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Abstract

This article is devoted to the problems of teaching reading in English in Agricultural academy.
Here is given the research of: 1) comparing languages from a cognitive perspective which
recognizes the interaction of two or more linguistic systems in the minds of students; 2)
typologizing the main linguistic features of Yakut, Russian and English language .To solve the
tasks set, the following research methods were used: the study and analysis of Russian literature
on the research problem; monitoring the learning process of reading among the students of the
first and the second courses; conversations with students and lecturers. The carried out research
has allowed to come to the following conclusions: a comparative analysis of different linguistic
systems that interact in learning process of a foreign language is essential for effective
modification of educational content in order to improve the quality of teaching a foreign language
including reading. Such analysis may enable the teacher to: 1) more accurately anticipate and
overcome linguistic difficulties, and 2) identify areas of possible positive (or negative) transfer of
linguistic knowledge. The application of the principles and findings of comparative linguistics
facilitates students' acquisition of linguistic knowledge by improving their metalinguistic skills,
i.e. skills necessary for reflecting upon the language-learning process.
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Introduction

A comparative analysis of different linguistic systems, one of which is the target language of a
teaching-learning process, is "essential for effective modification of educational content in order to
improve the quality of teaching a foreign language" [Osman, 1960, p. 126]. Such analysis may enable
the teacher to: 1) more accurately anticipate and overcome linguistic difficulties, and 2) "identify areas
of possible positive (or negative) transfer of linguistic knowledge" [Fomin, 1991, p.220]. This applies
to all aspects of foreign language teaching, including reading.

What is meant by the term applied comparative linguistics? Applied comparative linguistics is a
"branch of applied linguistics concerned with the comparative study of two or more languages in order
to identify similarities and differences at all levels of linguistic structure" [Lingvisticheskii
ensiklopedicheskii slovar, 1990, p. 23] for the purposes of teaching more effectively one of the
compared languages. There are at least four levels of linguistic structure: phonetic (phonological),
grammatical (morphological), syntactic and lexical (lexical-semantic); sometimes a fifth, derivational,
level is also considered. It is important to note that no degree of genetic or typological similarity (or
remoteness for that matter) between languages in question plays a role in an applied linguist's choice
of conditions for linguistic comparison. There are different approaches to how applied comparative
linguistics should be done and each depends on its purpose. Nevertheless, linguists distinguish at least
three main approaches: 1) comparison of equivalent lexical-grammatical categories between native and
nonnative languages; 2) comparison of non-equivalent lexical-grammatical categories between native
and non-native languages, where at least one category exists in the non-native language, but not in the
native language; and 3) comparison of non-equivalent lexical-grammatical categories between native
and non-native languages, where at least one category is present to the native language, but not in the
non-native language [Desheriev, 1976, p.16].

It is believed that the application of the principles and findings of applied comparative linguistics
in the classroom, facilitates students' acquisition of linguistic knowledge by improving their
metalinguistic skills, i.e. skills necessary for reflecting upon the language-learning process. There are
two ways in which applied comparative linguistics can be applied in the classroom — implicitely or
explicitely. The former, relies on a covert comparison of languages carried out by the teacher (or an
author of a textbook in case of independent learning) in advance. Its purpose is to present to the student
typical linguistic difficulties in the target language against the backdrop of his/her native language and
require the student to perform a series of exercises aimed at overcoming them. Explicitely applying
comparative analysis in teaching involves the teacher (or a textbook author) openly and actively
engaging the student in the comparison of the target language and his/her native language. The goal of
this approach is to make "students aware of the specific differences and similarities between the foreign
and the native languages" [Schepilova, 2005, p.140].

The statement of the problem

The aim of this article is twofold: first to consider the issue of comparing languages from a
cognitive perspective which recognizes the interaction of two or more linguistic systems in the minds
of students; and second, to typologize the main linguistic features of Russian and Yakut language
(U.Desheriev, U.Yusupov and others) and English and Yakut language (R.Barsuk, J. Buranov). To this
end, in accordance with the 12 principles proposed by U.Yusupov, we will adhere to the following
three principles: 1) the principle of simplicity; 2) the principle of synchronicity; and 3) the principle of
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reduction [Yusupov, 1980, p.120].

