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Abstract

This article examines the concept of interlanguage as a theoretical basis for diagnosing and correcting learners’ errors in
linguodidactics. The study is relevant because learners’ speech should be examined not only in terms of its conformity to target-
language norms, but also as evidence of a developing language system. Interlanguage is defined as a dynamic intermediate
system that reflects the process of developing a learner’s second language competence. The aim of the article is to clarify the
diagnostic and corrective potential of the interlanguage-based approach in teaching Russian as a foreign language. Particular
attention is paid to foreign, Chinese, and Russian research traditions in the study of interlanguage, as well as to N. N. Rogoznaia’s
concept, within which interference is interpreted as a phenomenon manifested at different levels of the interlanguage system.
The article analyzes the classification of interferents, understood as interference-induced error units, including graphic, phonetic,
grammatical, lexical, syntactic, prosodic, and pragmatic interferents. It is shown that an interlanguage-based approach makes it
possible not only to identify learners’ errors, but also to determine their linguistic level, source, degree of stability, and
appropriate methods of methodological correction. The article concludes that the interlanguage perspective can support more
precise diagnostic and corrective strategies in the practice of teaching Russian as a foreign language.
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1. Introduction

In contemporary methodology of teaching Russian as a for-
eign language, one of the pressing research problems is the
adequate description of learners’ speech in the target language,
the causes of persistent errors, and ways of preventing them.
The traditional approach, which focuses exclusively on con-
formity to the norms of the target language, does not fully ex-
plain the regularities underlying the formation of a non-native

learner’s linguistic competence. As a result, it becomes more
difficult to design diagnostic, methodological, and corrective
strategies that respond to the actual sources of learners’ errors.

Recent research in second language acquisition increas-
ingly views learner language not as a deficient reproduction
of the target language, but as a developing system character-
ized by change, variability, and internal organization. From a
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complex dynamic perspective, second language development
is shaped by the interaction of linguistic subsystems, cognitive
processes, previous learning experience, instruction, and the
communicative environment [1, 2].

In this article, interlanguage is used as the theoretical frame-
work for analyzing learners’ speech in a foreign language. In-
terlanguage is understood as an autonomous, dynamic, and
systemic intermediate form between the native language and
the target language. The theoretical foundations of this con-
cept were laid by L. Selinker and other scholars; Selinker was
among the first to define interlanguage as an independent sys-
tem [3]. Within this framework, errors are interpreted not as
random deviations, but as regular manifestations of cognitive
strategies of language acquisition that reflect the current level
of development of the learner’s linguistic competence.

2. The Dynamic Nature of Interlanguage
Development

H. D. Brown’s model further clarifies the dynamic nature
of interlanguage by presenting its development as a staged
process. At the initial, pre-systematic stage, the learner’s
speech is characterized by numerous irregular errors and lim-
ited awareness of the structure of the target language. At the
subsequent, emergent stage, the learner begins to partially ac-
quire the rules; however, his or her speech system remains un-
stable, which is manifested in fluctuations, self-correction,
and a return to previously erroneous forms. The systematic
stage is associated with the formation of more stable structural
connections in the target language and with the possibility of
conscious control over speech production. Finally, the stabi-
lized stage is characterized by a decrease in the number of er-
rors and a more fluent use of linguistic means, although indi-
vidual deviations may persist as a result of inattention or in-
complete automatization of the skill [4].

Brown’s stages should nevertheless be interpreted as an an-
alytical and pedagogical model rather than as a strictly linear
sequence through which all learners progress in the same way.
Recent longitudinal research has shown that intraindividual
variability may become especially pronounced during periods
of rapid second-language development. Consequently, fluctu-
ations between correct and non-target forms, temporary re-
gressions, and uneven progress may indicate an ongoing reor-
ganization of the learner’s developing language system rather
than simple inconsistency [5].

