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THE PHENOMENON OF LANGUAGE INTERFERENCE IN THE PROCESS
OF LEARNING ENGLISH AND GERMAN BY STUDENTS
OF NON-PHILOLOGICAL SPECIALTIES

The article investigates the phenomenon of language interference in the process of learning English and German
by students of non-philological specialties in the context of contemporary multilingual higher education. The relevance
of the study is determined by the increasing prevalence of sequential foreign language acquisition, in which English
is mastered as the first foreign language at a relatively high level and often acquires a dominant status, significantly
influencing the learning of German as a second foreign language.

The purpose of the article is to provide a theoretical substantiation of the phenomenon of language interference and to
identify its typical manifestations in students’ German-language speech formed under the influence of English. Particular
attention is paid to students of non-philological specialties, whose foreign language learning is professionally oriented and
conducted under conditions of limited classroom instruction, reduced contact hours, and insufficient metalinguistic training.

The research is based on methods of linguistic observation, descriptive analysis, and contrastive comparison of the
English and German language systems. The empirical material includes samples of students’ written and oral speech
collected during classroom interaction, professionally oriented tasks, and independent work. The analysis focuses on
identifying stable interference patterns and determining the linguistic levels most susceptible to negative transfer.

The results of the study demonstrate that language interference is systematic in nature and largely determined by the dominant
role of English as the first foreign language. Interference phenomena are most frequently observed at the grammatical and lexico-
semantic levels, particularly in the use of prepositions, pronouns, interrogative constructions, word order, and international
vocabulary. It is established that typological proximity between English and German does not eliminate interference but rather
reshapes its manifestations, creating both facilitating and inhibiting effects in the process of language acquisition.

The findings substantiate the necessity of applying a contrastive and metalinguistically oriented approach to teaching
a second foreign language in higher education, aimed at minimizing negative transfer, enhancing cross-linguistic
awareness, and improving the accuracy and normativity of students’ foreign language production.

Key words: language interference, cross-linguistic influence, foreign language learning, second foreign language,
English and German, non-philological specialties, negative transfer, multilingualism.
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SIBUIIIE MOBHOI IHTEP®EPEHIIII Y NIPOIIECI BUBYEHHS AHTJIIHCHKOI
TA HIMEILBKOI MOB CTYAEHTAMHY HE®LJIOJIOTIYHUX CHEIIAJIBHOCTEH

Y emammi oocnidocyemvca aeuwe moenoi inmepepenyii y npoyeci sueueHHs aHnilCbKOi ma HiMeyvbKkoi mos
cmyoeHmamu He@inono2iuHUX cneyiarbHocmeti Y KOHMeKCmi cy4acHoi 6azamomosHoi suwoi oceimu. AxmyaibHicme
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00CTIOIHCEHNS 3YMOBIIEHA 3DOCIANHAM NOUUPEHOCHT NOCTIO08HO20 08ONOOTHHS ITHOZEMHUMU MOBAMU, 30 AKO2O AHSNIUCHKA
MOBA ONAHOBYEMBCS AK NEPUid IHO3eMHA HA BIOHOCHO BUCOKOMY PIBHI ma uacmo Haby8ae OOMIHAHMHO2O CMAMYC)),
CYmMmeso 6NaUBAI0YIU HA 3ACB0EHHSA HIMEYbKOI MO8 K OpPY20i IHO3eMHOI.

Memoto cmammi € meopemuune o6IPYHMY8aHHA (heHOMeHY MO8HOT iHmepghepenyii ma euasieHHs ii Munosux npossie
V HIMEYbKOMOBHOMY MOBILEHHI CHYOeHMis, chopmosanomy nio eniueom aneniticokoi mosu. Ocobausa yeaza npudiisaemucs
cmyoeHmam He@IIoNoSIMHUX chneyiatbHocmel, OJisl SKUX GUGYEHHs [HO3EMHUX MO8 MAE NpOQeciiiHo OpiEHMOBAHUI
xapaxkmep i 30iUCHIOEMbCS 8 YMOBAX OOMENCEHO20 AYOUTNOPHO2O YACY, CKOPOUEHOI KINbKOCHI KOHMAKMHUX 200UH Md
HEOOCMAamub0 chopMOBAHOT Memamo8HOI NiI020MOBKU.

