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This paper presents a preliminary study on correlations between the frequency of lexical and orthographic
errors in written narratives produced by learners of Russian as a foreign language (FLLs; n = 11) and her-
itage speakers of Russian (HLLs; n = 14), in two elicitation modes: telling and retelling. The study also
explores the correlation between lexical accuracy and overall language proficiency in these two groups.
Narratives were elicited using the Multilingual Assessment Instrument for Narratives (MAIN), and a vali-
dated multiple-choice language proficiency test served as the anchor test. The results of a preliminary
study based on a small sample of participants showed that Russian FLLs produced significantly more lexical
errors and fewer orthographic errors in both retelling and telling modes compared to HLLs. Moreover, a
significant negative correlation was found between the frequency of lexical errors in telling and the results
of the language proficiency test in HLLs. These findings show that the relationship between different com-
ponents of language competence may differ significantly between HLLs and FLLs and be shaped by differ-
ent patterns. The study further emphasizes the need for individual instructional strategies for different
types of language learners.

Keywords: SLA, heritage speakers, language proficiency, lexical errors, spelling errors

B cTatbe npeacTaB/ieHbl pe3ysibTaTbl NpPeaBapuUTENIbHOrO MCCNeL0BaHWUA, HALLE/IEHHOTO Ha M3y4vyeHue
B3aMMOCBA3M MEXAY YacTOTOWN NleKcnyeckux n opdorpadumyeckmx owmMBOK B MUCbMEHHbIX HappaTUBaXx
N3YYatoLLMX PYCCKUIM A3bIK Kak MHOCTPaHHbIN (PKU; n = 11) 1 spuTarkHbIX HocuTeneln pycckoro (3H; n =
14), B dopmaTte pacckasa M nepeckasa. MccnepgoBaHMe TaKKe OLLEHMBAET KOPPENALMIO MeXAy
napameTpoM NEeKCUYECKON rPamMOTHOCTU M 0BLMM ypOBHEM si3bIKOBOW KomneTeHumn (AK) B Karkaon us
rpynn y4acTHMKOB. HappaTuBbl cOBbpaHbl C MCMOAb30BaHUEM MHOTOA3bIYHOTO WMHCTPYMEHTA OLLEHKM
HappaTtMeos (MAIN), a ana oueHkM ypoBHA AK Mcnosb30BancA 3aKpbITbili TECT HA 3HAHME PYCCKOro.
PesynbTaTbl NpeaBapuUTENbHOTO UCCIeA0BaHMA Ha HebOIbLWOW BbIBOPKE PECnoHAEHTOB MOKa3anu, Y4To
usyyatowme PKU gonyckatoT 3HaUUTENbHO H0/bLUe IeKCUYECKMX OLIMBOK U MeHbLe opdorpaduyeckmx B
dopmarTe KaK nepeckasa, Tak 1 B pacckasa, Yem 3H. Mpu conoctaBNEHUN YACTOTbl IEKCUYECKMX OLLUMOOK B
dbopmarte pacckasa v pesynbTato Tecta Ha AIK B rpynne 3H 6b1n1a o6HapyKeHa 3HaUMMan oTpuLaTeNbHanA
Koppenauusa. Takmm obpasom, ncciefoBaHWe obpallaeT BHMMAHME Ha TO, YTO B3aMMOCBA3b MeXAY
pa3Hbimu KomnoHeHTamm AK y wusyvatowmx PKUM 1M OH moXKeT pasanyatbCs, a TakKe eweée pas
noAyYépKMBaeT HeobXoAMMOCTb MPUMEHEHUA Pas3HbIX CTpaTernii NpenogaBaHUsA A3blKa Bblleynomsa-
HYTbIM Fpynnam cTy4eHToB.

