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Background. Nowadays, almost all indexed journals expect submissions in English,
which is a great challenge for exophonic authors. Code-switching context, where cross-
language effects, especially native language interference, are well distinct, is critical for
approaching the dilemma. Navigating the complicated issues of language-related chal-
lenges will be impossible without referring to three crucial levels of written production:
lexical, syntactic, and textual. In our investigation, we address the nature of potential
errors and their inter- and intralingual origins. In particular, we identify and interpret the
deviations from Standard English in scholarly research writing of Ukrainian authors in the
field of life sciences, exemplify and classify errors into categories based on the type of
language misuse.

Materials and Methods. Language material for the study comprised 50 manuscripts
submitted by authors from Ukraine to the journal “Studia Biologica”. This research is
a mixed-method study encompassing descriptive qualitative and descriptive quantitative
methods. Content analysis was employed as the data gathering technique. The analy-
sis of texts was focused on tracing deviations from consistent principles and rules of
Standard English and linguistic features of English research discourse and encompassed
such steps as highlighting the error, cross-checking and stating the deviation, listing and
classifying the errors, and tracing a possible connection of the error to authors’ first lan-
guage interference.

Results. The study identified language areas where Ukrainian authors fail to effec-
tively communicate their ideas to the global academic community. At the textual level,
the problem areas encompass defective paragraph structure and excessive verbosity.
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At the syntactic level, the most critical deviations from the language and stylistic norm
comprised misuses of word order and clauses, wordy and confusing sentences with
multiple issues that hinder the readability of text. The most widespread grammatical
mistakes include missing predicates, faulty subject-verb agreement, incorrect forms
of the verb, and inappropriate use of articles, pronouns, demonstratives and quantifiers.
At the lexical level, the prevalent errors relate to various types of loan translation, but
also include improper word choices and poor vocabulary. Orthographic mistakes, though
in minority, refer to the spelling of toponyms, capitalisation, switching from American to
British orthographic standards and other random spelling errors.

Conclusions. An insight into the nature of the analysed deviations suggests the
presence of both intra- and interlingual factors that cause mistakes in papers submitted
for publication in the field of life sciences. The error analysis can be beneficial in the
educational process for both educators and practitioners. Proper understanding of the
functional mechanism of the mistakes might increase the awareness of the potential
pitfalls and consequently help avoid them. The classification of errors can be adopted in
the educational process and contribute to the development of error pedagogy.

Keywords: Standard English, academic writing, scientific style, language
interference, inter- and intralingual factors, life, environmental and
agricultural sciences

INTRODUCTION

Telling a great story about research in a foreign language and making it appealing
to a broad readership demands building up a viable written product through the prism of
both code-switching context and writing accuracy. English, as the language of modern
science and technology, seems to be carving out an important place in the language
market (Ndiaye, 2014), and writing for academic journals is considered an intellectual
activity, which requires adhering to specific strict criteria and standards for content and
presentation quality to gain the desirable status “accepted for publication” (Asif et al.,
2020). It makes cross-linguistic communication in the academic context a more and
more competitive and challenging field.

When we deal with scholarly research writing, ownership of English as any other
target language (L2) is becoming a challenge for exophonic authors. The phenomenon
of language ownership means not only mastering a foreign language at the level of
linguistic rules, but the appropriateness that the language acquires through undergoing
meticulous shaping to end up in the version acceptable by the large majority of editorial
boards. Vested by specific standards for organizing and presenting ideas, “research”
English is to remain as neutral as possible so as not to look very much specific to one
culture but, at the same time, be consistent with academic writing traditions (Bailey,
2015; Glasman-Deal, 2009; Sowton, 2012; Yakhontova, 2003, 2021; Zhao, 2017).

Mastering a foreign language in the context of developing relevant cognitive skills
in building insightful case studies or comprehensive, concise and informative investiga-
tions is a very challenging task for non-native speakers. Cross-linguistic issues usually
caused by language alternation (Artetxe et al., 2020; Bogulski et al., 2019; Declerck
et al., 2016; Gass & Selinker, 2008; Johns & Steuck, 2021; Sadeghi & Alinasab, 2020;
Wang, 2003; Woodall, 2002) have always encompassed many areas of language
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misuse. The underlying factors of the first language (L1) interference (Bhela, 1999;
Blake, 2021; Danzak, 2011; Kazazoglu, 2020; Labicane & Oliva, 2022; Marita & Jufrizal,
2021; Nawal, 2018; von Grebmer Zu Wolfsthurn et al., 2021; Yuniswati, 2017) result in
a variety of linguistic inconsistencies. It seems interesting and worthy to reveal these
language-related challenges, understand their nature as well as origin of possible errors
in academic texts. In particular, there is a well-grounded demand for a glean insight into
the deviations from Standard English in the texts written by Ukrainian authors who in the
recent decade have demonstrated a growing enthusiasm in publishing their research
findings in English.

Literature review. English has traditionally been and continuously is employed for
developing intellectual scope in many areas of investigation. Hence, studies in naviga-
ting complicated issues of writing are recognized as a crucial component of language
performance by many scholars (Bazerman, 2010; McNamara et al., 2010; Phuket &
Othman, 2015). English writing in both educational and professional settings is increa-
singly important as much as it is a complex process that demands cognitive analysis
and linguistic synthesis (Declerck et al., 2016; Nawal, 2018). Therefore, it is essential
to investigate the critical domains of academic writing within the code-switching context
and L1 interference, since both continue to exhibit numerous factors of linguistic incom-
petence in the written products of exophonic authors.

Extensive research has already been done in the area of academic writing with
its specific conventions in terms of content, structure and style. In particular, S. Bailey
(2015), J. M. Swales & C. B. Feak (2012), A. Wallwork (2011), A. Wirantaka (2016), and
T. Yakhontova (2009, 2020, 2021) advocate for a formal tone and style, clear purpose,
accuracy, absence of conversational features, use of an appropriate academic vocabu-
lary, evidence-based arguments, logical reasoning, and rational conclusions as critical
features which shape research writing as academic and required for scholarly publica-
tions. Similarly, a search of relevant literature from within the academic context yields
results (O’Leary, 2022; Swales & Feak, 2012; Zhao, 2017) related to generally agreed
ideas that research discourse is embedded with objective argument, logical structure,
precision, consistency, and reliable sources.

Apart from the need to convey information in an impartial but convincing and fact-
based way, it is crucial to be equipped with knowledge of necessary linguistic and sty-
listic tools to build an academic text. A critical factor of written academic discourse is a
stylistic (literary) norm. According to D. Crystal (2018), a norm is a standard practice in
speech and writing. J. Zlatev & J. Blomberg (2019) claim that norm is the general stan-
dard of literary language. The broader notion implies consistent principles and estab-
lished rules (see Thomson & Martinet, 2015; Swan, 2005) and habits of language usage
circulating in a given society and at a certain period. On the other hand, it is next to
impossible to work out universal language norms because each functional style has its
regularities and implies pre-established and conventionally excepted parameters. Thus,
the term “norm” has a broad meaning and can be differentiated as a language norm,
literary norm, stylistic norm, and a norm of a particular style. In this study we consider
the norm as an example of scholarly writing, and thus regard the notion through liter-
ary and stylistic aspects, making the norm variant fit into its obligatory boundaries that
shape structural, stylistic and discourse aspects of the text. Consequently, neglect of
the accepted norms can be regarded as an attempt to violate normative standards and
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thus leave communication outside its proper function. These problems connect with
broader issues of potential deviations caused by insufficient command of linguistic tools
and contextual elements for building the written product and, additionally, L1 interfer-
ence, which commonly results in errors made by non-English speakers.