From a methodological perspective, H. D. Brown’s model
helps distinguish errors by their stability, the learner’s aware-
ness of them, and their degree of integration into the develop-
ing interlanguage system. At the pre-systematic stage, it is im-
portant for the teacher not only to correct individual deviations,
but also to identify areas in which the learner does not yet un-
derstand the structure of the target language. At the emergent
stage, particular importance is attached to observing fluctua-
tions in the learner’s speech, since the same linguistic unit may
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be used correctly in some cases and incorrectly in others. At
the systematic stage, the role of self-correction, comparison
between normative and non-normative variants, and purpose-
ful automatization of speech skills increases. The timing of
corrective feedback is also methodologically significant.
Feedback effectiveness depends not only on whether correc-
tion is immediate or delayed, but also on its relationship to
prior instruction and its position within the task cycle. Correc-
tive intervention should therefore be coordinated with the
learner’s current knowledge and the structure of the instruc-
tional activity [6]. At the stabilized stage, corrective work
should be aimed primarily at eliminating residual errors, pre-
venting their fossilization, and consolidating stable normative
patterns of language use. At this stage, systematic task repeti-
tion and practice distributed across several instructional ses-
sions may contribute to the proceduralization of linguistic
knowledge and the development of greater fluency [7].

3. Interlanguage Studies in Chinese
Linguodidactics

The theory of interlanguage was further developed in Chi-
nese linguodidactics, where it was primarily associated with
the empirical study of the speech of foreign learners acquiring
Chinese. A significant step in this direction was the article by
Chu Chengzhi and Chen Xiaohe on the design of a corpus of
Chinese interlanguage materials [8]. Such a corpus shifted the
focus from fragmentary descriptions of individual errors to a
more systematic analysis of interlanguage, including statisti-
cal classification of linguistic material and description of the
dynamics of the developing language system.

Recent corpus-based research on Chinese as a second lan-
guage has further extended this methodological orientation by
combining learner-language data with native-language refer-
ence data and statistical analysis. For example, Guo and Pé
rez-Paredes examined learners’ use of nonadjacent predicate-
argument constructions in Mandarin and found that their lin-
guistic choices partly reflected the distributional regularities
of target-language input. At the same time, the results indi-
cated that input frequency alone was insufficient to explain
learner production, which was also related to proficiency, in-
put accessibility, and constructional prototypicality [9]. These
findings demonstrate that learner-language data can be used
not only to classify deviations, but also to investigate the in-
teraction between language exposure and the development of
an intermediate linguistic system.

In the Chinese research tradition, interlanguage studies
have developed in two main directions. The first is related to
the study of the speech of foreign learners acquiring Chinese,
whereas the second focuses on the analysis of the interlan-
guage of Chinese learners acquiring English, Russian, and
other foreign languages. The Chinese-English direction has
been developed most extensively. Within this field, research-
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ers have examined the sources of errors, mechanisms of inter-
language formation, variability, stability of speech deviations,
and fossilization. Subsequently, these studies acquired a more
explicitly empirical orientation, as reflected in the use of cor-
pus data and materials drawn from learners’ oral and written
speech.

Against this background, Chinese-Russian and Russian-
Chinese interlanguage studies remain less developed but offer
considerable research potential. Existing studies have ad-
dressed selected aspects of the interaction between the Chi-
nese and Russian language systems, including negative trans-
fer, interlingual interference, fossilization, and the specific
features of Chinese learners’ written speech and translation
practices. These studies suggest that Chinese-Russian inter-
language is gradually taking shape as an independent object
of scholarly description. However, compared with Chinese-
English interlanguage studies, this area still requires more sys-
tematic theoretical reflection and empirical investigation. Fu-
ture research on Chinese-Russian interlanguage should there-
fore go beyond the description of isolated errors and focus on
the development of systematized materials and preventive in-
structional tasks that can help identify recurrent patterns of in-
terference in Chinese students’ Russian speech.