KntoueBble C/10Ba: PYCCKMIM KaK WMHOCTPaHHbINA, 3PUTaXKHble HOCWUTENM, YPOBEHb BNAAEHUA A3bIKOM,
NeKcuyeckme owmnbKku, opdorpadpuyeckmne olwmnbKn

@ @ The content of this publication is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 licence (more
precisely, Creative Commons - Attribution 4.0 International - CC BY ND 4.0). Images, screenshots and
logos are excluded.
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1. Introduction

In the last decades, narratives have become a prominent and widely used approach for evaluat-
ing the language abilities of bi-/multilingual speakers. Narratives have been recognized as an
effective tool for assessing linguistic skills, as they account for speaker diversity and can be ap-
plied across all proficiency levels, including illiterate speakers (Flecken, 2011; Gutiérrez-Clellen
et al., 2000). Moreover, narratives are relatively simple to elicit, requiring minimal resources
while still offering a reliable set of linguistic data (Pavlenko, 2008).

In educational settings, narratives that are elicited in a target language (TL) can serve as valuable
material for assessing different aspects of the language proficiency (LP) on the microstructural
level, establishing errors and non-canonical patterns that a language learner (LL) produces, and
identifying the individual needs of diverse LLs. This is particularly relevant when teaching lan-
guage to a mixed group of learners that presents the contemporary reality of language teaching
at the university level across various countries with high immigration rates. To date, not many
universities offer separate tracks for heritage language learners (HLLs) and foreign language
learners (FLLs) due to administrative challenges (for the situation in the USA, see Beaudrie, 2011;
in Germany, Ermakova, 2023). As for those institutions in which separate tracks are available,
language instructors are often unprepared to address their unique linguistic needs due to a lack
of pedagogical training in heritage language (HL) education.

HLLs and FLLs show differences in their language skills as well as in various sociolinguistic as-
pects, and their linguistic needs vary greatly (Montrul, 2012; 2023; Polinsky, 2015, a.0). HLLs, in
turn, are themselves heterogeneous. These speakers show considerable variability in their lan-
guage skills depending on factors such as the quantity of exposure, family language use (Voro-
byova & Bel, 2021) or age of acquisition of the TL (Jia & Aaronson, 2003; Montrul, 2008, 2016;
Vorobyova & Bel, 2021) as well as genetic, physiological, cognitive, developmental, and environ-
mental factors (Sekerina, 2013). Some HLLs show native-like LP, whereas some of them display
fluency in oral speech, but have poor literacy skills (cf. Polinsky, 2015). Some HLLs can under-
stand the language, but their production skills are limited.

To date, research in the area of HLs remains unevenly developed. On the one hand, there is still
a lack of studies that compare language abilities of HLLs and FLLs. Most research focuses on a
“heritage vs. baseline speaker” opposition. However, in educational settings, comparing the lan-
guage of HLLs with that of FLLs often holds greater practical relevance. Given that HLLs, in gen-
eral, have implicit knowledge in different language domains, some topics that are significant for
FLLs do not need to be addressed in detail for HLLs. Thus, research based on a detailed compar-
ison of language abilities of HLLs and FLLs could help develop unified approaches for differenti-
ated and more effective teaching in mixed groups.

On the other hand, much is already known about the general profile of heritage speakers
(Montrul, 2012, 2018; Polinsky, 2015, a.0.); phonology (Kupisch et al., 2014), morphology
(Montrul, 2004; Polinsky, 2006a), syntax (Benmamoun et al., 2013; Laleko, 2010; Montrul, 2008;
O’Grady et al., 2001; Polinsky, 2008; 2010), semantics (Polinsky, 1995; 2006b), and pragmatics
(Dubinina et. al, 2010; Sorace & Serratrice, 2009). However, research on the lexicon, especially
regarding the Russian language, remains significantly limited.
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In Second Language Acquisition (SLA), the accurate use of vocabulary is an integral part of overall
language competence. Lexical accuracy, as one of the measures of lexical competence in LLs, is
included in widely used research models, such as the complexity, accuracy, and fluency (CAF)
model (Skehan, 1988) or the model of lexical richness (Read, 2000). Despite extensive research
on this parameter in the context of mostly English language, the relationship between lexical
accuracy and overall language competence has been relatively underexplored in the study of
Russian FLLs and even more so in the context of Russian as a HL, although it has been widely
used by both educators and researchers as a component of language competence assessment
in HL (Vorobyova & Bel, 2021) and SLA (Krasnoschekova & Kashleva, 2019) contexts. Moreover,
the question of whether the writing task mode (telling or retelling) affects the frequency of lex-
ical errors remains open.

