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Systematicity in language use of the L2 learners
of English: A corpus-based study of the students’ written production

The current study scrutinizes one of the most complex skills to develop in the second language learning pro-
cess — writing. It aims to explore major trends in the complexity of L2 writing to depict written language
production. The corpus of the study is built from the exam papers at the written text production part of the
Basic English Language examination (BLE). BLE is the obligatory examination that needs to be passed by
English majors at the Hungarian University and plays a crucial role in the educational field. L2 English learn-
ers tend to produce a text and prove B2+ level proficiency according to Common European Framework of
Reference (CEFR). The research method includes manual analysis based on six categories of grammatical
features (incl. Verb agreement; Prepositions; Article Use; Capitalization; Word order; and Spelling). The
analysis could help reveal the systematicity in their performance that L2 learners tend to have in their writing
based on the corpus in the selected corpus. Among the most common ones are prepositions, more precisely
their omission and misuse, verb agreement, and spelling. To identify the nature of the errors, a deep and thor-
ough analysis should be conducted. The present piloting study provides significant insights, and its outcomes
are crucial for further research design of the analysis of L2 writing.
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Introduction

Scrutinizing L2 writing, which stands as one of the major concepts of this research, is crucial both for
language teaching and learning processes. More precisely, the study focuses on investigating the distribution
of the selected grammatical features present in the written text produced by L2 English learners. Exploring
these patterns is vital, providing valuable insights into language teaching and learning methodologies.

The analysis is based on the six key grammatical categories — verb agreement, prepositions, article
use, capitalization, word order, and spelling — that were involved in the research. The selection of chosen
variables was established based on the existing literature findings and their relevance to common issues of
L2 learners. By analyzing L2 written text production, the current study aims to contribute to the development
of L2 teaching and learning processes. From a broader perspective, it also plays a crucial role as one of the
piloting stages for the large-scale validation of the Basic English language examination (BLE) administered
at the Hungarian University. The outcomes from the study tend to offer valuable insights for analyzing the
grammatical complexity of the written texts, contributing to a deeper understanding of their language devel-
opment and performance.

The approach implemented in the study views errors not as deviations but as indicators of systematicity,
reflecting a distinct variety of English influenced by multilingual environments. This concept aligns with
contemporary linguistic theories that recognize the legitimacy of World English [1; 4] and advocate for a
more inclusive understanding of linguistic variation. Therefore, this research endeavors to bridge the gap
between error analysis and the broader sociolinguistic framework of English as a global language.

Research purpose and objectives

Extensive research on second language (L2) acquisition and writing has been conducted, yet there is
still a remaining gap in examining the systematic nature of L2 written text production. While previous stud-
ies have largely focused on feature frequency, they have not fully explored the grammatical patterns learners
produce. This current research addresses that gap by examining error types and their systematic patterns in
written texts of L2 English learners at a Hungarian university.

The primary aim of this research is to identify grammatical patterns in L2 learners’ written text produc-
tion and explore their systematic nature. The study is guided by the following objectives:
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1. Establish the frequency of grammatical errors in L2 written text production.

2. Determine the systematic distribution of grammatical patterns in L2 learners’ writing, based on the
grammatical categories involved in the analysis.

3. Attempt to reframe errors by viewing them as learner-specific variations of English, offering deeper
insights into existing second language acquisition (SLA) theories.

Overall, this study aims to analyze systematicity in L2 written text production in the context of the
Basic English Language Examination (BLE) level, focusing on selected grammatical categories. More
broadly, it seeks to provide empirical evidence to refine theoretical frameworks and contribute to curriculum
development and development of language teaching strategies.

Literature review

Learning a foreign language is a very complex process that requires hardworking and patience from the
learners. And writing is considered as one of the most complicated skills to be mastered. While helping stu-
dents to develop and improve their writing proficiency, teachers may stimulate them to learn grammatical
patterns, expand their vocabulary, and practice writing. Besides, one of the most effective methods common-
ly used by both teachers and students is the analysis of students’ errors and working on them.