Over the years, a considerable deal of research has been done on language-related
challenges and their possible origins. F. M. Branzi et al. (2014), and M. S. Mansoor &
Y. M. Salman (2020) explain deviation in linguistic terms as a notion that breaks the
common norms or standards of language. J. N. Blom et al. (2017) claim that deviations
are referred to as a result of sloppiness rather than a lack of proficiency. C. A. Bogulski
et al. (2019) states that deviation in terms of interference directly relates to the phe-
nomena of interactions of language systems under the conditions of bilingualism and
can emerge either in contact with other languages or in the individual mastering of
a non-native language under the influence of the native one. Synthesizing different
meanings of the term, we argue that deviations naturally integrate into linguistic environ-
ment through lexical, semantic, syntactic, phonological, morphological, graphological,
dialectal, and even historical manifestations, and have a language-switching nature.
Experts, such as F. M. Branzi et al. (2014), A. Mickan et al. (2020), and S. von Grebmer
Zu Wolfsthurn et al. (2021), claim that writing quality can also be affected by task dif-
ficulty, vocabulary matters, and direct translation primarily dependent on metalinguistic
or ideational behaviour related to the writers’ L1 expertise but not their L2 proficiency.
R. M. Manchén et al. (2000) noted that more frequent addressing to L1 is associated
with cognitively demanding tasks. The phenomenon of language-switching according
to D. S. Qi (1998) has its functions in target language writing such as initiating an idea,
developing a thought, verifying the meaning of the word, and compensating for working
memory limitations due to the complexity of the task. B. R. Woodall (2002) defined the
causal factors immensely contributing to language-switching: task difficulty, target lan-
guage proficiency, and the genetic relationship between two languages. S. A. Crossley
(2020) also came to similar findings stating that target language writing may differ in
terms of linguistic and orthographic distances to the native language. Especially it is
traced wherein the transfer of writing strategies influences linguistic features related
to text cohesion, as well as argument structure and style. Considering all these, we
assume that despite one’s best efforts, writing in a foreign language implies turning to
the native language for assurance and guidance as it is profoundly embedded in the
mind since one learned how to speak.

No language is identically the same and, as a result, language system differen-
ces can interfere with one another in the outcomes (Marita & Jufrizal, 2021). Many
researchers (Danzak 2011; Kazazoglu, 2020; von Grebmer Zu Wolfsthurn et al., 2021;
and Yuniswati, 2017) believe that it is almost inevitable to avoid an inadvertent inter-
ference of the native language without traceable inconsistencies in error-prone areas
and regard the interference as “cross-linguistics and language transfer” that negatively
influences the target language structures and is the main underlying reason for errors.
Accordingly, the interference is caused mainly by the similarities and differences in the
structures of two languages, background knowledge and proficiency of the speaker,
and mismatching language structures of both languages. In other words, interference
is provoked by previous habits, coming from the native language or the lack of know-
ledge and understanding of necessary linguistic features. The researchers reflect on

ISSN 1996-4536 (print) e ISSN 2311-0783 (on-line) e Bionoriyni Ctyaji / Studia Biologica e 2023 e Tom 17 /N2 3 e C. 167-188



CHALLENGES FOR NON-ENGLISH SPEAKERS: INTER- AND INTRALINGUAL FACTORS SHAPING THE WRITING OF UKRAINIAN... 1 71

the deliberate use of rules and forms of native language structures by writers while they
address similarities between concepts in both languages. These opinions open up new
paths for language transfer conceptualization in positive and negative aspects. That is,
understanding similarities between native and foreign languages can lead to positive
transfer, which will facilitate the target language mastery. On the other hand, when the
items, structures or rules in both languages are different, negative transfer occurs. The
latter apparently makes L2 users commit errors.

The question of negative interference inevitably arises when comparing langua-
ges (in this case, English and Ukrainian) that are not related and do not have many
similar categories and structural entities. More than a few linguistic studies (Bhela,
1999; Danzak, 2011; Marita & Jufrizal, 2021; Ndiaye, 2014; Phuket & Othman, 2015;
Yuniswati, 2017) illustrate a variety of error cases that stem from cross-linguistic inter-
ference. Almost all of the above researchers believe that phonological, morphological,
orthographic, lexical, syntactic, and stylistic areas of language are potentially vulnerable
to interference and thus bear the effects of native language influence that may launch
errors of different language origins and levels.

According to the interest we pursue in our survey, we seek to characterize the
underlying factors of native (Ukrainian) and target (English) languages interrelation
through meticulous insights into the nature and sources of errors that might come forth
in the process of written communication by Ukrainian authors. Our attempt at error iden-
tification limits its claims to English research writing and will embrace only crucial levels
where cross-language effects are well distinct. It makes sense to navigate the com-
plicated issues of error analysis through the three levels of written production: /exical
(vocabulary-based issues), syntactic (grammar and sentence structural entities), and
textual (style formatting, paragraph building, examining textual features and cohesion).

Regardless of what causes the inconsistencies or deviations from Standard
English, it is necessary to understand what exactly lies within the definition of an error as
a deviation from the norm of the target language. The researchers (Abdullah et al., 2021
and Ndiaye, 2014) differentiate the terms “error” and “mistake” by referring the “error” to
“systematic” and the “mistake” to “non-systematic”. They define them by considering an
“error” as a deviation in competence whereas a “mistake” is a deviation in performance.
Since the scope of this study did not embrace the goal of verifying the true nature of
deviations — whether systematic on non-systematic ones, both terms “error” and “mis-
take” will be referred to as synonyms thenceforth.

The perspective of error analysis in the context of native language (L1) interference
is influentially based upon the lavish research findings (Blake, 2021; Danzak, 2011;
Gass & Selinker, 2008; Labicane & Oliva, 2022; Marita & Jufrizal, 2021; Ndiaye, 2014;
Phuket & Othman, 2015; Yuniswati, 2017). The scholars agree that typically errors
derive from two sources: interlingual and intralingual. The main types of errors and fac-
tors for their reasons found in the aforementioned research reveal different results and
thus merit discussion.

L. Ndiaye (2014) and P. R. N. Phuket and N. B. Othman (2015) assert that interlin-
gual aspect (or native language interference) was found to be the dominant source of
errors, recognized as the learners’ application of the native language elements in their
spoken or written performances of the target language. Intralingual errors normally orig-
inate from incomplete knowledge of certain L2 areas (rules application, false analogy,
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overgeneralization) and, therefore, are irrelevant to the native language interference but
brought about by the nature of the L2 itself.