Taking these gaps into account, the present study, on the one hand, aims to contribute to HL
didactics and theory by examining how HLLs and FLLs differ in lexical error frequency. On the
other hand, it seeks to add knowledge to narrative theory by investigating whether the fre-
quency of lexical errors changes for the same LLs across different modes (telling and retelling).
Finally, the study expands the understanding of Russian language proficiency assessment by ex-
ploring the relationship between language proficiency scores and lexical error frequency in writ-
ten narratives.

1.1 Lexical accuracy and its borders

Housen & Kuiken (2009, 461) defined accuracy in general as “the ability to produce error-free
speech”. However, lexical accuracy remains one of the most challenging aspects to evaluate, as
“the line between lexical and grammar errors is blurred” (Hemchua & Schmitt, 2006, 70). More-
over, the taxonomies developed by different researchers for various purposes, often not de-
scribed in detail and varying significantly across studies, make the assessment of lexical accuracy
less transparent and the results difficult to compare directly. The broad range of approaches is
well reflected in the following definition, which is based on general trends and different angles
traced in research:

a ‘lexical error’ is a deviation in form and/or meaning of a target-language lexical word. Form
deviations include orthographic or phonological deviations within the limits of single words, and
also ignorance of syntactical restrictions which result in false collocations, for example. Meaning
deviations appear when lexical items are used in contexts where they are attributed another
meaning or where they violate semantic restrictions’; in Berkoff’s words (1982, 10), when there
is the ‘incorrect choice of lexical items’, or also when some semantic feature is not considered
(Llach, 2011, 75).

To minimize a potential lack of transparency in distinguishing between error types, the present
study adopts the framework of Error Analysis (EA; Corder, 1974; Ellis, 1994), following the hier-
archical structure of error classification (Hoffmann, 2022), which means that errors should be
initially categorized by type (e.g. spelling, lexical, grammatical). This is particularly relevant given
that the boundaries between error types are often not so strict: not only between lexical and
grammatical errors, but also between lexical and orthographic/phonological ones. Some re-
searchers consider errors in spelling as lexical ones, while others assess them separately (Leriko-
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Szymanska, 2019). Given that HLLs are often noted to face significant difficulties with spelling
and orthography (Briiggemann, 2018; Kagan & Dillon, 2001; a.0.), the current study distinguishes
between lexical and spelling errors.

1.2 Multilingual Assessment Instrument for Narratives: Microstructural assessment
in the lexical domain

Narratives can be elicited and evaluated by different techniques, one of them being storytelling
based on pictures (Karlsen et al., 2016; Schneider et al., 2006; a.0.). One of the most widespread
instruments is the wordless picture book “Frog, Where Are You?” (Mayer, 1969). Another in-
strument that allows fictional narrative elicitation and assessment and is world-used? is the Mul-
tilingual Assessment Instrument for Narratives (hereafter MAIN; Gagarina et al., 2012, 2019a).
MAIN is a tool originally designed for bilingual preschoolers and primary-school children. Later,
it has also been used to assess older children, adolescents, and adults (e.g. Gagarina et al.,
2019b). MAIN can be used to evaluate the comprehension and production of narratives in three
elicitation modes (telling, retelling, model story) and to assess macro- and microstructure.?
Macrostructure has been found to be language-independent (e.g. Pearson, 2002) and has a val-
idated scoring scheme. Microstructure is considered language-dependent, requiring the devel-
opment of tailored assessment scales for each language and specific purposes (e.g. educational
settings, diagnosing DLD in children, etc.).

The first and to date single attempt to create an overarching microstructure assessment scale
and to examine the relationship between narrative competence and language proficiency of
adult Russian second language (L2) learners (mostly Chinese, Vietnamese, and Mongolian speak-
ers) using the MAIN was made by Krasnoshchekova & Kashleva (2019). The authors outlined
four sections for the microstructural assessment via error-based analysis: morphosyntax, refer-
ence, complexity, and vocabulary. Their scoring sheet for lexical assessment considered four
positions: (a) “usage mistakes (wrong meaning)”; (b) “usage mistakes (non-existing words)”; (c)
“words from other languages (code-switching)”; and (d) total number in tokens of internal state
terms (IST)® as a separate measure. Regarding the IST, the perspective on whether it should
belong to the microstructural-level of narrative or the macrostructural one is quite ambiguous.
According to the MAIN authors, IST is interpreted as a marker of the participant’s “understand-
ing and awareness of intentionality and goal-directed behaviour of protagonists” (Gagarina et
al., 2012), thus it is closely related to the macrostructure. Moreover, the number of IST has been
found to be language-independent, unlike the microstructure of narratives.