Furthermore, accepting the notion of World English and the Circle Societies, represented by Kachru [1],
there are three main circles that illustrate the varieties of English in the world. Referring to Kachru, The
Three Circles model clarify “the type of spread, the patterns of acquisition and the functional domains in
which English is used across cultures and languages™ [1; 12]. Kachru’s Circle displays the roles of English in
different societies, and it may also bring significant insights to language learning process too. It consists of
3 circles, which are the Inner Circle (countries where English is a Native language), the Outer Circle (where
English has an official status, but not native for majority of the residents) and the Expanding Circle (where
English is learnt as a foreign language) [1; 4]. The learners of English in the countries of the Inner Circle
tend to have more opportunities to practice the language as they are immersed in the language environment.
The second two mentioned circles also provide language learning space, and the importance of English
learning is driven by professional motivation. Considering the official status of the language as well as the
language learning environment, language teaching strategies are built accordingly in those countries. There-
fore, Kachru’s Circle theory depicts important aspects influencing language policy, teaching strategies,
learners’ motivation that impacts language learning process.

Extensive literature has been focused on the frequency of the linguistic items used by L2 learners of
English compared to native speakers. However, it is important to highlight that these features were not con-
sidered as deviations from the “native” norms or errors, apart from that, they reflect the sociolinguistic reali-
ty of language use. Furthermore, according to the scholars’ statements, we should teach how to be aware of
World English, without limitations to the norms of one variation only, but also including the Inner Circle,
Outer Circle or Expanding Circle variations. Moreover, the students should study cross communicational
strategies, as language use is specified by the domains, cultures.

In addition, English is not owned by native speakers, just like any other language. Moreover, as the
number of English language speakers from the Expanding Circle significantly overweighs the speakers from
the other Circles, hence they make a greater impact on the nature of language [1]. Despite that, a variety of
English used by the speakers from both the Expanding and Outer Circles, knowledge and “mistakes” are as-
sessed and limited by the Inner Circle speakers’ variety only.

Moreover, referring to Jenkins [2], while travelling from one domain to another, language becomes
more flexible, and it is unavoidable for changes and varieties to occur. And the author points out that it is
important to be more tolerant to all of the varieties of language, determined by a particular group of people,
depending on the culture, contexts. English is already widespread in international settings and thus, it will be
principally used in multilingual context in future as well. Accordingly, the number of L2 speakers from the
Expanding Circle will increase undoubtedly.

Therefore, the aim of this piloting study is to explore the systematicity in the students’ written produc-
tion and analyze the variety of English used by them based on their frequency. However, the found items and
tendencies are not evaluated as errors; instead, they are considered as specific features that identify the varie-
ty.

First of all, it is important to mention that making errors is an unavoidable component of a foreign lan-
guage learning process. In other words, referring to Brown [3], errors may occur in the process of language
learning and language acquisition as they are indivisible from these processes. Therefore, the learners usually
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make errors in comprehension and production as well. Moreover, as it was claimed by Gass and Selinker [4],
analysis of the L2 learners’ errors provides evidence of a system, since the errors are consequential and
meaningful.

Following this, errors are not only the output of the learners’ incomplete knowledge; hence they can al-
so indicate the systematicity, which was created by the learners’ attitudes toward the particular language sys-
tem. Besides, the errors are not always signifying the deviations or anomaly; conversely, they should not be
established as negative attributes, as they represent the specificities of the variety. Therefore, careful analysis
of the learners’ errors as meaningful items indicating the learners may provide the data about the essential
understandings of learners, since they are embedded in these specific features. Accordingly, studying the var-
iation in written texts stimulates us to reveal systematicity in second language development.

The notion of “systematicity” was first introduced by Fodor and Pylyshyn [5] as a “feature of cognition,
inferential coherence”. In other words, according to the authors, it is “the ability to produce/understand some
sentences is intrinsically connected to the ability to produce or understand certain others” [5; 37]. Moreover,
they highlighted “the productive and systematic features of thought along with its inferential coherence” [5;
39]. Likewise, our mechanisms of thinking and understanding the particular meaning are considered to be
systematic and our capacity to adhere to pattern of inference is natural and innate and is closely related to our
abilities to make other inferences.

The concept of “systematicity”; the problems of assessing students’ writings; and the ways how teach-
ers see the “errors” have been discussed by many researchers, including Shaughnessy [6], McKinney &
Swan [7], Lillis [8], Baynham [9], Lea [10] and others. Furthermore, they explored new features and means
for the academic literacy analysis in their studies. Among the major issues concerned with language learners’
performance, “errors” were highlighted inadequate socialization into the academic community, a gap be-
tween teacher expectations and student interpretations [7; 577]. Consequently, “errors” are interpreted as a
complex set of social and contextualized practices, but not the identifiers of the learners’ unsuccessful pro-
duction.