T. Marita and J. Jufrizal (2021) admit that factors for writing errors stem from using
bilingual dictionaries, direct translation methods, or having poor language skills, that is,
lack of syntactic knowledge. The four most common mistakes found in their research
were determinants, verb and subject agreement, prepositions, and tenses, respec-
tively. Limited grammatical and lexical competence caused learners’ reliance on L1 in
L2 writing.

G. E. M. Labicane and R. M. M. Oliva (2022) in their research on student writing
elicit four types of errors: selection, addition, misordering, and omission, claiming that
punctuation use, selection of correct verbs and prepositions, capitalization, subject-verb
agreement, and selection of appropriate pronouns were the most challenging areas.
M. Yuniswati (2017) provides error classification that includes 17 types of errors (noun
form, concord, gerund, article, spelling, sentence without verb, word class, preposition,
tense, passive form, conjunction, comparisons, aspect, if clause, embedded question,
and cross-reference) and concludes that deviations found in terms of grammar and
vocabulary are the most common. The researcher also provided some explanation on
why the errors can be considered to result from L1 interference.

Finally, R. Danzak (2011) confirms previous studies on the issues of bilingual wri-
ting errors. The researcher points to interactive relationships among the lexical, syn-
tactic, and discourse levels of writing, as well as potential cross-linguistic relationships
between texts written in both languages. These outcomes support a general interactive
processing language theory that recognizes bidirectional interfaces among areas of lan-
guage (e.g., semantics, syntax, and discourse), cognitive—linguistic domains (attention
and memory), and, for bilingual individuals, L1 and L2 (Danzak, 2011, p. 502).

Research of relevant literature within the context of the Ukrainian language interfe-
rence and errors in the academic writing of Ukrainian authors yields only a few results,
all of which come to a series of articles by T. Yakhontova (2020, 2021), where the
researcher exemplifies mistakes committed by Ukrainian and other Slavic authors in
their scientific publications. The attention is specifically drawn to paragraph-building
issues. The cases of frequent occurrence are the lack of coherence, poor evidence-
based supporting ideas, the combination of several ideas in one paragraph, deficiencies
in the overall structure of a paragraph, scarce use of transition devices, which results in
logical discrepancies, one-sentence or often unreasonably long paragraphs, and inac-
curate citation.

Obviously, there is a need for a better understanding of the challenges faced by
Ukrainian authors in the context of native (Ukrainian) language interference and issue-
based language deviations in their scholarly writing. Thus, answers to the above ques-
tions could shed more light on these complex, important issues.

This study pursues the goal to detect and interpret the deviations from Standard
English in the manuscripts of research papers in the fields of life, environmental, agricul-
tural and medical sciences submitted for publication to a scholarly journal by non-Eng-
lish speaking writers. In particular, we identified inappropriate language uses, classified
the errors into categories based on the type of their origin, and exemplified the mistakes
related to grammar, vocabulary, phrases and collocations, spelling, punctuation, sen-
tence structure, and style. Additionally, an attempt has been made to trace any possible
connections of these misuses to authors’ L1 interference.
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MATERIALS AND METHODS

Language material for the study was selected from submissions to the journal
“Studia Biologica” over a period of 2021-2023; their total number comprising 50. The
texts used for analysis represent manuscripts submitted by authors from Ukraine whose
first language is Ukrainian (occasionally Russian) between the peer reviewing and lan-
guage editing stages. Eventually, the majority of language misuses discussed in this
paper had been eliminated by the journal language editor prior to publication and thus
did not appear in the final published versions of the articles.

This research is a mixed-method study encompassing a descriptive qualitative
method and a descriptive quantitative method. The qualitative approach focuses on
exploring and investigating the quality of a certain research subject while the quantita-
tive deals with numerical data (Dawson, 2009).

Content analysis as part of the qualitative method was the data gathering tech-
nique. This technique enables researchers to investigate, highlight, examine, take note
and analyse what is written, stated or prescribed in the document, content or the cho-
sen sample (Dawson, 2009). The analysis of the manuscripts was focused on trac-
ing deviations from consistent principles and rules of Standard English (see Thomson
& Martinet, 2015; Swan, 2005), and linguistic features of English research discourse
(Swales & Feak, 2012; Yakhontova, 2003, 2021). The process encompassed several
steps: highlighting the error, cross-checking and stating its deviation from Standard
English, listing and classifying the errors to be further described in the research results
and discussion section, and tracing a possible connection of the error to authors’ L1
interference. Finally, after the analysis of the data, the findings were presented using
a descriptive analysis method (Dawson, 2009). Applying the method of quantitative
analysis, we were able to trace the errors that prevail in the manuscripts under study
and, in this way, to understand the origin of writing problems non-English speakers
have. The study has been carried out on such aspects of writing assessment as para-
graph and sentence structure, correspondence to grammar rules, proper use of vocabu-
lary and phrases, punctuation, and spelling.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Qualitative analysis. Analysis of the texts under study revealed several types of
deviations from Standard English as well as a few cases of misuses of the English
academic style. A deeper insight into the nature of these deviations suggests the pre-
sence of both intra- and interlingual reasons for errors including L1 interference, various
examples of which are discussed below.

Structure, formatting and style. At the level of text composition, writing in the sci-
ences is regulated by a set of clear, straightforward and fairly easy-to-follow guidelines.
In the vast majority of the studied manuscripts, no violations of the formatting style
(APA) were detected, presumably due to the fact that the texts were analysed at the
post-reviewing stage. Usually, any improper formatting is corrected before the manu-
script reaches the language editing stage. The same is the case regarding the paper
structure. A manuscript would not be accepted by the Journal’s Editorial office if the
structural elements of the paper were missing or otherwise mispresented.

However, issues were revealed at the level of paragraph organization. Experts in
English academic writing emphasise that a paragraph is a group of sentences that
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communicate and elaborate a single central idea (Bailey, 2015; Yakhontova, 2021).
Nevertheless, we encountered a number of one-sentence paragraphs as well as abnor-
mally long and wordy paragraphs that comprised fifteen or more sentences and were
marked by poor cohesion and rather vague logical connections between the numerous
ideas crammed into them. Improper paragraph organization in the texts produced by
Ukrainian science writers can stem from the inadequate level of academic writing edu-
cation in both L1 and L2.

In addition, stylistic deviations become exposed through excessive verbosity or tau-
tology. According to N. Mykytenko, M. Kozolup, and N. Rozhak (2021), science writing
is marked by precision and clarity; unnecessary verbosity is not welcomed there. Our
study revealed that at times Ukrainian authors tend to overuse expressions which con-
tribute no important information to the text, or repeat the same idea in different words,
for instance: “additionally, it is well known about...”, “as a result of our research, we
found that...”, “there is also an article by Pacheco (2019) in which the author men-
tioned...”, “based on the results we received during our experiments”.