In terms of lexicon, Krasnoshchekova & Kashleva (2019) found that although the L2 narratives,
regardless of the language level (A2, B1 or B2), are significantly different from the first language
(L1) narratives by vocabulary in total, wrong meaning of words, and non-existent words, in L2
narratives these parameters do not change from level to level. The authors suppose that the

! To date, MAIN exists in 100 language versions from 66 countries (ZAS).

2 Macrostructure refers to the overarching hierarchical organization of narrative texts, such as episodic structure and
story grammar components (Heilmann et al., 2010). Microstructure involves the internal linguistic elements that con-
tribute to cohesive discourse.

3|ST describe the internal state of the protagonist as a response to the initiating event.
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reason for such results may be explained by “the method itself which is quantitative” (ibid, 631).
However, lexical development at different levels of proficiency still requires further detailed in-
vestigation.

1.3 The current study

Expanding the existing knowledge on the relationship between lexical and spelling errors and
their connection to general language proficiency, the current study focuses on the following re-
search questions:

1. How does the frequency of lexical and spelling errors vary within task mode (telling vs.
retelling) and across the LL groups (FLLs vs. HLLs)?

2. How does the error type (lexical vs. spelling) correlate with participant’s language profi-
ciency test score in (a) HLLs, and (b) FLLs, in each narrative mode?

2. Method

2.1 Ethics statement

Ethical approval for this study was obtained from the Ethics Committee of the Faculty of Lan-
guage and Literature, Humboldt University of Berlin.* Before participation, all participants signed
informed consent.

2.2 Participants

Participants were invited to take part in the experiment based on the following criteria: healthy
young adults aged 18—-30 who (a) were either born in or relocated to a German-speaking country
before the age of 8 and currently resided there; (b) were university students enrolled in Russian
language courses and/or pursuing B.A. or M.A. programs in Teaching of Russian, Russian-Ger-
man translation or Slavic studies; and (c) self-assessed their Russian language proficiency at the
B2 or C1 level. As a result, the participants are highly heterogeneous in terms of language skills
and cultural backgrounds, so the study takes into account a wider range of possible variations in
language production than it would if the data were collected from a group of learners with the
same language instructor within a single institution.

4 SLF-Ethikkommission, Humboldt-Universitit zu Berlin, Ethikantrag 2023-4.
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2.3 Materials

2.3.1 Language proficiency assessment

To date, there is only one peer-reviewed publication describing a validated test® for the Russian
LP assessment in both FLLs and HLLs (Luchkina et. al, 2021). For this study, it was adapted in the
multiple-choice format and programmed in Javascript code based on the jsPsych library on the
online platform cognition.run. All orthographic and punctuation inaccuracies and errors found
in questions nr. 2, 37 and 55 were carefully corrected.

2.3.2 Narrative tests

Narrative production was elicited using the “Baby Birds” (retelling mode, Stimulus 1) and “Cat”
(telling mode, Stimulus 2) stories from the MAIN (Gagarina et al., 2012, 2019a). The research
was designed during the COVID-19 pandemic; therefore, the Hong Kong Polytechnic University
and ZAS Version of MAIN PPT (ZAS), which was one of the primary adaptations of the original in-
person MAIN testing format for remote administration, was used in this study. Being originally
designed for online testing with children in an oral format, the template created by the Hong
Kong Polytechnic University and ZAS included a picture of a girl as a virtual listener to whom
children were asked to tell their stories. This was designed to reduce the shared knowledge be-
tween the speaker and the listener. In the present study, in which written narratives from adults
were collected, this image was deleted. Due to the written format of narrative production, par-
ticipants were instead instructed to produce highly detailed narratives, as they were told that
the reader would be someone who had not seen the pictures. Additionally, this instructor en-
couraged participants to pay more attention to details, potentially expanding the range of vo-
cabulary used in their narratives.