Moreover, Shaughnessy [6] was the first to question the status of writing for students in her book and
claimed that “for the basic writing (BW), academic writing is something that someone writes, but by the time
he reaches the BW stage, the student both resents and resists being seen as a writer” [6; 7]. So, according to
Shaughnessy, for many students academic writing does not seem to increase academic literacy, since “er-
rors” include improperly incorporated regulations that they believe are standard. Therefore, referring to
Shaughnessy [6], while the language learning process is teacher centered, it allows learners to improve their
linguistic competence, whereas on the other hand, “take from them their distinctive ways of interpreting the
world, to assimilate them into the culture of academia without their experiences as outsiders” [6; 29].

Investigating the common challenges that L2 English learners faced while producing grammatical units
might have significant impact on effectiveness of language teaching and learning. Following the approach of
viewing errors like systematicity rather than deficiency, Han and Tarone [11] also refined the connection
between patterns in grammar usage with developmental stages in second language acquisition. Some studies
(e.g. Myles, [12]) also identified L1 interference as one of the valuable factors impacting on systematicity of
errors produced in L2. Especially, the grammatical units that were found to be the most challenging are verb
agreement, articles and prepositions. Granger and Paquot [13] in line with previous research established
Systematicity in patterns underlined by L2 learners’ efforts to build meaningful constructions within their
linguistic repertoire.

As discussed above, students come to colleges and universities with their own views, systems, and
opinions. Hence, the researchers emphasize that language is rather dynamic, than static, and what is im-
portant to mention — the language is social. Ellis and Shintani [14] in their study also highlight that
systematicity in errors offer significant insights into learners’ underlying linguistic knowledge. They high-
light that grammatical complexity in L2 writing often emerges as learners experiment with syntactic struc-
tures, leading to errors that signify progress rather than failure. Therefore, there is an alternative approach to
teaching and learning processes, where students’ responses may be considered as ideologically interpreted.
Moreover, a new view to the analysis of students’ positions as socially identified issues may facilitate them
to develop new paths of interpreting the world and self-positioning according to it. And the central role is
given to teachers, as their “attitude toward a student’s speech is the most powerful single factor” in determin-
ing the expectations for that student [10; 49].

Fundamental theoretical frameworks, including Input Hypothesis [15] and Output Hypothesis [16] por-
tray the basic understanding or errors and their impact on language production. While comprehensible input
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contributes to language acquisition process, scrutinizing language production aids clarification and refine-
ment of language use. The findings suggest that both comprehensible input and targeted feedback addressing
the major aspects of the output have significant roles in language learning process.

Research settings and methodology

The pilot study investigates the analysis of the “systematicity” of the features in students’ writing. The
participants of this study are the students at the Hungarian University, who are studying English as a major.
Successfully passing the Basic English Language Examination (BLE) in their second semester is a mandato-
ry requirement for continuing their studies. This examination serves as proof that their language proficiency
has reached the B2+ level. The Basic English Language Examination is a sit-in assessment which consists of
four parts:

1. Use of English

2. Reading

3. Writing

4. Speaking

The research focuses on the analysis of the writing section of the BLE, which includes a single task,
where the students are required to produce a 180-20-words text on a selected topic. Students need to com-
pose a text in one of three following genres: a review, a formal letter of inquiry or a narrative. The genre var-
ies for each examination occasion. In the specific examination analyzed in this study, students were tasked
with writing a formal letter of inquiry regarding a degree program, available summer camp jobs, or a lan-
guage school. The task provided an explanation and guiding questions to help students address key aspects of
the topic in their letters.

The evaluation is differentiated and based on four basic characteristics:

e task achievement;

e coherence and cohesion;

® grammar;

e vocabulary.

Each of the above-mentioned competences is accessed on scale from one to five points. Moreover, each
score is based on the descriptor to specify the evaluation criteria for assessment.

The corpus was created from the examination papers ensuring that data collection adhered to ethical re-
search guidelines of research conduction. A learner corpus was created from 12 written texts, which consists
of 2575 running words in total. Texts of the database were scanned and transcribed as preparatory stage for
data analysis.

To identify the specific features and examine “systematicity” of the students’ language use, the different
aspects of their writing texts were examined. Based on previous literature [17], three main categories were
identified in the analysis, which include:

1) Content features (genre, text requirements); 2) Grammar features; 3) Vocabulary features.