4. Interlanguage Studies in Russian
Linguodidactics

In Russian linguodidactics, interlanguage studies remain a
relatively recent field that is still taking shape and requires fur-
ther theoretical elaboration and synthesis of accumulated data.
At the same time, the term itself remains insufficiently wide-
spread in the broader scholarly community, as evidenced by
the limited number of studies devoted to this issue. A recent
theoretical review by N. N. Rogoznaia and M. A. Davydova
confirms that there are still relatively few studies that system-
atically integrate interlanguage, speech interference, bilingual
models, and their didactic implications. The authors also show
that relevant findings are distributed across several partially
overlapping fields, including the theory of language teaching,
Russian as a foreign language methodology, comparative lin-
guistics, psycholinguistics, and language-contact studies [10].
This disciplinary fragmentation partly explains why the con-
ceptual boundaries and methodological apparatus of interlan-
guage research in Russian linguodidactics remain insuffi-
ciently unified.

Among the key works in this field are the studies by N. N.
Rogoznaia, V. A. Vinogradov, and S. V. Pilipchuk. The psy-
cholinguistic aspect of this phenomenon is examined in detail
in S. V. Pilipchuk’s work, whose experimental studies demon-
strated that interlanguage performs a specific psychological
function, ensuring the learner’s cognitive adaptation in the
process of acquiring a non-native language [11]. A certain
contribution to the development of this problem was also
made by P. P. Dashinimaeva, A. A. Zalevskaya, and A. V.
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Bagduyeva, who focus on particular aspects of this phenome-
non. More recent work has also sought to systematize the
methodology used to analyze interlanguage and interference.
S. Li, N. N. Rogoznaia, and D. E. Zamanstanchuk propose an
integrated framework combining comparative, contrastive,
confrontative, and convergent-divergent forms of analysis for
typologically different languages [12].

4.1. N. N. Rogoznaia’s Concept of
Interlanguage and Interference

N. N. Rogoznaia’s concept occupies a special place in the
Russian research tradition. The author defines interlanguage
as “an intermediate self-developing (dynamic) substance in
the speech of an individual” [13]. Within this approach, inter-
language is understood as a dynamic system that is formed on
the basis of the primary language system and alternately in-
corporates elements of the two languages in contact.

An important contribution of N. N. Rogoznaia is her inter-
pretation of interlanguage through the prism of bilingualism.
She associates the formation of interlanguage with the transi-
tion from subordinative bilingualism to a more developed
state of command of two language systems. At the initial stage,
the native language retains a dominant position and actively
influences the formation of speech in the target language. As
the learner’s second language competence develops, the
learner gradually adapts to the new language system, begins
to become aware of its rules, and partially frees himself or her-
self from the interfering influence of the native language. In
this sense, interlanguage is understood as a developing system
that may approach coordinate bilingualism, although it does
not always reach this state [14].

Particularly significant for further research is N. N. Rogoz-
naia’s idea that interlanguage has internal linguistic levels per-
meated by interference. In this interpretation, interference
does not exist outside interlanguage, but manifests itself
within its system at different linguistic levels [14]. This makes
it possible to view learners’ errors not as isolated violations of
the norm, but as the result of interference mechanisms operat-
ing within an intermediate language system. Accordingly, in-
terference is distributed across different linguistic levels:
graphic, phonetic, grammatical, lexical, syntactic, prosodic,
and pragmatic.

4.2. Classification of Interferents in the
Interlanguage System

N. N. Rogoznaia introduced a specialized terminology for
units of interference, understood as specific linguistic devia-
tions that arise in bilingual speech. She classifies these units
according to language levels, using the Russian suffixal com-
ponent “-epent” to designate interferents (uarepdepenTs)
[15].