Stimulus 1: Baby Birds (MAIN); Source: ZAS

> The test was developed and validated in both cloze and multiple-choice formats.
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Stimulus 2: Cat (MAIN); Source: ZAS

2.3.3 Procedure

The first part of the experiment (approximately 15 min.) consisted of (1) online questions about
language background based on the abridged version of the Bilingual LEAP Questionnaire (LEAP-
Q, Marian et al., 2007) designed to differentiate between HLLs and FLLs, and (2) a language pro-
ficiency test in a multiple-choice format (Luchkina et al., 2021), both programmed in Javascript
code based on the jsPsych library on the platform cognition.run. Those participants who demon-
strated Level 3 or 4 results according to an adapted version of the language proficiency test
(Luchkina et al., 2021) and expressed a willingness to take part further, were invited to partici-
pate in the second stage of the experiment. The second stage of the experiment was scheduled
within a few days (no more than a week) after the first part, at a time that was convenient for
each participant individually. Before the start of the second part, the participant ensured that
s/he had (1) an Internet connection and a computer or an iPad with a webcam and a Zoom
account on it, (2) a quiet space available for the duration of the assessment, (3) paper and pen
and the ability to take/send a photo of hand-written narratives.

The second stage of the experiment was conducted online during a Zoom meeting following the
MAIN Protocol. After a brief oral conversation in Russian, the tasks were completed in the fol-
lowing order: (1) Writing Story 1 (“Baby Birds”) based on Stimulus 1 after listening to the instruc-
tor read the story (retelling mode); (2) Orally answering comprehension questions about Story
1; (3) Writing Story 2 (“Cat”) based on Stimulus 2 without listening to it (telling mode); (4) Orally
answering comprehension questions about Story 2.6 There was no time limit for completing the
tasks, but participants typically took between 30 and 50 minutes to produce both narratives.

6 The present preliminary study focuses only on the written narratives (tasks 1 and 3); oral comprehension questions
(tasks 2 and 4) are not analysed here and will be addressed in future research.
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3. Data analysis

After collecting the data, the narratives were anonymized, with each participant assigned a nu-
merical and letter code, and then transcribed into a computer-readable format. The analysis of
lexical errors was conducted within the framework of EA (Corder, 1974; Ellis, 1994), following
the hierarchical structure of error classification (Hoffmann, 2022).

Since the examination of specific types of lexical errors (e.g. the opposition between intralingual
and transfer errors, followed by distinctions such as dictionary errors, borrowings, coinages,
etc.) was not the focus of this study and constitutes a topic for separate in-depth research, all
errors were annotated as lexical. The only exception was spelling errors, which were classified
separately and included orthographic and phonological errors.

Each error, regardless of its ‘weight’, was assigned one point, meaning that errors were not clas-
sified as communicatively significant or insignificant, as suggested in the tradition of teaching
Russian as a foreign language (e.g. Zhorova, 2005). Repeated errors were counted as many times
as they appeared for the following reasons: 1) Some participants, after initially making the same
mistake twice, corrected themselves in the middle of the narrative and subsequently wrote the
word correctly. 2) Since lexical accuracy was calculated using the formula ‘the ratio of lexical
errors to the total number of lexical words’ (e.g. Lertko-Szymanska, 2019, 107), this counting
method was the only appropriate option. Otherwise, the calculation would have involved count-
ing error types in relation to the number of types rather than the actual lexical words.

For counting the number of lexical words in each text, the following approach was used. In this
study, functional words were strictly defined as simple, complex, and compound prepositions,
conjunctions, and particles (e.g. u ‘and’, uau ‘or’, noamomy ‘so’, nomomy umo ‘because’). How-
ever, derivative prepositions (e.g. sciedcmeaue ‘as a result of’, 6s10200apa ‘thanks to’) were clas-
sified as lexical words. This classification is based on two considerations. First, the use of such
prepositions indicates a broader lexical repertoire. Second, certain types of errors occurring in
these prepositions are lexical rather than grammatical (e.g. Maseyuk He 3ameyaem, ymo y Hez20
bonbwe Hem pbib 6a1azodapsa* kowke. ‘The boy does not notice that he has no more fish thanks
to* the cat.’). As a result, they are considered lexical words in accordance with the applied for-
mula.