The research entails the grammar features, which are also subdivided into six subtypes, including:

1. Verb agreement; 2. Prepositions; 3. Article Use; 4. Capitalization; 5. Word order; 6. Spelling.

Following this, the study seeks to identify the systematicity on the basis of specific items and forms,
which are usually marked by foreign language teachers as “errors” with respect to the variety of English spo-
ken by native speakers; categorize; describe; analyze and interpret the data as well. Besides, errors in this
analysis have a role of markers of the particular language variety, differing from L1 variant equivalent, but
not regarded as deviant.

This current study examines students’ language use by collecting and describing learners’ writings,
identifying the items that were used and assessing the variability found in the learner language. In addition,
this descriptive analysis helps to determine the “systematicity” of students’ performance and identify specific
items and characteristics of the specific language variety.

The methodology contains manual analysis aiming to identify systematic grammatical patterns in L2
learners’ written performance. The manual approach implements a color-coding scheme to label and catego-
rize the data. A special color code was assigned to each of six categories and the identified grammatical fea-
tures were then highlighted according to their designated color code.
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Results and Discussion

Following the approach descried above, the study is aimed on the exploration of patterns in grammati-
cal units’ production of L2 learners of English. And the specificity was established based on the particular
items that were represented in the writing papers of students, which are regarded by language teachers as
typical learner errors.

First, six subtypes of grammatical features were established, including: 1. Verb agreement; 2. Preposi-
tions; 3. Article Use; 4. Capitalization; 5. Word order; 6. Spelling. The bar-chart below illustrates those com-
ponents and their frequency.

Based on the analysis, the most frequent features are prepositions, which are about 36 % of all, whereas
the least frequent ones are features in capitalization, which are 6 %. 26 % of characteristics were identified as
verb agreement; percentage of frequency of article use, word order and spelling are 9 %, 10 % and 13 %,
respectively (Fig. 1). Consequently, the significant number of the most frequent features performed by stu-
dents are verb agreement and propositions, which are apparently, labeled by the teachers as the most com-
mon errors for students.

18
16
14 M Verb Agreement
12 - B Prepositions
o M Article Use

2 : B Capitalization

4 - E Word Order

2 m Spelling

0 -

Frequency

Figure 1. Frequency of the selected grammatical features

The analysis revealed that some specific typical errors of the students demonstrated in preposition mis-
use. One of them is inserting redundant prepositions, as is illustrated in Table 1 below:

Table 1
Example of redundant prepositions
Student’s answer Reconstruction
...would be so kind to answer to my questions. ..would be so kind to answer my questions.
... what your school generally offers to students... ... what your school generally offers students...

Another identified pattern in article usage was the omission of prepositions, which is exemplified below
in Table 2:

Table 2
Example of omission of prepositions
Student’s answer Reconstruction
I look forward hearing from you as soon as possible I look forward to hearing from you as soon as
possible
I am eagerly waiting your response. | am eagerly waiting for your response.
Should I look accommodation Should I look for accommodation
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The third common tendency in prepositions production was a misuse of prepositions before the nouns,
after some verbs, as illustrated in Table 3 below:

Table 3
Example of misuse of prepositions
Student’s answer Reconstruction
student program in the University of Edinburgh student program at the University of Edinburgh
a university student from a university student of
in your website on your website

The analysis shows that prepositions were one of the most challenging grammatical features in the
learners’ production. More precisely, deeper analysis demonstrated three main cases of the misuse of prepo-
sitions, including inserting redundant prepositions, a misuse of prepositions and omission of prepositions.

Another subcategory of grammatical features, which was the second most frequent was verb agreement.
The most common errors identified in the verb agreement may be classified in three main groups, including
the verb forms of the perfect aspect: the agreement of the main verb form and the auxiliary and the agree-
ment of the main verb form and the modal verbs (subcategory of auxiliary verbs).

Table 4
Verb Agreement features
Type of “error” Student’s answer Reconstruction
The Main Verb and the Auxil-|\What type of tasks does a language exam|What type of tasks does a lan-
iary contains? guage exam contain?

The Main Verb and the Modal|ls there an information office nearby the|ls there an information office
Verb university where |1 can checked the pro-nearby the university where |
grammes in the city during my stay? can check the programmes in
the city during my stay?

the Verb forms of the Perfect|l have already look through some of the|l have already looked through
Aspect schools’ offers... some of the schools’ offers...