JlocnioscenHs IpYHMY€EMbCA HA MemoOax NiHeGICIUYHO20 CHOCEPENCEHHS, ONUCOB020 AHAIZY MAd KOHMPACMUBHO2O
3icmasieHHss MOBHUX CUCeM AH2NIlICbKOI ma Himeybkoi Moe. Emnipuunuii mamepian OXOnaro€ 3paskiu NUCEMHO20 U
VCHO20 MOGIEHHSI CmyOeHmis, 3i0pani nio uac ayoumophoi pobomu, UKOHAHHS NPOQEeCiiHO OPIEHMOBAHUX 3A60AHb
ma camocmiunol OisiibHocmi. AHANI3 CNPAMOBAHUN HA GUSGNICHHS CIMIUKUX THMep@epeHyiiHuX Mooenel i 6USHAYEeHH S
MOBHUX PIBHIG, HATIOINbUL YPAZIUBUX 00 HE2ATNUBHO20 MPAHChepy.

Pesynomamu 0ocniodcents 3aceiouyoms, o MOSHA iHmeppepenHyis Mae CUCmeMHUll Xapaxkmep i 3HAYHO MIPO0
3YMOBNIeHA OOMIHAHMHOW POLIIO AHAIUCHbKOI MO8U AK nepuloi iHozemHoi. Hattuacmiuwe inmepghepenyiini aguwa
cnocmepizaromvcsa HA epAMAMUYHOMY MA JIeKCUKO-CEMAHMUYHOMY DIBHAX, 30KpemMd V BX4CUBAHHI NPUILMEHHUKIS,
3AUMEHHUKIB, NUMATbHUX KOHCIMPYKYIU, NOPAOKY Ci6 ma inmepHayioHanbHoi 1ekcuxku. Bcmanoeaneno, wjo munonociyna
OIUBLKICMb AHIUCHKOL Ma HIMeYbKoL MO8 He ycysae inmepghepenyii, a paduie mpancopmye it nposieu, Cmeopoyu K

CHpUsMAUGE, MAax i 2anbMIiSHI echexmu y npoyeci MOBHO20 3ACEOEHHS.

Ompumani pesyniomamu 0OIPYHMOBYONb HEOOXIOHICHb 3ACMOCYBAHHS KOHMPACTUBHO20 Md MEMAMOBHO OPIEHMOBAHO20
nioxo0y 00 HABYAHHA OpPY2Oi IHO3eMHOI MOBU V 3aK1A0AX BUWOI OC8IMU 3 MEMOor MIHIMI3ayii HeeamusHo2o mpancgepy,
PO3BUMKY MIHCMOBHOI c8I00MOCMI Ma NiO8UUeHHS MOYHOCI Ul HOPMAMUBHOCII IHULOMOBHO20 MOBIEHHA CINYOEHMIB.

Knrouosi cnosa: mosna inmeppepenyis, Mioic MOSHUT 6NIUE, BUSHEHHS IHO3EMHUX MOB, OPY2ad IHO3eMHAMOBA, AHSIIUCHKA
ma HIMeYybKa MOGU, HeIION02IUHI CNeYiaIbHOCMI, He2AMUSHUL MPaHcpep, 6azamomosHicmb.

Problem statement. The growing prevalence
of multilingual education in higher education insti-
tutions has led to a situation in which students of
non-philological specialties are increasingly required
to master more than one foreign language within a
limited time frame and under conditions of reduced
classroom contact hours. In most European educa-
tional contexts, English is acquired as the first foreign
language and reaches a relatively high level of pro-
ficiency, while German is subsequently studied as a
second foreign language for professional or academic
purposes. This sequential pattern of language learn-
ing creates favorable conditions for cross-linguistic
interaction, but at the same time intensifies the risk of
language interference.

Despite the extensive body of theoretical research
devoted to language contact and cross-linguistic
influence, insufficient attention has been paid to the
specific manifestations of interference arising from
English as a dominant first foreign language in the
acquisition of German by students of non-philolog-
ical specialties. Existing studies often focus either
on bilingualism involving a native and a foreign lan-
guage or on learners with philological training, whose
heightened metalinguistic awareness and extensive
exposure to language systems significantly differenti-
ate them from non-philological learners.