4. Results

The information about the number of participants in each group, mean age, mean age of acqui-
sition (AoA) for German and Russian, mean LP test score and standard deviation (SD) is summa-
rized in Table 1.

LP test results in HLLs and FLLs ‘

LL Sample Mean age Mean AoA Mean AoA Mean score SD
type size (German) (Russian) in LP test (score in LP test)
HLLs 14 23;14 2;5 0;0 88.79% 5.74
FLLs 11 23;73 0;0 16;18 84.79% 7.05

Table 1: Groups of participants and LP test results in each group
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The analyses are performed using R Statistical Software (v4.4.2; R Core Team 2024). The results
will be discussed below in relation to each research question.

4.1 Frequency of lexical and spelling errors within the task mode (telling vs. retell-
ing) and across the LL groups (FLLs vs. HLLs)

In Table 2, the mean and SD values of lexical and spelling errors in different task modes (telling
and retelling) in FLLs and HLLs along with effect sizes (FLLs vs. HLLs) are presented. FLLs made
considerably more lexical errors than HLLs (Cohen’s d = 1.70 in telling and = 1.41 in retelling). At
the same time, HLLs made considerably more spelling errors than FLLs (Cohen’s d = -1.17 in
telling and = -1.31 in retelling). According to Cohen (1988), such effect sizes’ represent mean-

ingful differences between groups.

Error rates (mean, SD) across task modes, and Effect sizes for FLLs and HLLs

Type of errors Task mode Cohen’s D Mean SD Mean SD
(FLLs) (FLLs) (HLLs) (HLLs)

Lexical Telling = 1.70 12.34 6.20 3.86 3.34

Lexical Retelling =1.41 7.73 2.60 3.54 3.29
Spelling Telling ~-1.17 4.67 5.25 17.92 15.18
Spelling Retelling =-1.31 4.92 4.00 18.49 14.13

Table 2: Mean and SD values of errors in telling and retelling along with effect sizes (FLLs vs. HLLs)

To determine whether HLLs and FLLs differ in the frequency of lexical and spelling errors in tell-

ing and retelling modes, Welch two sample t-tests were conducted.® The results show the fol-
lowing differences.

Differences between FLLs and HLLs in lexical and spelling errors frequency in each task mode

Type of Task t-statistic df p-value Bonfer- 95% confi- Mean | Mean
errors mode roni-cor- dence inter- | (FLLs) | (HLLs)
rected p val
(Pcorr), X4
Lexical telling 4.093 14.492 | 0.00102* | 0.00408* 0.04051018 | 0.1234 | 0.0385
0.12911125
Spelling | telling -3.042 16.757 | 0.00744* | 0.02976* | -0.22448041 | 0.0467 | 0.1792
-0.04051933
Lexical | retelling 3.5559 22.993 | 0.0017* 0.0068* 0.01752320 | 0.0773 | 0.0354
0.06627174
Spelling | retelling | -3.4238 15.57 | 0.00359* | 0.01436* | -0.21994237 | 0.0492 | 0.1849
-0.05149789

Table 3: Differences between HLLs and FLLs in lexical and spelling errors frequency in each task mode
* significant (p < 0.05, peorr < 0.05), ** not significant (p > 0.05, peorr > 0.05)

7 According to Cohen (1988), effect sizes of d > 0.8 are considered large.
8 Welch t-test is more reliable when the groups have unequal variances and/or sample sizes.
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The analysis shows significant differences in lexical and spelling error frequencies between HLLs
and FLLs in both narrative modes. FLLs produce significantly more lexical errors than HLLs in both
telling (t = 4.093, pcorr < 0.05) and retelling (t =-3.5559, pcorr < 0.05). Together with the observed
large effect sizes, these results support the idea that HLLs tend to produce fewer lexical errors
than FLLs, likely due to their broader implicit lexical and collocational knowledge.