We are especially concerned with the study of the phenomena of knowledge interference.
Interlingual interference, in contrast to intralinguistic interference, most clearly reveals any contrasting
features of languages under comparison. We are especially concerned with establishing 1) the source(s)
of interlingual interference on morphological and syntactic levels; and 2) the source(s) of intralingual
interference.

At the morphological level of comparison, we will focus on grammatical categories, especially
morphemes and parts of speech; at the syntactic level, we will concentrate on sentential structure. In
teaching English as a foreign language, interference is particularly notable at the syntactic level,
especially at the word-order level. Therefore, we will pay close attention to differences and similarities
in word order. In our comparative analysis we use the terminology suggested by A.Schepilova
[Schepilova, 2003, p. 251] and R.Barsuk [Barsuk, 1970, p.117]. Also note, that linguistic similarity is
suggestive of a possible positive transfer of knowledge which can facilitate language learning, while a
linguistic difference is indicative of a possible negative interference which can hinder language
learning.

Table 1 - A comparative analysis of 12 grammatical categories in Yakut (L1), Russian (L2) and

English (L3)
Gram The
matic | The similarity | The similarity The difference | difference Difficulties in reading in
al between L1 and | between L2 . . .
in L1 and L3 in L2 and English
catego L3 and L3 L3
ry

Numb In L2 and L3 | In L1, unlike Sometimes students feel

er of cardinal L2, L3, the noun difficulties in

nouns numbers does not accept distinguishing
require  after | plural endings homonymous form -(e)s,
themselves a | after the because it can be: 1) the
noun in plural: | cardinal third person of the verb in
one cup -> two | numbers: Ouup Present Simple; 2) plural of
cups. (=one) TTIbUD nouns; 3) Possessive case;
In L2 and L3 | (house) —> ukku and 4) a contracted form of
homonymy of | (two) b1187 ) to be, to have. Tutor should:
endings is | (houses). 1) explain students
observed: In L1 the same homonymy of endings -
For example, | affixes can (e)s; 2) give them exercises
ending -(e)s is | express to distinguish these
used to | different phenomena; and 3) remind
express: 1) the | grammatical students of a similar
third person of | categories. phenomenon in L2
the verb in (R.Barsuk).
Present
Simple; 2)
plural of
nouns; and 3)
the possessive
case of nouns

Gende | There is no Gender of | This phenomenon is not

r  of | category of nouns is | difficult for students; also,
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Gram The

matic | The similarity | The similarity The difference | difference Difficulties in reading in

al between L1 and | between L2 . . .
in L1 and L3 in L2 and English

catego L3 and L3 13

ry

nouns | gender in L1 and basic  and | there is no category of

L3. There are: 1) characteristi | gender of nouns in L1 and
words denoting c feature of | L3.
the sex of people L2, which "is
and animals: defined
boy-yon,  girl- according to
kbibic; and  2) the ending"
pronouns he, she, (Vinogradov
it. Morphological (m) Vs.
signs of gender Vinogradova
are observed in () (female).
L1 wunder the
influence of L2.
For instance,
Chychahov (m)
vs. Chychanova,
®.

Articl The absence of | The absence of The presence of articles in

e article in L2 | article in L1, in the text means nothing to

and L3; | which some students. Due to

definiteness /| definiteness / absence of articles in L1

indefiniteness | indefiniteness is and L2, it is difficult for

is  expressed | expressed students to create

lexically. lexically. conception of definiteness
and indefiniteness
(R.Barsuk).

Adject | Adjectives donot | There are In L2 | Students do find it difficult

ive agree with nouns | degrees of adjectives to perceive adjectives while
in number, | comparison of agree  with | reading (complete support
gender and case | adjectives  in nouns in | of L1).
in L1 and L3.|L2 and L3. number,

Adjectives do not | There are gender and
take inflectional | certain case.
endings. similarities in

the way of its

formation.