Besides, in many cases writers prefer less formal vocabulary to academic one, for

)

example authors often use “so” instead of “thus”, “but” for “however”, “although”, “that
is why” instead of “therefore”, “for this reason”, “also” for “in addition”, “moreover”, etc.
This is indicative of a rather limited richness and scope of some authors’ vocabulary.
Moreover, we noticed that the core vocabulary of some writers was restricted to the sim-
plest basic words and phrases, many of which could have been substituted with more
pertinent academic synonyms: “We do not think [assume, believe, suppose] that...”, “an
important [significant, essential, vital] contribution”, “we used glycerol to give [impart,
provide] the films elasticity”, “The analysis of each sample was made [performed, con-
ducted] in two replicates”. The above examples may imply that authors do not always
make sufficient effort to elaborate their texts in the truly academic style.

Sentence structure. It can be asserted that the most critical deviations from the
language and stylistic norm occur at the syntactic level comprising various cases of
misuses of word order, clauses, or transition elements that establish inter- and intra-
sentential connections. Among the most frequent word order violations found in the
studied material were errors resulting from improper use of impersonal passive con-
structions or other misuses of the passive voice, such as “Under conditions of DM, it is

” o

observed energy depletion...”, “...there was investigated the influence of NCP on the
activity of enzymes...”, “...and to the suspension was added 0.1 ml of sterile water...”,
“...to animals for 14 days was injected inframuscularly agmatine or administrated orally
red wine concentrate”. The last two examples are particularly indicative of L1 interfer-
ence, compare Ukrainian: “0o cycneHsii 6yno dodaHo 0.1 mna. ducmurnboeaHoi 800U’
“... meapuHam 8rnpodoex 14 OHie ssoduscsi aemMamuH...”

We observed multiple deviations from the norm in various types of clauses, in many
of which L1 interference can be inferred, for example, clauses of purpose: “Each locality
was selected within radius of 100 m in order to initial conditions were similar (406 BUXiaHi
ymoBu Bynu cxoxumn)”, or contrast: “if for other regions, researchers note the nesting of
woodpigeon in cities..., then in our region, Woodpigeons first nested in villages (akwo
B iHLUMX perioHax ..., Todi B Hawomy...)”. Interestingly, among the mistakes detected in
the texts under study were ones transferred from L1, such as the following example of
a misplaced modifier that stems from the incorrect use of a participial phrase: “Analyzing
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the reliable cases of nesting of the species registered by us in different biotopes (n = 390),
the share of identified nests in the settlements of the Verkhnie Pobuzhzhia was 50 %...”.
A confusing sentence like this can be fairly common for Ukrainian speakers.

Quite often, issues with sentence structure are tightly linked with improper uses of
transitional elements or linking words. For instance, in the following sentence “In rural
settlements, the Woodpigeon average density during the nesting period — 1.7 pairs/km?,
although in some villages it can reach 11 pairs/km?’ the author could not differentiate
between “although” and “whereas”, both of which express contrast. Similarly, another
author confused the meanings of “instead of” and “unlike”. “Instead of our previous fau-
nistic investigations of soil invertebrates..., the synecological research of ants aims...”.
The following sentence illustrates an unsuccessful attempt to give an example: “One
of them is that, an altered flow of lipids in the liver, ..., can be accompanied by...”.
In the next case, the authors probably misinterpreted the meaning of “therefore” as an
exact equivalent of Ukrainian “makum yunom”™ “Therefore, we found that the red wine
concentrate, ..., possessed a stronger effect on the activity of constitutive and inducible
isoforms of NO synthase”. Moreover, in several manuscripts, the word “therefore” was
used at the beginning of a paragraph, which confirms the aforementioned.

In addition, we encountered a number of inappropriate uses of relative clauses.
These included erroneous uses of defining and non-defining relative clauses (see
example below), or incorrect choices of relative conjunctions: “The yellow fruits of cor-
nelian cherry ... contain a significant amount of substances..., which properties, bio-
logical effects and mechanism of action are not fully understood”. Erroneous uses of
clauses are often accompanied by mistakes in punctuation. In the studied material, the
most common punctuation errors were connected with excessive use of commas, e.g.
with defining relative clauses: “The majority of ant species, which build their nests with
a visible substrate elevation (ant hill), belong to the functional group of ,ecosystem engi-
neers”, with participial phrases: “CHOLIndex, calculated on the basis of the difference
between LDL-C and HDL-C, in control, under DM...”, and other types of clauses. We
can conclude with confidence that such mistakes originate from an interlingual source
since clauses of most types are usually separated with commas in the Ukrainian lan-
guage irrespective of their position in a sentence.

Finally, the texts under study contained numerous instances of complex problems
at the syntactic level deriving from multiple causes and/or their combination. The cases
in focus are usually long and wordy sentences with an accumulation of clauses, faulty
subject-verb agreement, misplaced modifiers, incorrect word choices, or other issues that
hinder their readability or coherence. We can describe such sentences as “awkward”
ones that lack clarity and effectiveness in communication. Here are some of the most
representative examples: “Increasing of energy supply in cells and decreasing blood
glucose concentration after improving glucose uptake and inhibition of lipolysis by
PBMT, as we expect, lead to a decrease in the production of ketones, which is in com-
pound with inhibition of lactate dehydrogenase (LDH) activity and with a corresponding
reduction of lactate concentration in blood plasma, which is also an effect of PBMT, and
may cause an increase in blood pH and reduce diabetic ketoacidosis”, “Currently there
are no satisfactory means for the pharmacological correction of plasma membrane
calcium ATPase function and there is an extremely actual of elaboration, synthesis, and
study of substances with the targeted impact on plasma membrane calcium ATPase”,
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“Our previous works have been shown a pronounced cytotoxic effect of thiazole deriva-
tives in combination with polymeric carriers on tumor, while were not cytotoxic against
pseudo-normal cells in vitro”. Apparently, the confusing meaning and poor readability
of such sentences is related to their excessive complexity — a feature that used to be
characteristic of the former “soviet” and “post-soviet” academic writing style.

Grammar. The great variety of grammatical mistakes engendered in authors’ insuf-
ficient mastery of the target language, lack of accuracy, or transfer of grammatical pat-
terns from their first language can cause disruption at the sentence level (e.g.: faulty
subject-verb agreement, missing predicate, etc.) or manifest themselves locally (e.g.:
missing article, incorrect quantifier, etc.). Our study revealed the presence of various
types of grammatical mistakes, some of which can be associated with L1 interference.
This section gives an account of the most prevalent ones and seeks for their possible
links with L1 impacts.

Errors that can possibly entail confusion or poor readability of a sentence are
usually connected with inappropriate use of verbs, especially predicates. Regarding
this, the most widespread mistakes of Ukrainian authors include missing predicates,
especially linking verbs such as be, for example: “In rural settlements, the Woodpigeon
average density during the nesting period —1.7 pairs/km?”, “The most noticeable mor-
phological changes in the soil profile during pine succession [are] related to the degra-
dation of the sod layer’, “Objective: to find out the density during the nesting period, the
peculiarities of nesting and behavior of the species in the settlements of the Verkhnie
Pobuzhzhia”. Presumably, the first two examples illustrate a transfer of Ukrainian sen-
tence patterns wherein linking verbs in compound nominal predicates can be omitted
(...eycmoma 3acenieHHs1 npunymHxsi 8 nepiod aHi3dyeaHHsi — 1,7 napulkm?), or predicates
can be expressed by participles alone (...mMopghonoaiyHi 3miHU 8 rpyHmMogomy npoirni
nid yac cykuecii cocHU noe’sisaHi 3 degpadauieto 0epHO8020 wapy).