Within this classification, the following types of inter-
ferents are distinguished:
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1. Graphic interferents (rpadocepentsr) are deviations re-
lated to the graphic and orthographic representation of speech.
They may be manifested in the confusion of graphemes, vio-
lations of spelling rules, their incorrect reproduction, or the
transfer of features of the native writing system to the target
language. For Chinese learners, this type of interferent is es-
pecially relevant at the initial stage of instruction, when some
Russian graphemes may be replaced by visually similar Latin
letters, for example, “1” with “t”, “m” with “m”, “B” with “b”,
“g” with “h”, and others. This type of interference reflects the
influence of previously learned English on the development of
Russian written competence and acts as an additional factor in
the interlanguage transformation of the graphic form of utter-
ances, for example, “tomat” instead of “romar”, “bok3an” in-
stead of “Bok3an”, and “Ahha” instead of “Anna”.

2. Phonetic interferents (ponodepentsr) are phonetic devi-
ations that include distortion of the sound structure of a word,
violations of articulation, stress, intonation, and the rhythmic
organization of an utterance. In the speech of Chinese learners,
such deviations may be associated with the absence of a num-
ber of Russian phonetic oppositions in their native language
or with differences between the articulatory bases of the two
languages. Particular difficulties are caused by the failure to
distinguish the sounds [b1] and [u], as in “™m [u]Ts” instead of
“m [b1]TH”; the pronunciation of the sonorant [p], as in
“[n]e16a” or “ [l]e16a” instead of ““ [p]ei6a”; the pronunciation
of sibilants, as in *“ [ch]y»xo#t” instead of ““ [4] yxoii”; the pro-
nunciation of affricates; and the acquisition of movable Rus-
sian stress, as in “cmotpius” instead of “cmoOTpums”. From a
methodological perspective, phonetic interferents require not
a one-time correction of pronunciation, but systematic pho-
netic diagnosis, auditory training, articulatory practice, and
the regular inclusion of the corrected sounds in speech prac-
tice.

3. Grammatical interferents (rpammadepeHTsl) are gram-
matical deviations manifested in violations of the morpholog-
ical and grammatical norms of the target language. They in-
clude errors in the use of case, gender, number, verbal aspect,
tense, agreement, and government. For Chinese learners,
grammatical interferents are especially often associated with
the absence of the categories of case, gender, and morpholog-
ically expressed verbal aspect in their native language. This
leads to the incorrect choice of endings (“B komuaTsI” instead
of “B xommuare”); violations of agreement (“xpacuBsrit
nesymka” instead of “kpacuBas meBymika”); confusion be-
tween perfective and imperfective aspect (“S exan B Kurait
nBa pasza” instead of “SI e3qun B Kuraii 1Ba pasza”); as well as
errors in government (“uarepecoBarsest kuury” instead of
“uHTepecoBaThcs KHUTOH ). In teaching Russian as a foreign
language, this type of interferent is of particular importance
because the grammatical system of Russian is characterized
by a high degree of formal expression. For learners whose na-
tive language does not possess analogous grammatical cate-
gories, grammatical interferents become one of the most per-
sistent types of errors. Analyzing these interferents reveals not
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only isolated deviations, but also deeper difficulties in the de-
velopment of grammatical competence.

4. Lexical interferents (1excodepenTsl) are lexical devia-
tions expressed in the incorrect choice of words, the confusion
of units with similar meanings, semantic shifts, calquing, lit-
eral translation of fixed expressions, and the incorrect use of
phraseological units. In the speech of Chinese learners, lexical
interferents are often associated with attempts to transfer the
meaning of a Chinese word to a Russian lexical unit or with
the literal translation of a Chinese construction, as in
“cmotperts razety” instead of “uuraTh razery”, “nuth cyn” in-
stead of “ectp cym”, “ectb/muTh nekapcTBO” instead of
“IpUHUMATE JEKApCTBO™, “OTKPHIBATH/3aKpHIBATH CBET in-
stead of “BKITIOUATH/BBIKIIIOYATH CBET” and “‘cMoTpeTh Bpaua”
instead of “obpararscs k Bpauy”. Lexical interferents are par-
ticularly important for the analysis of Chinese learners’ speech
activity, since they show how learners correlate the meanings
of words in their native and target languages. In many cases,
units that appear similar or partially overlap in meaning lead
to erroneous transfer, which makes it difficult for learners to
express their thoughts in Russian and may result in communi-
cative breakdown.