Verb | There are | There is an | There are | In L2 there | Students do not always

analogous analytical form | analogous are: 1) two | recognize in English texts
concepts in L1 | Future Tense | concepts in L3: | bases of | irregular verbs and their
and L3: a)| formation in | 1) "regular and | verb: forms in which change of
Continuous L2 irregular verbs"; | Infinitive vowel/word occurred.
Tense; b) Past | (imperfective |2) 2 groups of | and Present | Perhaps it is due to the fact
Efficient in L1 | verb) and L3: | Tenses: Tense to | that the root of a word does
and Present | Oyny mucare = | absolute and | which not change in L1 and L2 and
Perfect in L3; ¢) | I shall/will be | relative; and 3) | personal affixes are added to it.
Past Perfect | writing. auxilliary verbs | endings are
Tense in L1 and which are used | attached; and
Past Perfect in to form | 2) three
L3; and c) Past interrogative, Tenses.
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Gram The
matic | The similarity | The similarity The difference | difference Difficulties in reading in
al between L1 and | between L2 . . .
in L1 and L3 in L2 and English
catego L3 and L3 13
ry
Perfect negative forms. | In L3 there
Progressive in L1 InL1: 1) thereis | are: 1) four
and L3. an  indefinite | groups  of
basis from | verbs; 2)
which  verbal | three
forms are | inflectional
formed and | suffixes: -
affixes are | (e)s (the 34
attached; and 2) | person of
there is no | verb in
internal flexion. | Present
Simple); -
(e)d (regular
verbs in Past
Simple); -ing
(Participle 1)
Prepos In L2 | In L1 there are Students have difficulties
ition prepositions: no prepositions, perceiving sentences with
1) are not part | "they are prepositions because of a
of sentence, 2) | replaced by diverse range of linguistic
clarify affixes of cases, functions of prepositions.
syntactic postpositions
functions of | and  function
other parts of | words"
the sentence. | (R.Barsuk).
Auxilliary
words and
prepositions
play great role
in L3.
Gerun The presence | Gerund is difficult for
d of Gerund in | students because of: 1) its
L3, which | absence in L1 and L2; 2)
denotes an | homonymy: a word with -
action, a | ing can be: a) Participle I, b)
process or a | verbal noun; and 3)
state. complex  functions in
A similar | sentence.
form is
absent in L1
and L2.
Voice | In L1 and L3 |In L2 and L3 Students find it difficult to

there is a system
of voice and verb
Tenses.

there is system
of voice and
verb  Tenses;
concept of
"Passive
Voice".

perceive sentences with
Passive Voice. Tutor should
explicitely teach Passive
Voice, comparing L2 with
L3.
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Gram The
matic | The similarity | The similarity The difference | difference Difficulties in reading in
al between L1 and | between L2 . . .
in L1 and L3 in L2 and English
catego L3 and L3 13
ry

Mood There are 3 | In L1 there are | Use of | Students have difficulties
kinds of mood | 10 kinds of | Future Tense | perceiving sentences with
inL2and L3. | mood because | in Subjunctive II and III in

of large number | conditionals | English.
of modal | in L2 is the
meanings: e.g. | source of
imperative, interference
indicative, in L3.

owing, optative,

concern,

conditional,

temporary

conditional,

affirmative,

suppositional.

Verbal There are | InL1: 1) there is Students  have  trouble

similarities in | no form perceiving sentences with
the use of | appropriate to Participles and Infinitives.
verbals Infinitive in L2;
(Infinitive, 2) Infinitive is
Participle, given in
Gerund) in L2 | different ways.
and L3

Types | There are | There are Students sometimes have

of personal, personal, difficulties perceiving

senten | impersonal, impersonal, various  sentences  with
ces indefinite- indefinite- Participle  Clauses and
personal personal Infinitive Groups.
sentences in L1 | sentencesin L2
and L3. and L3. There
is the notion of
Indirect
Speech in L2
and L3.

Word | Words are | There is a|In L1  the | There is a | Students are sometimes

order | usually in | concept of "a | predicate is | relatively unable to identify Subject

permanent, strict | general and a | usually at the | free  word | and Object correctly due to
order in  a | special end of  a|orderinL2. | differences in word order
sentence in L1 | question" in L2 | sentence. In L3 between L1, L2 and L3.
and L3. and L3. the verb takes

the 2nd position

in the sentence.