Other misuses of verbs and their forms revealed in the texts under study included
faulty subject-verb agreement (usually a singular noun/pronoun subject combined with
a plural verb or vice versa), incorrect tense form of the verb, or inappropriate use of the
passive voice. Below are some examples of such mistakes: “Investigations in the field
of anticancer vaccines develops very intensively”, “One of the main hurdles for using
thiazole derivatives are their poor solubility in water”, “...by 2017 its nests have already
been reqistered in parks and squares of the city”, “637 million adults (20-79 years)
are living with diabetes in 2021”, “Further fructose consumption didn’t accompany by
a significant increase in the bodyweight of animals”. Apparently, the above cases hardly
imply L1 interference, but rather can be attributed to inadequate L2 command of the
writers, lack of accuracy or attention at the editing stage.

In addition, we spotted a number of errors connected with the use of the infinitive/
gerund constructions as well as modal verbs. Most frequently, authors confuse infinitives
and -ing forms, for instance: “Nadia-3 bacteria are capable to utilize Fe(lll), Cr(VI)...”,
“The use of olive oil ... is promising because it allows to obtain the following diagnostic
markers of the pathological condition...”. However, we spotted cases of improper use of
the infinitive that can potentially change the meaning of a sentence or make it unclear,
for example: “To solve this problem, the literature describes many ways...”. Regarding
the use of modal verbs, Ukrainian authors occasionally make wrong choices of such
verbs due to insufficient knowledge of their meaning and use. Thus, in the following
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case “an altered flow of lipids in the liver ... may be accompanied by a reduced produc-
tion of apo A protein...” the authors describe a possibility (not a probability), however
they choose the modal verb “may” instead of “can”. Similarly, in the following example
“PEG-containing polymeric carriers have to be considered and further investigated” the
authors confused “have to” with “need” or “should”. Shades of meanings conveyed by
English modal verbs can sometimes be hardly distinguishable to non-native speakers,
which naturally causes their incorrect use.

The most common mistakes detected with regard to nouns, pronouns and deter-
miners involved misuses of the singular and plural forms. We could observe multiple
mismatches between pronouns or demonstratives and their referent nouns: “no cyto-
toxicity of this compounds was detected”, “in another cases”, “two others experimental
groups”. Occasionally, errors were found in the use of plural forms of terms originating
from other languages, e.g.: “the species of the Salvinia and Azolla genus”. Notably,
Ukrainian authors quite often misuse words such as “both”, “either”, or “neither’: “sam-
ples ... which had not previously been dyed with both [either] natural and [or] synthetic
dyes...”, “...both [neither] of them haven’t [have] been used for the last ten years...”.
Quantifiers also pose a challenge to exophonic writers — errors connected with them are
rather common: “the amount of tumor cells”, “the quantity of people with this pathology”.
Apparently, most of the above mistakes can be associated with authors’ insufficient
mastery of English grammar.

A variety of language issues in the texts under study were related to the use of
incorrect forms of words, the most frequent of them being misuses of participle | and
participle II: “...the specimens ...were fed 500 mg of Tropical SuperVit Basic contained
[containing] beta-1.3/1.6-glucan”, “the maximum accumulation of MP ... was also
detected at days 8-10 comparing [compared] to the start of exposure”. Some cases
included improper uses of adverbs or adjectives: “The aim of this study was to evaluate
the potentially ability of ETS to prevent...”, “We observed a statistically significantly acti-
vation of AST”, “a decrease in alive roots biomass”, confusion about using noun, verb
and gerund forms: “long-term observing”, “for a prolong time”, “drugs used in therapy of
rheumatoid arthritis can effect male fertility”, and various other errors.

However, incorrect uses of articles were the most numerous among grammati-
cal mistakes. Presumably, this is due to the fact that the category of the article does
not exist in the Ukrainian language, hence Ukrainian authors often ignore it. We often
observed two extreme cases of either a nearly total neglect or a redundant ubiquity of
articles. The cases of article misuses are diverse; below are some examples: no articles
with singular countable nouns — “[a] significant feature”, ‘[a] transplanted model tumor”,
indefinite articles with plural or uncountable nouns — “a whole NK/Ly cells”, “a grape
polyphenols”, no articles with adjectives in the superlative form ‘“this river is [the] most
contaminated Dniester tributary”, incorrect use of articles with proper names — “[the]
Chornohora Mountain massif’, “[the] Uzh River”, and a wide range of other misuses —

o

“the aim of [the] present study...”, “[an] area undergoing [-] process of natural afforesta-
tion”, “complexes of the thiazole derivatives”, efc. It appears that the article is one of the
most confusing English grammatical categories for Ukrainian science writers.

Overall, we can conclude that, with regard to grammar, deviations often result from
alack of expertise in English or insufficient accuracy, i.e. intralingual factors. Nevertheless,

we can occasionally find examples of negative transfer from the writers’ first language.
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For instance, in the following expression “30 % of infertiles men” the authors used the
attribute in the plural form according to the corresponding Ukrainian pattern. In the
next sentence “In our case L. niger belongs to that group, what is supported by the
recent research”the choice of the conjunction reveals the influence of the Ukrainian lan-
guage — “...LLO NiATBEPAXYETLCA HelloAaBHIMKM gocnigxkeHHamMKn”. Thus, the instances
of L1 interference, however less frequent than in other areas of language use, are still
traceable in grammar.

Lexical level. The province of lexis provides the fertile soil for exophonic writers
wherein the first language interference thrives. Our findings reveal numerous cases
of inappropriate words choices, building faulty collocations and incorrect phrases that
emerged as a result of the authors’ turning to L1 semantic or structural patterns. In this
section, we will illustrate diverse instances of the English language misuse within the
realm of vocabulary and phraseology.

Numerous misuses of words and phrases in the studied texts can be associated
with the phenomenon of loan translation, or calque, generally defined as “adhoc word-
for-word or morpheme-per-morpheme translations from one language into another”
(Aikhenvald, 2006, p. 24). Although loan translation is a normal process of language
development resulting from language contact, the cases in focus are rather occasion-
alisms produced by authors who for various reasons resort to copying L1 patterns.
L. Merilainen et al. (2016) distinguish between 2 types of such copying: semantic copy-
ing whereby semantic features of a lexical unit are transferred from L1 and combina-
tional copying that implies creating a replica of a phrasal structure or using a mixture
of morphological and syntactic features of both languages. Additionally, some lexical
deviations encountered in the course of our study were embedded in the phenomenon
of code-switching herein referred to as unconscious or unintentional use of L1 lexemes
in the target language in contrast to language switching which associates with “the con-
trolled and willed switching to another language” (Treffers-Daller, 2009, p. 58). Below
are presented examples of lexical misuses grounded in various types of loan translation
or code-switching.