Table 4 illustrates the examples of the above-mentioned features. It is also important to highlight that
errors in the usage of the Perfect Aspect, Modal verbs and construction of the sentences with Auxiliaries are
the most frequent cases of the verb agreement aspect.

Spelling is determined as the third most frequent error of the students. Moreover, three out of twelve
students have made a mistake in the spelling of the word “accommodation”, dropped one /m/ and wrote
“accomodation”. I suppose “errors” in spelling may not be identified as specific features of the EFL learners,
as they need to be observed more deeply and be systematic.

Finally, capitalization, word order, and article use seemed to be the least frequent “errors” in the stu-
dents’ writing performance, and thus, no systematicity was identified.

The content features and vocabulary were also established as the main categories for the analysis. The
students were expected to write a formal letter of inquiry about a degree program, about available summer
camp jobs or about a language school; hence there are special formal requirements to the text that need to be
produced. Notably, they were supposed to use appropriate vocabulary and style features. Among the major
elements of the formal letters are address (both addresser and addressee), date, specific content, including
formal greeting and ending.

The data shows that four out of twelve students (about 33 %) didn’t follow the content requirements, as
they didn’t insert the address. Some of the test takers overused certain verbs, which are inappropriate to the
style and should not be used in formal letters, as, for instance, in the expression: “I want to be informed”. In
other cases, the test-takers presumably misused some vocabulary items, such as, for example (Table 5):
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Table 5
Vocabulary features
Type of “error” Student’s answer Alternatives
Vocabulary Thirdly, are there any other benefits for the|Besides, except, in addition to
employees next to payment?
Vocabulary I have a little practice little experience
Vocabulary How many variations are there to choose|options
from? (about the extra-curricular activities)

The analysis of vocabulary features established the systematicity in production and usage of some lexi-
cal units and stylistic elements. That also provides valuable insights that will be discussed in the next chapter
of the paper.

Conclusion

To summarize, the study concerned the analysis of the grammar, vocabulary and content features of the
language use of the particular social group — Hungarian students. The study was based on the identification
of the systematicity in the writing production of the students at the Basic English Examination. All the char-
acteristics that were presented and described in the research are not stated as conclusive results but as hy-
potheses about what might constitute as meaningful characteristics of L2 learners’ writing.

Overall, the analysis reveals the major tendencies in the performance, including the usage of articles,
verb aspect and spelling. As stated in the aim, the piloting study helped to investigate the major systematic
usage trends in L2 written performance within the context of the study. The insights from the research might
bring a new view to language teaching and language learning strategies. The findings might explain some
aspects of language production and can also be useful for defining potential confusions and misconceptions.

According to Seifdlhofer [18], the items identified as systematic features in the English learners’ per-
formance are likely to be considered as typical learner errors. However, the author points out, that converse-
ly, they should not be regarded as negative criterion, as English learners are “agents of language
change” [18; 4]. Therefore, the labeled components identified in the language learning research represent
active choices of linguistic options that were used, and not incomplete knowledge. On the other hand, the
analysis of the linguistic features of L2 learning is a complicated process, which requires a much larger cor-
pus and deeper analysis to identify them and make particular statements. Overall, the reviewed approach may
explore new directions of the language development as in the present era of globalization, the world is inter-
connected, and English tends to be one of the main tools of the intercultural communication.

The present analysis revealed several patterns in L2 production, including misuse of prepositions with
typical errors including redundant prepositions and omission. Verb agreement was also established as one of
the common errors and in perfect aspect forms (e.g. main verb-auxiliary agreement). Among the less fre-
guent were capitalization errors determined, word order and article use. As aligned with existing literature
reviewed in the previous chapters, the current study contributes to existing approach and provides evidence
that language learners’ errors interfere with language acquisition process.

The study aids in investigating the most challenging patterns in L2 production for students in a particu-
lar context. As outcomes suggest, they are prepositions, verb agreement and stylistic specificities, including
the usage of appropriate vocabulary. Similar findings were pinpointed in Tetreault and Chodorow [20] estab-
lishing prepositions as one of the most complex and consistent errors of L2 learners. Housen and
Simoens [19] also reported verb agreement as systematic patterns identified in language learners’ production.
Overall, the study explores systematicity in L2 writing and established consistent patterns of errors that re-
flect learner-specific varieties of English. The range of grammatical features identify linguistic units from
prepositional misuse to verb agreement issues highlight the transitional competence and developmental stag-
es of L2 acquisition.