A comparative analysis of Yakut (L1), Russian (L.2) and English (L3) syntax

L1, L2 and L3 employ different means to build sentences. Furthermore, word order may serve
different functions in different languages. For example, in L1, because of its unique morphology, word
order performs mostly stylistic functions [Musaev, 1960, p. 6]; in L2 word order serves mainly semantic
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and syntactic functions which is also related to its peculiar morphological structure; and in L3, which
has lost its rich morphology, word order in most cases is used to express complicated objective-

subjective semantic relations [Musaev, 1960, p. 6].

L1, L2 and L3 belong to different language families and therefore differ in their syntax.
Nevertheless, we consider it is necessary to identify their similar linguistic features to be used as
reference points for teaching reading in English. According to J.Buranov, at first glance, it might seem
that the structures of the Indo-European (English and Russian in this case) and the Turkic (here Yakut)
languages have nothing in common. However, in reality, structural and positional differences between
L1, L2 and L3 are not as significant at it appears; their structural variations are explained in terms of
the differences observed at the surface structure, but at a deeper level of structure each of their sentential
elements are functionally comparable. For instance, "three-term structures in English and Turkic
languages are similar at their deep level of structure, but at the service level significant differences can
be observed because the order of their sentential components vary" [Buranov, 1983, p. 27].

Table 2 - Consider the location of parts of the sentence in L1, L2 and L3.

place, but "a certain

word order is not
always kept"
[R.Barsuk].

simple affirmative
sentence.

L1 (Yakut) L2 (Russian) L3 (English) Difficulties
Predicate is at the end of the | Predicate usually | Predicate is in the | Students can  mistakenly
sentence. stands in the 2nd | 2nd place in a | perceive a word placed at the

end of a sentence as a predicate
because of the transfer of norms
of L1 into L3 (negative
transfer). Tutor should teach
students to recognize
Predicates in L3.

Subject is in the beginning of

Subject is in the

Subject is in the

Recognition of Subject in a

Predicate: e.g. MuH kunues
aa5a0bIH. (1 KHATY YHTAI0).

Predicate: e.g.
s YUTAI0 KHUTY

Predicate: e.g.
I am reading a book

a sentence, if there is no | beginning of a | beginning of a | sentence does not cause
attribute. sentence, if there is | sentence. difficulties because of

no attribute. similarities in three languages.
Direct  Object precedes | Object is  after | Object is after | Students can  mistakenly

confuse the Indirect Object
with the Predicate in L3 under
the influence of L1

1) Indirect Object placed
before Predicate; 2) If there is
a Direct and an Indirect
Object, Indirect Object is
situated as in L3 (i.e. after the
Predicate)

Indirect Object is
between Predicate
and Direct Object.

Attribute in L1 and L3 is
expressed by Adjectives,
Participles, Ordinal numbers,
which is adjacent to defined
words and stand before them.

Unlike L1 and L3,
Attribute in L2 is
consistent with
defined words and
stand in before them.
For instance, singing
girl is beautiful.

In L3 Attribute is
expressed by
Adjectives,
Participles, Ordinal
numbers, which are
positioned  before
modified words.

Students do experience
difficulties  while reading
(complete support of L1).

In addition to the grammatical elements of L1, L2 and L3 listed in the table above, there are other
aspects of L3 syntax that may be problematic for students to learn. These aspects include participle
clauses, infinitive groups, gerunds, complex objects, complex subjects and the infinitival complexes.
Although foreign-language teaching should be based on students' linguistic experience, the
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aforementioned grammatical phenomena do not have equivalents in either L1 or L2. [Ivanova, 2009,
p. 76].

In addition to numerous interlinguistic challenges, students also face a number of intralinguistic
difficulties related to reading English texts. These difficulties, in turn, may be associated with the
problem of recognizing certain grammatical phenomena both in terms of their complexity and their role
in interlinguistic and intralinguistic interference. Intralinguistic interference occurs within one language
and can cause violations of its internal organization. "The greatest difficulties are caused by
homonymous, polysemantic and multifunctional forms and structures" [Razumeeva, 1970, p.25].