On the contrary, HLLs demonstrate a significantly higher frequency of spelling errors in compar-
ison to FLLs, both in telling (t = -3.042, pcorr < 0.05) and retelling (t = 3.4238, pcorr < 0.05). A
possible explanation for this, as Briiggemann (2018) notes, is that due to the quantitative and
qualitative reduction of unstressed vowels, as well as phonetic combinatory processes (such as
assimilation, dissimilation, accommodation, and devoicing), Russian exhibits a largely opaque
phoneme-grapheme correspondence. Therefore, mastery of Russian orthography relies on ex-
plicit knowledge of these processes. This knowledge typically lacks in HLLs as they acquire the
language through naturalistic exposure rather than formal instruction. Moreover, HLLs experi-
ence a process of palatalization loss (for German Russian — ibid, for American Russian — Bermel

& Kagan, 2000) which further contributes to the occurrence of spelling errors.

4.2 Correlation between lexical and spelling accuracy in narratives and LL’s lan-
guage proficiency test scores

To examine the relationship between lexical and spelling accuracy in narratives produced by
HLLs and FLLs and their language proficiency (anchor test scores), Pearson’s correlation analysis
was conducted.

Correlation between the lexical and spelling accuracy in different task modes in FLLs and HLLs and

their language proficiency test’s score

Type of errors | LL type Task mode Correlation with p-value Bonferroni-corrected
LP score (r) P (Pcorr), X8
Lexical FLLs Telling -0.279 0.407** 1.0%*
Spelling FLLs Telling 0.349 0.292** 1.0%*
Lexical HLLs Telling -0.720 0.004* 0.032%*
Spelling HLLs Telling -0.321 0.263** 1.0%*
Lexical FLLs Retelling -0.532 0.092** 0.736%*
Spelling FLLs Retelling 0.373 0.258%* 1.0%*
Lexical HLLs Retelling -0.638 0.014* 0.112%*
Spelling HLLs Retelling -0.211 0.469** 1.0%*

Table 4: Correlation between the lexical and spelling accuracy in different task modes (telling and retelling) in FLLs
and HLLs and their language proficiency test’s score
* significant (p < 0.05, pcorr < 0.05), ** not significant (p > 0.05, pcorr > 0.05)

The results show various patterns between the two groups of learners and across different task
modes. For HLLs, a significant negative correlation was found between LP score and lexical error
frequency in telling (r =-0.72, pcorr = 0.032). In retelling, the correlation was not significant after
applying the Bonferroni correction (pcorr = 0.112). However, a numerical trend can be observed,
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therefore, further research with a larger sample size is needed.® At present, higher general lan-
guage proficiency in HLLs is strongly associated with a lower frequency of lexical errors in telling.
These findings are indirectly in line with previous studies that showed correlations between lex-
ical proficiency and some structural domains. For example, Polinsky (1997, 2007) found that
Russian heritage speakers with higher vocabulary proficiency measured through a basic list of
200 words, demonstrated better control of agreement, case marking, and subordination in
spontaneous speech.

At the same time, no significant correlation was observed between LP and spelling errors fre-
quency in either telling or retelling. This suggests that HLLs may encounter difficulties with
spelling even when their general language proficiency is high. However, further research with a
larger sample is needed to confirm this.

For FLLs, no significant correlations were found between lexical errors and LP scores in either
telling (r =-0.279, pcorr > 1.0) or retelling (r = -0.532, pcorr = 0.736). Similarly, no significant cor-
relations were observed between spelling errors and LP scores in either telling (r = 0.349, pcorr >
1.0) or retelling (r = 0.373, pcorr > 1.0).