The findings suggest the necessity of implementing the focus of the instructional activities on the identi-
fied grammatical features. The practical implications offered might contribute to the development of lan-
guage training and provide beneficial results for language production. In addition to proposed targeted
grammar instruction strategies and curriculum development, extensive, error specific feedback may also pro-
vide language learners valuable insights to gain deeper understanding of grammatical structures and their
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appropriate usage. Inclusion of genre specific tasks and specific targeted and detailed feedback might also be
beneficial and enhancing for comprehension of the output produced by the learners.

This study, despite its limited sample size, highlights the potential of corpus-based analysis in uncover-
ing patterns of systematicity in learner errors. Expanding the learner corpus in future research could bring in
more comprehensive data that can provide valuable insights for language teaching. Extension of the varia-
bles, including linguistic variables and factor variables (e.g. L1 interference, genre, duration of prepara-
tion, etc.) might also facilitate further research and might reveal significant findings contributing to L2 re-
search field.
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K. AmamoBa

AFBUIIIBIH TUTIH eKiHIII TLT peTiHAe YpeHyiIepaiH TUILNIK KOJIaHy KyHesriri:
CryaeHTTepAiH Ka30a11a »KYMBICTAPbIHA KOPILYCKA Heri3/leJIreH 3epTTey

AFBIMZIAFBI 3€pTTEY eKIHII TUIAI YHpEeHyIeri eH KUBIH AaFabUIapAslH Oipi — >ka3yasel KapacTeipausl. On
»ka30a TUIHIH jkacaly KapTachlH Xacay YIIIH IIeT TUIHAE a3y bIH KYPAENUIIriHIH HeTi3r1 TeHeHIUsIIapbIH
3epTTeyre OaFbITTainFaH. 3epTTey OpraHbl HETi3ri arbUIBIH TUTiHIE jka30alia eMTHXaH MOTIiHIH KYpy
TYPFBICBIHAH €MTHUXaHABIK )KYMBICTApFa Herizzenred. bys1 emTuxan BeHrpus yHUBEpCUTETTEpiH/IE aFbUILLIBIH
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TiNIHIE OKUTBIH CTYASHTTEpPre MiHACTTI TecT OOJbIN TaObLIagbl JKoHE OlTiM Oepy canachblHIa ISy Pei
aTKapajapl. AFBUINIBIH TUTIH IIET TNl peTiHAe YHpeHyIiiep, ofeTTe, JKalllbl CypOoHajblK aHBIKTaMAaJIbIK
Herizgemere (CEFR) coiikec MoTiH Kypaiiapl skoHe TUAI MeHrepy aAeHreilin B2+ kepcereni. 3epTrey omici
rpaMMAaTHKAIBIK OCNTiIepaiH 6 KaTeropHsChiHA HETI3JCIreH Tajaaaylbl KaMTHIbl (COHBIH iIIHAE ETICTIK
KeJIiCiMi; KeceMIlesnep; apTUKIbAEp Il KoaHy; Oac opimmeH xasy; ce3 Toptibi; opdorpadus). Tanmay EFL
CTYIEHTTEPIHIH KOPITyCKa HETi3/Ie/ITeH jKa3ybIH/1a Ui O0JIaThIH )KYMBICHIH/IAFBI XKYHeNi yiriaep/ i aHbIKTayFa
KOMeKTecell. AHBIKTaJFaH €H KON TaparaH TeHJCHIWSUIApIbIH KeWOipi mpemmorrap, Ioipek alTKaHna,
Kibepil anmy >koHe OyphIC KOoNAaHOay, eTicTiK KeliciMi xoHe emieci Oonapl. KarenepnaiH cunaTelH aHBIKTAY
YIIiH TEpeH >KoHEe >KaH-KAaKThl TalJay JKYpri3y KakeT. By MUIOTTHIK 3epTTey MaHBI3IbI TYCiHIKTep Oepeni
JKOHE OHBIH HOTIKeJepi OoJanakTa meT TUTIHAET XKa3y bl Tajiay 3epTTeyliepiH kobanay YIIiH eTe 63€KTi.

Kinm ce30ep: Tin yiipeHy, *a30amia MOTIH Xacay, IPaMMaTHUKAIBIK TalAay, «9JIEMAIK aFbUIMIBIH T,
OKyIIBLIap.