The results of the study

In summary, the results of our comparative analysis can be summarized as follows: 1) similarities
and differences have been identified on the base of which pretext exercises aimed at overcoming
morpho-syntactic interference in reading English texts can be made; 2) a typology of possible students'
reading difficulties caused by the interlinguistic interference on the morphological and syntactic levels
was developed; 3) a tentative typology of possible students' reading difficulties caused by intralinguistic
interference was suggested.

On the morphological level, L3 phenomena, which are different or absent from L1 and L2 are
particularly difficult for students. These include: 1) articles which present difficulties for approximately
47% of the Yakut-speaking students from the Agricultural Academy; 2) differences in word-formation
(L1, L2, L3) cause 62% of students to fail to identify parts of speech according to their derivational
affixes while reading English texts; 3) differences in noun pluralization causes problems for 55% of
students. In L3 in addition to regular nouns, that are also those which are either always singular, though
appearing plural in form (e.g. news, politics...etc) or always plural, though seeming singular (e.g.
police...etc); 4) differences in expressing the category of case results in difficulties reading English
texts. Fore instance, in L3 case can be expressed by prepositions (e.g. to talk about the weather, a
course of events...etc). But prepositions are absent in the Yakut language and this is probably why 52%
of students from the Agricultural Academy have difficulties with prepositions; 6) recognition of
irregular verbs and its forms in English texts is difficult for 62% of students. This is probably due to
the fact that English irregular verbs are conjugated by changing a vowel within a word or altering its
form altogether. This is alien to speakers of the Yakut language. In L1 the verb may have several affixes
that are attached in a specific order; 7) Recognition of modal verbs such as fo be to, to have to, to be
able to in English texts is difficult for 73% of students because in English modality is expressed via
conjugation, while in L1 it is expressed by means of affixation; 8) 73% of students from the Agricultural
Academy have difficulties with verbals such as gerunds, participles I and II. The gerund is especially
difficult because it is completely absent from the Yakut language and performs complex functions in
the sentence.

In addition to the aforementioned differences in L1, L2 and L3, we also noted some morphological
similarities which can be used as supports for more efficient and effective language learning. These
similarities are: 1) there is no category of gender for nouns in L1 and L3; and 2) in L1 and L3 adjectives
do not agree with the noun in gender, case and number and do not take inflectional endings.

Students' possible reading difficulties on the syntactic level include: 1) participle clauses, infinitival
groups and gerunds present difficulties for about 70% of Agricultural Academy students; 2) for 70%
of students reading difficulties may be related to complex objects, complex subjects, as these
grammatical phenomena are expressed differently in L1 and L2; 3) for 72% of students reading English
texts is accompanied with difficulties processing sequence of tenses and reported speech because in L1
and L2 the subordinate clause does not depend or agree in tense with the main clause; 4) subjunctives

Oksana N. Ivanova



Theory and methods of professional education 409

IT and III are difficult for 67% of students from the Agricultural Academy, as the subjunctive mood in
L1 and L2 correspond to various forms of mood in L3; 5) 72% of students have difficulties with the
passive voice.

Summary

In terms of intralinguistic interference the following difficulties have been observed: 1) homonymy
of forms and structures, resulting in: a) 50% of students having difficulties distinguishing the variants
of -ing, which may mark the gerund or the participle I; b) 40% of students having trouble in
distinguishing various forms of the suffix -(e)d which can mark either the past tense of the verb or the
2" participle; ¢) 55% of students finding it challenging to differentiate the homonymous -(e)s, which
can indicate a contracted form of fo be or to have, the ending of the 3™ person singular of the verb in
the present simple, the noun plural marker and the noun genitive case marker;

2) multifunctional forms and structures, such as: a) 52% of students of the Agricultural Academy
have difficulty in understanding the multifunctional auxiliary verbs fo be and fo have; b) 52% of
students have trouble understanding sentences with prepositions because prepositions in L3 are highly
multifunctional.