Semantic calques were frequently noticed at the level of separate words. In most
cases authors tried to convey the original meaning of a Ukrainian lexeme by using its
closest English equivalent from the dictionary without the knowledge about combinabil-
ity and patterns of use of the lexeme in English. One of the most frequently misused
words in the studied manuscripts was “fo establish” with its commonly known mean-
ing “ecmarosnoeamu” that was erroneously interpreted in some contexts: “among the
established elements, sulfur has the largest share”. We also recorded inappropriate
uses of the noun “sign” (“3Hak”) or its verb form “to sign”. “the development of all signs
of human metabolic syndrome”, “levels of significance of differences were signed with
asterisks”. The following examples illustrate more cases of semantic copying: “based on

the received data (ogepxaHi gaHi)”, “the research on the spatial distribution of ant nests

witnesses (3acsigyye) the need for...”, “staying on a ... diet (nepebysaHHsi Ha diemi)”.
Although in many cases the incorrectly used lexemes do not prevent the reader from
understanding, a more thorough selection of a suitable synonym would definitely benefit
the text. Other registered instances of improper word choices due to insufficient knowl-

o

edge of their semantic potential include confusing uses of “different” vs “various™ “many

» o

studies, actively conducted globally by different laboratories”, “occupy” vs “constitute”
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“Microthermic group includes a small number of species and occupies only 30 % of their
number”, “contain” vs “include”; “[the] group contains very common species”.

Undoubtedly, combinational copying was among the prevalent instances of loan
translation in the texts under study. We detected manifold examples that reveal authors’
attempts to create English collocations or phrases relying on structural patterns of their
native language. By doing so, they usually introduce elements of their first language
phraseological units into English set phrases thus producing mixed collocations com-
bining features of both L1 and L2.

The most common with regard to the above are phrases with prepositions. We
found numerous cases of transfer of Ukrainian elements into English prepositional
phrases, for example: “biomass accumulation decreased in 4 times (B 4 pasu)”, “
increased the activity of lipid hydroperoxides in the lymphoma cells on 29-36 % (Ha
29-36 %)”, “in_condition (B ymoBax) of diabetes”, “on this time (Ha uewn 4ac), it became
clear that...”, “the concentration of ... changed in the limits (B mexax) of 590-790 items
L-1", “the decision of the commission ... of the Institute of Animal Biology of NAAS
from (Big) 16.06.2020". On the other hand, there were multiple misuses of prepositions
that can be referred to the group of intralingual errors, not arising from L1 impacts:

”

“atopen high-mountain areas”, “control rats that were treated with red wine concentrate ...
during 14 days”, “at the 6th, 9th and 12th days after inoculation”, “at 3 days or more the
percentage of mononuclear leukocytes significantly decreased”.

Apart from prepositional phrases, the studied manuscripts contained diverse
examples of collocations coined by means of verbatim translation of corresponding
models from the Ukrainian language. For instance, our study revealed repeated use
of the phrase “against/on the background” by several authors, which is not common
for English research writing, but is a replica of the Ukrainian collocation “na mni”. “The
breakdown of proteins is accompanied by the depletion of the body’s protein reserves
aqainst the background of increased formation of...”. Below follow more examples of
phrases produced via combinational copying that sound unnatural to English native
speakers, partly due to excessive verbosity inherent in the Ukrainian academic writ-
ing conventions: “because of the aforementioned aspects”, “under the conditions of
a higher dose of Cr(VI)”, “the influence of the external environment”, “determination of
glucose concentration was performed...”, “the material collection was realized by...".

Introduction of one’s first language lexical units into the target language academic
texts, otherwise referred to as code switching, is hardly possible in the studied mate-
rial since Ukrainian and English are not closely related languages. However, academic
vocabularies of both include numerous common international borrowings, some of
which developed new semantic potential in the recipient language thus becoming dif-
ferent in meaning and/or use while preserving the original similar phonetic and ortho-
graphic features. We detected a few deviations in the use of such international lexemes
in the English research discourse by Ukrainian authors, for example “filter-fed organ-
isms, like bivalve molluscs, ...can be perspective bioindicators for MP pollution”, “it is
a perspective to use treatments...”. Another variation of code switching is manifested
in employing L1 orthographic patterns for international compound nouns which do not
coincide with the English norm: “medico-biological problem’.

Orthography. The analysis of our research material exposed a few scarce cases of
spelling misuses that can be conventionally divided into several groups: mistakes related
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to adherence to a specific orthographic standard (British versus American), spelling of
toponyms, inappropriate capitalization, and random spelling errors. Regarding the first
group, it should be admitted that occasionally authors switch from British to American
spelling standard, although the general preference is given to the American one.

The second group deserves special attention, since here influences of a third —
Russian — language become apparent. Thus, we recorded some cases of erroneous
spelling of Ukrainian cities’ names, such as “Kiev”, or “Kharkov” in manuscripts sub-
mitted by authors who presumably use Russian as L1. Moreover, the use of certain
Ukrainian geographical names in English remains controversial and disputable since,
to date, there is no single reliable lexicographic source that presents the unique estab-
lished standard for spelling Ukrainian toponyms. For this reason, we could observe mul-
tiple ways of spelling or even naming Ukrainian geographical regions, e.g.: “Polissia”
and “Polissya”, “Podillia” and “Podillya”, “Verknie Pobuzhzhia” and “Upper Pobuzhzhia”.
Apparently, this problem can only be resolved by creating a comprehensive list of
Ukrainian toponyms that would set the standard for spelling of all the country’s geo-
graphical names.

The detected capitalisation mistakes were often linked to spelling names of geo-

graphical objects. Thus, some authors did not capitalize such words as “river”, “moun-

tains”, “plateau”, etc. collocated with the corresponding proper names, for example:
“the Vorskla river”, “the Transcarpathian lowland”, etc. Apart from it, some authors mis-
takenly capitalized names of chemical substances or elements: “X-ray microanalysis
of films revealed such elements as Sodium, Silicon, Sulfur, Potassium”. Other spelling
mistakes comprised a wide range of diverse cases including commonly confused words
such as “than”— “then”, “data” — “date”, some random errors like “multi-story buildings”,
“mountain massive”, “do too [due to]”, etc. However, virtually no mistakes were recorded
in relation to the spelling of specific technical terminology.

Quantitative analysis. The recorded deviations from Standard English as well as
misuses of the English academic style were classified into categories and are presented
in Table.

The quantitative results of this study show that sentence structure misuses
constitute a third (29 %) of all linguistic deviations in the analyzed texts by Ukrainian
authors. The most vulnerable aspects are word order and clauses, as well as wordy and
confusing sentences with multiple issues, such as accumulation of clauses, misplaced
modifiers, inadequate collocations, etc. These findings are confirmed by previous stu-
dies by T. Marita and J. Jufrizal (2021) and R. Danzak (2011), both illustrating a similar
error-prone area where different sentence entities undergo the impact of cross-linguistic
relationships and may often be influenced by a lack of syntactic knowledge.