5. Syntactic interferents (cuaTadepentsr) are syntactic de-
viations manifested in violations of word order, sentence
structure, the ways in which parts of a sentence are connected,
the use of conjunctions and prepositions, and syntactic pat-
terns. For Chinese learners, this type of interferent is of par-
ticular importance because Chinese differs from Russian in
the ways syntactic relations are expressed. The absence of a
developed inflectional system in Chinese increases the role of
word order, whereas in Russian the syntactic function of a
word is largely expressed morphologically. Therefore, learn-
ers’ speech may contain errors in sentence construction, errors
in government, as in “SI Te1 ) aath.” instead of “SI TeOs xay.”;
errors in the use of impersonal constructions, as in “SI
xononHo.” instead of “Mue xononuno.”; as well as errors in the
formation of complex sentences, as in “S mymato, pycckuit
S3bIK OueHb uHTepecHo” instead of “SI mymaro, uTo pycckuii
s3pIK oueHb wmHTepecHb”. The analysis of syntactic inter-
ferents makes it possible to identify specific features of inter-
language syntax and to determine which Russian sentence pat-
terns require additional methodological practice.

6. Prosodic interferents (mpocomodepentsr) are prosodic
deviations related to the intonational and rhythmic aspects of
speech. They are manifested in violations of tempo, pausing,
melodic contour, logical stress, and the overall intonational
organization of an utterance. For Chinese learners, differences
between the Russian and Chinese intonation systems may af-
fect the naturalness of speech and its communicative intelligi-
bility. For example, Chinese learners may pronounce interrog-
ative sentences without question words, which in Russian are
normally marked by intonation pattern IK-3, with declarative
intonation, as in “BsI ceroans uaére Ha 3anarue.” instead of
“BrI cerogns uaére Ha 3ausrue?” As a result, the utterance
grammatically retains the form of a question, but is perceived
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prosodically as a statement. In addition, difficulties may arise
in producing emotionally expressive utterances with intona-
tion pattern IK-5, such as “Kakas xopomias oroza!” and “Kax
unrepecHo!”, which learners often pronounce neutrally, with-
out the required expressive melodic contour. This type of in-
terferent is particularly important in oral speech, since pro-
sodic errors may hinder comprehension even when lexical
choices and grammatical forms are relatively correct. In the
practice of teaching Russian as a foreign language, the pro-
sodic level is often insufficiently represented, although it di-
rectly affects the naturalness of speech and the success of oral
communication; this is rarely reflected in the quality and sys-
tematic use of prosody-focused tasks.

7. Pragmatic interferents (nmparmadepenTsl) are pragmatic
deviations associated with language use in a specific commu-
nicative situation. They are manifested in the choice of an in-
appropriate form of address, violations of speech etiquette, an
unsuitable tone of utterance, inappropriate use of requests, re-
fusals, expressions of gratitude, apologies, violations of cul-
tural norms, traditions, and customs, as well as other speech
acts. For example, in the speech of Chinese learners, prag-
matic interferents may appear in the transfer of native-lan-
guage speech etiquette norms to communication in Russian.
Thus, when addressing a teacher, a learner may use the con-
struction “3mpaBcTByiiTe, penoaaBareib!” which represents
a literal reproduction of the Chinese model of greeting. How-
ever, in the Russian communicative tradition, in a formal in-
structional setting, the normative form is to address the teacher
by first name and patronymic.

