHHOCTH UX (PYHKIIMOHWPOBAHUS B PEYH MIPEACTABUTEICH KaXKIOH TPYIIIHL.

AHanu3 MOKa3bIBAET, YTO TPACKTOPHUH YCBOCHHS OTPHIIAHUS Y H3yJaIONIUX
PYCCKHI SI3bIK KaK MHOCTPAHHBIN U Y 3pUTAKHBIX HOCUTEJIEH 1eMCTBUTENBHO He-
CKOJIBKO pa3nu4aroTcs. B mccienoBanny paccMaTpruBalOTCs OCOOSHHOCTH COIIO-
CTaBUTENHHOW JMHAMUKH MTpOrpecca 00ewX TPYIIT B 00JIACTH YCBOCHUS OTPHUIIA-
HUS U, 1ajiee, IPeACTaBIeHa THIIOIOTHS OMTHUOOK 110 YPOBHSM BIIQJICHHUS S3BIKOM,
OTpa’karoIas KIFOYeBbIE «TOPsUne) TOYKH, TPeOyroIne YCUICHHOH Meaarori-
gecKoi moanepkku. OTaeIpHOoe BHUMAHHE YIASISSTCS MpooieMe (hoCCHUITH3aIiiu
HEKOTOPBIX THUIIOB OMIHOOK B OOJIACTH OTPUIIAHUS ¥ HEOOXOIMMOCTH X IIeJIeHa-
MpaBJIeHHON KOPPEKIIMK Ha Pa3HBIX dTanax 00ydeHHUs.

Kntouegvle cnosa: ocBOGHWE OTPUIATEIBHBIX KOHCTPYKITUH, d)pUTaKHbIE
TOBOPSIIHE, PYCCKAN A3BIK KaK WHOCTPAHHBINA, THUIOIOTHS OMIHOOK, (hOCCHITH-
3anusl.
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