Based on foregoing, it can be concluded that comparison of contact languagesin learning process
contributes to understanding of specificity of structure of foreign language compared to L1 and L2, and
also allows to find an effective method of teaching students.
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Hcnonb30BaHne JUHTBOKOMIIAPATHBHOI0 AHAJIN3A NPH 00y4YeHUH YTEHH IO
HA aHIJIHIICKOM SI3bIKE B arpoBYy3e

HNBanoBa Oxcana HukogaeBHa

Kannunar nmegaroruueckux Hayk,

JoteHT kadenpsl «ConnaabHO-T'YMaHUTAPHBIX JUCIIMILTAHY,

SkyTcKasi TOCyIapCTBEHHAS CEIhCKOXO3SCTBEHHAS aKaeMUS

677007, Poccuiickas @enepanus, SAkyrck, yi. Cepremsxckoe mocce, 3 KM;
e-mail: oksy28@mail.ru

AHHOTaNUsA

JlanHasi cTaThs MOCBSIICHA BOIPOCcaM 00yUYEHHUS YTEHUIO Ha aHTJIMKMCKOM SI3BIKE B arpoByse. B
CTaTb€ PACCMOTPEHBI: BO-IIEPBBIX, BOIIPOCHI O CPABHEHHMM S3BIKOB C KOTHUTHBHOW TOYKHU 3PEHUS,
KOTOpasi IpU3HAeT B3aMMOJEHCTBHE ABYX WJIM OoJjiee SI3BIKOBBIX CHCTEM B yMaxX YY€HHKOB; BO-
BTOPBIX, CO37aHA THIIOJOTUS OCHOBHBIX SI3BIKOBBIX OCOOCHHOCTEH SKYTCKOTO, PYCCKOro H
AHIIMKMCKOTO SA3BIKOB. /[l pemenus MoCTaBIeHHBIX 3a1a4 UCIIOJIb30BAIUCh CIEAYIOINUE METOABbI
UCCIIEIOBaHMs: U3YyYEHHE M aHaJU3 OTEYECTBEHHOH JUTEpaTyphl MO IpobOiieMe HCCIeI0BaHUs;
HaOJII0ZICHHe 3a MpOLecCOM OOYYEHHUs YTEHUIO CTYACHTOB 1-2 KypcoB arpoBys3a; Oeceibl €O
CTYNEHTaMH M ImpenojasaTeilssMu. [IpoBeneHHOEe wuccieqOBaHME IIO3BOJIMIO HaM  CHAENIaTh
CIENYIOIIME  BBIBOABL:  CPAaBHHUTEIBHBIM  AQHAJIW3  PA3IMYHBIX  A3BIKOBBIX  CHCTEM,
B3aMMO/ICHCTBYIONIUX B ITpoliecce 00yUYEHHs] HHOCTPAHHOMY SI3bIKY, HE00X0 UM JUIsl 3 PpeKTUBHON
MouUKaMK 00pa30BaTENbHOIO KOHTEHTAa C LENbI0 IOBBIMIEHUS KadecTBa IpenojaBaHus
MHOCTPAHHOTO SI3bIKa, BKIItOYast uTeHue. Takoi aHaIu3 MOKeT MO3BOJIUTh yUuTento: 1) 6oiee TouHO
NpPEIBUIECTh M IPEOI0JIEBATh SI3BIKOBBIE TPYIHOCTH, M 2) OINpeneNniTh OOJAaCTH BO3MOXKHOU
MOJIOKUTEIBHOW (MJIM OTpULIATEIbHON) TMepeAayu JMHIBUCTHUECKUX 3HaHui. [Ipumenenue
MPUHLIMIIOB U PE3yJIbTaTOB CPABHUTEIBHOM JIMHIBUCTUKHU OOJeryaer npuoOpeTeHne CTyAeHTaMu
JUHTBUCTUYECKUX 3HAHWM, YIydllas WX METAJIUHIBUCTUYECKUE HAaBBIKM, TO €CThb HAaBBIKH,
HE00XO0AMMBIE JJIS1 pa3MBIIIUIEHUH HaJl TPOLIECCOM U3YUEHUS S3bIKA.
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