Errors in responding to negative questions can also be clas-
sified as pragmatic interferents. For example, in response to
the teacher’s question “Bbl He NMpOTHB, €CliM MBI 3aKpoeM
okuo?” a Chinese learner who does not object to the action
may answer “/la, He npotuB”, transferring into Russian the
Chinese model of confirming the content of the question. In
Russian communicative practice, such an answer may be in-
terpreted as agreement with the objection, whereas communi-
catively unambiguous responses are “Her, e nporus”. Such
errors reflect differences in the pragmatic rules for answering
negative questions and may lead to communicative misalign-
ment. They also show that foreign language acquisition in-
volves not only mastery of phonetic, lexical, and grammatical
means, but also an understanding of speech behavior norms in
another linguoculture. Therefore, pragmatic interferents are of
particular importance for the development of learners’ com-
municative competence.

5. Diagnostic and Corrective Potential of
the Interlanguage-based Approach

The classification of interferents proposed by N. N. Rogoz-
naia allows the errors of a non-native learner to be viewed as
systemically organized manifestations of interlanguage. For
the methodology of teaching Russian as a foreign language,
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this has considerable diagnostic significance. The teacher is
able not merely to identify the fact that a norm has been vio-
lated, but also to determine the level of the error, its possible
source, and its degree of stability, as well as to develop pre-
ventive instructional tasks. As a result, corrective work be-
comes more targeted: graphic interferents require ortho-
graphic and graphic training; phonetic interferents require
phonetic correction; grammatical interferents require gram-
matical modeling and contextual consolidation; lexical inter-
ferents require semantic differentiation; syntactic interferents
require work with sentence patterns; prosodic interferents re-
quire intonation training; and pragmatic interferents require
the inclusion of speech units in real communicative situations.
For this reason, the theory of interferents can be regarded as
one of the important tools for diagnosing and correcting errors
in linguodidactics.

Consequently, the concept of interlanguage brings error di-
agnosis and correction together within a unified methodolog-
ical system. Diagnosis is aimed at determining the level,
source, stability, and stage of formation of an error, while cor-
rection involves the selection of exercises and speech tasks
that correspond to the nature of the identified interferent. This
constitutes the practical significance of the interlanguage-
based approach for teaching Russian as a foreign language.

The interlanguage-based approach can therefore be applied
in the methodology of teaching Russian as a foreign language
according to the following logic: interlanguage as an interme-
diate language system — interference as a mechanism for the
formation of deviations — interferents as units for describing
errors — diagnosis of the level, source, and stability of the
error — selection of a corrective technique. This model makes
it possible to connect the theoretical description of interlan-
guage with the teacher’s specific methodological actions.

6. Conclusions

The analysis presented in this article shows that the concept
of interlanguage is important for foreign language teaching
methodology, including the teaching of Russian. Interlan-
guage should be regarded as a regular and inevitable stage in
the acquisition of Russian, characterized by its own structure
and internal logic of development. Such an understanding of
interlanguage requires a reconsideration of the traditional
norm-oriented approach to the assessment of learners’ speech.
It also presupposes a rethinking of the role of errors as a diag-
nostically significant tool and an orientation toward identify-
ing the causes of their occurrence. The analysis of graphic,
phonetic, grammatical, lexical, syntactic, prosodic, and prag-
matic interferents makes it possible to determine the level at
which an error is manifested, its possible source, and its de-
gree of stability. This approach creates a basis for more accu-
rate diagnosis of speech deviations and for the selection of tar-
geted methods of correction in the practice of teaching Rus-
sian as a foreign language.

Thus, taking into account the regularities of interlanguage
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development provides a basis for designing methodological
strategies aimed at preventing the emergence of interferents
and their fossilization, as well as at developing techniques for
optimizing corrective work that ensures the gradual formation
of the linguistic competence of learners of Russian as a foreign
language. A promising direction for further research in this
field is the creation and analysis of a representative corpus of
Russian interlanguage. Such a corpus would provide research-
ers and teachers with a large-scale empirical basis not only for
objective diagnosis, but also for the systematic description of
language acquisition trajectories and for the development of
fundamentally new, scientifically grounded teaching materi-
als for interlingual didactics.
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