Two other challenging parts of writing are related to English grammar and appro-
priateness of vocabulary, with the incidence of mistakes at 26 % and 25 %, respec-
tively. Missing predicates, faulty subject-verb agreement, incorrect forms of the verb,
and inappropriate use of articles, pronouns, demonstratives and quantifiers are among
the most prevalent mistakes in grammar. The lexical level includes various types of
loan translation, improper word choices, and poor vocabulary. Our results are partly
consistent with those of J. Blake (2021), S. Kazazoglu (2020), G. E. M. Labicane &
R. M. M. Oliva (2022) and M. Yuniswati (2017), who reported that the most frequent
cases identified were related to factual or grammatical accuracy, literal word trans-
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lation, word choice, common misuse of tenses categories and aspects, noun forms,
comparisons, if clauses, embedded questions, cross-reference, misordering, omission,
and subject-verb agreement. Accordingly, we may observe that lexical errors may vary
across countries. The explanation of these types of errors frequency lies within the insuf-
ficient mastery of L2 grammar and vocabulary rules, direct translation, lack of contextual
knowledge, and, again, native language interference, found to be the dominant source
of errors by L. Ndiaye (2014), P. R. N. Phuket & N. B. Othman (2015), and B. R. Woodall
(2002). Apparently, Ukrainian (like many other exophonic) writers use their native lan-
guage as guidance in thinking and arranging ideas, but non-correspondence between
the structures of their native and English languages, as well as a lack of awareness of
the peculiarities of English academic writing seem to be the main reasons for deviations
and inconsistencies in authors’ writing productions.

Classification of errors in the manuscripts of research papers under study

No Category /Aspect Frequency, %

Text structure and style 13

1 e Formatting 2
e Paragraph structure 4

o \erbosity 7

Sentence structure 29

> e Word order 16
e Clauses and linking words 9

e Punctuation 4

Grammar 26

e Missing predicate 3

3 e Subject-verb agreement 4
e Tense forms, infinitive, gerund, participle 7

e Modal verbs 2

¢ Nouns, pronouns, determiners, quantifiers 10

Lexis 25

4 e Loan translation 17
e Code switching 2

e Poor vocabulary 6
Orthography 7
o British vs American spelling 1

5 e Spelling of toponyms 2
e Capitalisation 1

e Random spelling mistakes 3

6 Total 100

The excerpts from Table on text structure and style illustrate that these areas suffer
fewer violations — 13% of the total number of errors. However, defective paragraph-writ-
ing skills (4 %) of Ukrainian authors as well as excessive verbosity (7 %) cause concern.
These research findings are in line with A. Wirantaka (2016) and T. Yakhontova (2020,
2021), who attribute the origins of writing errors to the influence of national writing styles
and the insufficient awareness of non-native writers of the main principles of paragraph
development (historically elaborated in the field of English writing) and composition.
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Spelling misuses are among the scarcest (7 %) due to the use of machine language
check software. Mostly, these are random spelling errors (3 %). Spelling of toponyms
is also a troublesome aspect mainly due to the ambiguity of the existing standards.
Authors should also be more accurate in using the rules of capitalisation in English and,
equally importantly, avoid switching from British to American orthographic standards.

CONCLUSIONS

This research has shown distinct language areas where Ukrainian authors may fail
to communicate their scientific ideas. At the level of text structure and style, they include
a defective paragraph structure and a limited scope of academic vocabulary, which
mostly stem from the inadequate level of academic writing training in both L1 and L2, as
well as excessive verbosity engendered by their native academic discourse traditions.

At the syntactic level, the most critical deviations from the language and stylistic
norm comprise misuses of word order, clauses, linking words and transition elements.
Long and wordy sentences with an accumulation of clauses, misplaced modifiers, incor-
rect word choices, etc. hinder the readability of manuscripts. These features often imply
L1 interference as well as the impact of “post-soviet” academic writing style.

Grammatical mistakes demonstrate authors’ incomplete mastery of the target lan-
guage, lack of accuracy, or transfer of grammatical patterns from L1. The most wide-
spread mistakes of Ukrainian authors include missing predicates, especially linking
verbs, faulty subject-verb agreement, incorrect tense forms of verbs (including the
verbals), inappropriate use of the passive voice, nouns and pronouns, modal verbs,
articles, demonstratives and quantifiers. Apparently, the above cases can be attributed
to inadequate language command of the writers or insufficient accuracy, revealing the
influence of intralingual factors in writing.

At the level of lexis, it has been traced that authors’ attempts to create English
phrases relying on structural patterns of their native language result in mixed colloca-
tions which combine features of both L1 and L2 and sound unnatural to English native
speakers. On the other hand, there are multiple misuses of prepositions that can be
referred to the group of intralingual errors, not arising from L1 impact.

At the level of orthography, special attention is drawn to the spelling of toponyms
since it undergoes the influence of a third language, Russian. Absence of unique stan-
dard for spelling Ukrainian toponyms makes the matter controversial and disputable.

All'in all, the results of this study point to cross-linguistic relationships between L1
and L2 in the production of academic texts by exophonic authors. An insight into the
nature of the analysed deviations suggests the presence of both intra- and interlingual
origins of errors including L1 interference. Thus, interlingual factors leading to errors in
the manuscripts of research papers submitted by Ukrainian scientists become appar-
ent through the inappropriate use of bilingual dictionaries, direct translation methods,
and transfer of national writing traditions, whereas intralingual reasons for mistakes are
engendered in authors’ poor target language skills and lack of accuracy.

Finally, the research has demonstrated that error analysis can provide a valu-
able insight into the difficulties that Ukrainian authors might face in writing academic
texts and be beneficial in the educational process for both educators and practitioners.
Proper understanding of the functional mechanism of the mistakes might increase their
awareness of the pitfalls and consequently help avoid them. The classification of the
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errors can be adopted in the educational process and contribute to the development of
error pedagogy.