These findings would be particularly interesting to compare with the results of a similar study
by Llach (2007), which examined the correlation between lexical errors in texts produced by
young learners of English as a foreign language (EFL) and two measures of language proficiency:
a cloze test and a reading comprehension test. Llach found that lexical error frequency was not
related to the cloze test results, but there was a statistically significant relationship between
lexical errors and reading comprehension scores.’® The author concluded that these two tests
might assess different aspects of language competence: the cloze test measures discrete-point
language knowledge, while the reading comprehension test captures a more general language
ability. Applying these findings to the present study and considering that the multiple-choice
test used was constructed based on a cloze test (Luchkina et al., 2021), it is particularly interest-
ing that unlike in Llach’s study (2007), the HLL group still demonstrated a significant negative
correlation between their test results and lexical error frequency in telling. On the one hand,
this may suggest that the relationship between different components of language competence
in HLLs and FLLs may differ significantly and be shaped by various patterns. On another hand,
the results may diverge from Llach’s (2007) study on EFL learners due to differences in LP tests
construct. Moreover, this might also be explained by a greater degree of lexical similarity be-
tween the L1 (Spanish) and the TL (English) in Llach’s (2007) study compared to the present study
(German vs. Russian). Finally, the discrepancies may stem from the different number of respond-
ents; therefore, further research with a larger sample will be needed to determine this clearly.

° For a correlation analysis with a medium effect size (r = 0.3) around 88 participants for 80% power and a = 0.05
would be needed. However, the observed large effects (r = -0.720) for HLL's lexical accuracy in telling suggest robust
tendency even with a smaller sample.
10|n the present preliminary study, comprehension questions were not addressed. However, they will be the focus of
future research with a larger sample.
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5. Discussion with take away messages for teaching practice

Despite being preliminary, these findings offer valuable insights for the field of FL and HL didac-
tics. Significant differences in lexical and spelling error frequencies between HLLs and FLLs ob-
served in both narrative modes and accompanied by a large effect size, statistically highlight the
differences between HLLs and FLLs and further emphasize the need for individualized instruc-
tional strategies for different types of LLs. Thus, the high frequency of lexical errors in narratives
produced by the FLL participants supports the idea that learners may benefit from structured
exposure to frequent and natural collocations and (semi-)fixed expressions. This conclusion
aligns with the principles of the Lexical Approach (Lewis, 1993), which views ready-made lexical
chunks to be central to language competence. Notably, this approach suggests that LLs should
engage with extensive reading and listening materials, focusing on variety rather than depth
(Lewis, 1997), which exposes learners to a wide range of lexical chunks and patterns.

In contrast, the HLLs’ strong lexical skills suggest the presence of a well-established internalized
lexical store, yet their spelling issues point to the need for explicit focus on the orthographic
rules of the TL and the written form of words, integrating spelling and morphological awareness
into lexical instruction. This is also consistent with findings from previous studies, e.g. that FLLs
“do not have the same spelling problems and do not profit from extensive and repetitive spelling
assignments that are much needed by heritage learners” (Kagan & Dillon, 2001, 513-514).

A significant negative correlation found between lexical errors frequency and LP score in telling
in HLLs, on the one hand, may suggest that for the HLL group, using the result of the multiple-
choice test to assess LP may indirectly capture a broader range of linguistic competencies. This
may make the use of multiple-choice tests for assessing LP in HLLs more effective than in FLLs.
On the other hand, these preliminary findings may further support the idea that lexical accuracy
is not just a subskill but a potential predictor of general language proficiency, particularly in HLLs,
and highlight the pedagogical relevance of a lexically driven curriculum designed in accordance
with LLs’ background.

6. Conclusion with comment on limitations

The study presents preliminary results on the relationship between the frequency of lexical and
spelling errors in written elicited narratives of FLLs and HLLs in two elicitation modes (telling and
retelling) and the correlation of lexical and spelling errors frequency in HLLs and FLLs with their
language proficiency test scores.

The limitations of the present study include, first, the small number of participants. A small sam-
ple size always requires more cautious interpretation, since there is a risk that the result may
not be as stable as in the case of larger sample sizes. Although even such a small sample was
able to reveal several interesting tendencies, they need to be validated by further research with
larger sample sizes. Moreover, in accordance with the future research plans, the results of this
study will not only be compared with the findings from a larger sample of participants, but will
also involve examining other lexical parameters in the texts of FLLs and HLLs, such as lexical
diversity, density, and sophistication, which, along with accuracy, are part of the lexical richness
model (Read, 2000). Finally, the focus of the study was only on the narratives of participants
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with relatively high LP levels, while it would be interesting to explore whether the identified
trends also apply to participants at lower proficiency levels.
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