K. Agamosa

CucTeMaTHYHOCTH B MUCHbMEHHOM NMPOAYHHMPOBAHUM PeUH M3YUYAIONIUX AHTJIHIACKUT
SI3bIK KaK BTOPOM: KOPILYCHOE HCCJIeI0OBAHNE MM CbMEHHBIX TEKCTOB CTY/IEHTOB

HccnenoBanue paccMaTpuBaeT OJWH U3 CaMbIX CIOXKHBIX HABBIKOB, KOTOPBIH HEOOXOIMMO pa3BHUBAaTh B IPO-
ecce U3y4eHHsI BTOPOTo s3bIKka — MUChMO. CTaThsl HAalIpaBlIeHa Ha N3y4YeHNE OCHOBHBIX TEHCHIUH B CIOXK-
HOCTH THChMa HAa HHOCTPAHHOM SI3bIKe, YTOOBI 0TOOPA3HUTh CO3JaHHIe MMCBbMEHHOTO s13bIKa. Kopmyc uccneno-
BaHUS [TOCTPOCH Ha SK3aMEHAIMOHHBIX Pab0Tax B 9aCTH CO3JaHUS MICBMEHHOTO TEKCTa JUIs K3aMeHa Mo 6Oa-
30BOMY AHIVIMHCKOMY SI3BIKY. [IaHHBIH SK3aMeH SIBISIETCS 00s3aTEeIbHBIM 3TalloM IIPOBEPKH, KOTOPHIH HE00-
XOUMO CIaTh CTY/ACHTaM, CIICIHATM3UPYIOIINMCS Ha U3yUYeHHe aHTIIMHCKOTO s3bIKa B YHUBepcUTeTax BeHr-
pHH, TaKXKe OH UTrpaeT PEIIaroNIyIo posk B o0pa3oBarenbHON cdepe. M3ydaronye aHTMICKUI S3bIK KaK HHO-
CTpaHHbIN, KaK MPAaBUIIO, CO3IAIOT TEKCT U MOATBEPIKAAIOT YPOBEHB BIIaJICHHS SI3BIKOM Ha ypoBHe B2+ B co-
OTBETCTBUH C OOIIEeBPONEHCKUMH KOMIETCHIMAMH BIIaJ€HNUSI HHOCTPAHHBIM SI3BIKOM: M3y4YEHHE, Mpernoaa-
BaHme, oneHka (anria. Common European Framework of Reference, CEFR). Meron nccinenoBanus BKIIOYAET
aHaNN3 Ha OCHOBE 6 KaTeropuii rpaMMaTHYECKUX MPU3HAKOB (COTIaCOBAHUE TIIAroJIOB, MPEIIOTH, HCIONIB30-
BaHNE apTUKJICH, 3arJIaBHbIE OYKBBI, MOPSJOK CIIOB, IPABOIICAHNE). AHAIIN3 IIOMOTAeT BEISIBUTH CHCTEMATH-
YeCKHe OIIMOKH B MMMCbMe N3yYaIOINX HHOCTPAHHBIN S3bIK HA OCHOBE KOPITYCHOTO MccienoBanus. Hanbonee
pacipoCTpaHeHHBIMHU BBISIBICHHBIMU TEHICHIMSAMHE SBISIOTCS HPEIUIOTH, TOYHEe — MPOMYCKH U HEeTIPaBHIIb-
HOE UCIIONB30BaHKE, COTIaCOBaHUE IJIATOJIOB M IIpaBomicanue. it onpeneseHus Xxapakrepa omubok HeoO-
XO/IMMO MPOBECTH TITyOOKHWil M THIaTeNbHBIN aHanmu3. JJaHHOE MHJIOTHOE MCCIIEOBaHNE JIaeT CYIIECTBEHHbIE
CBEJICHUS, a €r0 pe3ylbTaThl UMEIOT pelIalonee 3HaueHHe T JaTbHEHIIero IpoeKTHPOBaHHS HCCIIe0Ba-
HHH TTOCBSIIEHHBIX aHATM3Y MIChMEHHON peud Ha HHOCTPAHHOM SI3BIKE.

Kniouesvie cnoea: n3ydeHue s3bIka, CO3laHHE MUCHBMEHHOTO TEKCTa, TpPAaMMATHYCCKUN aHalIH3, «MHPOBOU
AQHTIIUICKUIDY, ydanuecs.
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