Further research is needed to analyse other spheres where academic writing is
applied. The studies can benefit not only the methodology of teaching English but also
the domain of written discourse for applied needs.
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MIPKMOBHI TA BHYTPILLHbOMOBHI YAHHUKW BMNITUBY
HA AHITIOMOBHE HAYKOBE MUCBbMO YKPAIHCbKUX HAYKOBLIIB
Y FrAny3I 6IONON4YHMNX HAYK

Mapisi Kozonyn, Onbea lMamiesuy4, ManuHa
KpuxxaHiecbka, Onecsi AHmoxie-Ckono3sdpa

JIbsiecbKull HayjoHanbHUU yHisepcumem iMmeHi leaHa ®paHka
syn. [opoweHka, 41, Jlbeie 79001, YkpaiHa

BeTyn. Y Hawi OHi Make BCi iHAEKCOBaHI XXypHaru OYikyloTb MofaHb aHrMincbKo
MOBOIO, LLIO 3HAYHO YCKMNaaHKE Npobnemu akagemiyHoro nmMcbma Afis aBTOpIB, YMED
PiZHOK MOBO HE € aHmmincbka. BupileHHo uiel npobnemm Jonomoxe po3yMiHHS 0CO-
GnmBoCTel BNNUBY OOHIET MOBHOI CUCTEMMU Ha iHLLY (T. 3B. KOOY-NEPEMUKAHHS), LLO BKa-
3y€ Ha HasiBHICTb NMepexpecHux iHTepdepeHLUi, Ae 0cobnvMBO NOMITHUM € BTPYYaHHS
pigHOI MOBU. HanmcaHHsA cTaTeln aHrmincbKo MOBOK HEMOXMBE 6e3 3BEPHEHHS [0
TPLOX KIMHOYOBUX PIBHIB NMCbMA: NEKCUYHOrO, CUHTAKCUYHOIO i TEKCTOBOrO. Y Hallomy
OOCTiOKEHHI 3BEPTAaEMOCh A0 pPO3rnsiAy NPUPOAW MOTEHLINHUX MOMMUIOK i IXHBOrO MidK-
MOBHOTO Ta BHYTPILUHbOMOBHOTO MOXOAXEHHS. 30Kpema, BUABNAEMO N iHTEPNPETYEMO
BiOXWMNEHHS Bif CTaHAAPTHOI aHMMINCbKOI MOBM B HAYKOBMX TEKCTaX YKPaiHCbKNX aBTOPIB
y ranysi 6ionoriyHnx Hayk; HaBOOUMO MPUKNaaW Ta Knacudikyemo NOMWUIKK 3a Bigno-
BIJHUMM MOBHUMM KaTeropisimm.

Matepianu Ta metogu. MoBHWMI MaTtepian Ons [OCHISKEHHA cTaHoBNATb 50
PYKOMUCIB YKpaiHCbKUX aBTOpPIB, HadicnaHmx Ao XypHany bionoriyni Ctyaii npotsarom
2021-2023 pokiB. Lle gocnigpxeHHst 6a3yeTbCsa Ha NOegHAHHI ONMCOBOTO Ta KiflbKiCHOro
meTogiB. TexHikolo 36opy AaHmx ByB KOHTEHT-aHami3 gk YacTMHa OMMCOBOTO METOAY.
AHani3 pykonucie 6yno 3ocepemkeHo Ha BiACTEXEHHi BigXvneHb Big npuHUMNIB i npa-
BUIT aHMMINCbKOI MOBW Ta NiHMBICTUYHUX OCOBNMBOCTEN aHIMOMOBHOMO akageMidHOro
AMckypcy. AHani3a oxonmoBaB Taki eTanu: BUSBMNEHHS MOMUIKK, nepesipka Ta BMU3Ha-
YEeHHS BIOXWIEHHs, nepenik i knacudikauis NOMUIOK, a TaKOX BiACTEXEHHS iXHbOro
MOXXIMBOTO 3B’5I3KYy 3 iHTepdepeHLieto pigHOi MOBK aBTOpIB.

PesynbraTtu. [locnigjxeHHS BUSIBUNO MOBHI acnekTu, Ae YKpaiHCbKMM aBTopam He
BAAETbCA e(PEKTUBHO AOHECTM CBOI HAYKOBI i€l A0 CBITOBOI akageMiuHOI CrifbHOTK. Ha
TEKCTOBOMY PiBHi NPOBremMHi MicLs nepeBaXkHO OXOMIOTb HENPAaBUIbHY CTPYKTYPY
ab3auiB i HagmipHy 6araTocniBHICTb. Ha CMHTAKCMYHOMY PiBHI HAMMOMITHILLI BiAXUITEHHSA
BiJ, MOBHOI Ta CTUITICTUYHOI HOPMM BKIOYAKOTb HEMPaBUIbHE BXUBAHHSA MOPSAKY CIiB
y peyeHHi, baraTocniBHi Ta 3annyTaHi pe4eHHs1 3 YACNIEHHUMW Pi3HONMAaHOBMMMW NOMWII-
Kamu, siKi 3aBaXkaloTb PO3YMiHHIO TEKCTY. [lo HannoLwmnpeHimnx rpaMaTU4HUX NOMUITOK
HanexaTb 6pak NpucyakiB, HEY3rofXKeHiCTb MigMeTa i npucyaka, HernpaBuIbHI opMun
Jiecnosa, HenpaBuUibHE BXWBAHHA apTUKNIB, 3aMMEHHUKIB | YMCniBHMKIB. Ha nekcuy-
HOMY piBHi cepe HaUTUMOBILLMX MOMUITOK BUSIBIIEHO Pi3HI BUAW KarnbKu, HENPaBUbHNIA
BMOIp cniB i HegocTaTHIN crnoBHMKOBMI 3anac. OpdorpadidyHi MOMUIKK, Xo4a 1 Yy MeH-
LLIOCTi, CTOCYIOTbCS NPaBUIT HanNnMcaHHs TOMOHIMIB, BENUKOI NiTepw, 3MiLlyBaHHsS amepu-
KaHCbKOro Ta bputaHcbkoro opdorpadiyHnx CTaHgapTiB, a TakoX iHWNX BUNaZKOBUX
NnopyLLEHb MpaBomnucy.

BucHoBKu. AHani3 BUSBNEHNX BiAXUIEHb CBIAYMTbL NPO BMIIMB SK BHYTPILLHBLO-,
TaK i MDKMOBHMX YMHHMKIB Ha MPOLIEC HAaMMCaHHS HAyKOBMX TEKCTIB YKPaiHCbKUMMU
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BYEHMMU-0ionoramn. AHari3 NOMUIOK MOXe OMOMOITU Y PO3yMiHHI CYyTHOCTI TPyAHO-
WiB, 3 AKMMM yKpaTHCbKi aBTOPU CTUKAKOTLCA Mig Yac HanucaHHS akageMidHUX TEKCTIB,
i BYTM KOPUCHMM Yy HaBYalnbHOMY MPOLECi SK ON1s BMKNadadiB, Tak i AN KOpUcTyBayiB
MOBW. [lpaBusibHe PO3YMIHHSA MeXaHi3MiB BMHUKHEHHSI MOMWUIIOK MOXe CpUATU YCBI-
OOMJIIEHHIO CKITaHOLLIB, a OTXXe, OMOMOITN YHUKHYTK 1X. Knacudikais ToOMUok moxe
OyTn BUKOpUCTaHa y HaB4YarbHOMY MPOLECi Ta 3pOOMTU BHECOK Y PO3BUTOK METOOUKM
BUKSTa4aHHS aHrMiNCbKol MOBM 3@ akageMiYHUM CpsiMyBaHHSAM.

Knro4oei cnoega: craHgapTM3oBaHa aHrfincbka MOBa, akagemMidHe nucbMo,
HayKOBMMA CTUNb, MOBHA iHTepdepeHUis, MDKMOBHI Ta
BHYTPILULHBOMOBHI YMHHMKW, OiONOriyHi, €KONoriyHi N arpapHi
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