The problem, therefore, lies in the need to iden-
tify and systematize typical interference phenomena
that occur in the German-language production of stu-
dents whose linguistic competence is shaped primar-
ily by English and whose foreign language learning

is professionally oriented rather than theoretically
grounded. In particular, there is a lack of comprehen-
sive analyses addressing which linguistic levels are
most susceptible to negative transfer under these con-
ditions and how the dominance of English influences
error patterns in German. Addressing this problem is
essential for improving methodological approaches to
teaching a second foreign language in higher educa-
tion and for developing effective strategies aimed at
minimizing negative interference while fostering pos-
itive transfer.

Analysis of research. In the context of contempo-
rary European higher education, multilingual compe-
tence has become a normative educational objective
rather than an exceptional achievement. In most edu-
cational systems, English is acquired as the first for-
eign language at an early stage of schooling, while the
study of a second foreign language — most frequently
German — takes place later and is often oriented
toward professional communication. This sequential
model of foreign language acquisition creates inten-
sive conditions for cross-linguistic interaction within
the learner’s cognitive system, thereby increasing the
relevance of research into language interference phe-
nomena (Weinreich, 1968; Haugen, 1956).

Language interference is traditionally understood
as deviations from the norms of a target language
caused by the influence of previously acquired lan-
guages. U. Weinreich conceptualized interference as
a direct consequence of language contact, emphasiz-
ing the speaker as the primary locus of interaction
between linguistic systems (Weinreich, 1968: 14—16).
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Subsequent research expanded this view by examin-
ing whether prior linguistic knowledge functions pre-
dominantly as an obstacle to language acquisition or,
conversely, as a source of facilitative transfer (Odlin,
1989; Ringbom, 2007).

Within European and Western linguistics, the
phenomenon of interference has been systematically
investigated since the mid-twentieth century, par-
ticularly with regard to its typological determinants
and structural manifestations. Scholars have demon-
strated that interference may affect all linguistic lev-
els, including phonetics, morphology, syntax, and
lexis, depending on the degree of structural similarity
between the languages in contact and the conditions
of language use (Haugen, 1956; Thomason, 2001).
These findings underscore the multilevel nature of
interference and the necessity of comprehensive error
analysis in foreign language acquisition (Odlin, 1989;
Ringbom, 2007).

Contemporary research emphasizes the impor-
tance of distinguishing between systemic interfer-
ence, which arises from typological differences
between languages, and individual interference,
which is shaped by learners’ cognitive strategies and
language-learning experience (Odlin, 1989; Hawkins,
2001). This distinction is particularly relevant in the
case of non-philological students, whose foreign lan-
guage learning is primarily instrumental and char-
acterized by limited instructional time and reduced
metalinguistic training.

From a psycholinguistic perspective, interference
is interpreted as a result of the simultaneous activa-
tion of multiple language systems during speech pro-
duction. Empirical studies demonstrate that in bilin-
gual and multilingual speakers all known languages
remain active even when only one language is used,
which creates conditions for competition between
linguistic representations (Jarvis & Pavlenko, 2008;
de Groot, 2011). The effectiveness of cognitive con-
trol and inhibitory mechanisms plays a crucial role
in regulating this interaction; insufficient inhibition
of a dominant language — particularly at early stages
of second foreign language acquisition — significantly
increases susceptibility to interference (Ullman, 2005;
Bialystok et al., 2012).

Special attention in the literature is devoted to pho-
netic interference, which is considered one of the most
persistent forms of cross-linguistic influence. This per-
sistence is explained by the stability of the articulatory
base formed under the influence of previously acquired
languages and the limited role of conscious control in
phonetic production (Flege, 1995; Thomason, 2001).
In the case of English—-German contact, differences
in grapheme—phoneme correspondence, consonant
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devoicing, and articulatory settings frequently result in
systematic pronunciation errors.

At the same time, interference processes cannot
be fully explained solely by structural differences
between languages. A cognitively oriented approach
highlights the role of linguistic consciousness and
learning experience in shaping both negative interfer-
ence and positive transfer (de Groot, 2011; Ullman,
2005). Learners with experience in acquiring a first
foreign language often demonstrate higher levels
of metalinguistic awareness, which enables them to
consciously compare language systems and exploit
similarities between them (Cook, 2016; De Angelis,
2007).

Positive transfer is particularly evident when
the first and second foreign languages are typologi-
cally related, as in the case of English and German.
Research indicates that English often serves as a direct
source of transfer for German learners due to partial
lexical overlap, shared orthographic conventions, and
similarities in grammatical categories such as arti-
cles, modal verbs, and tense structures (Ringbom,
2007; Odlin, 1989). However, typological proximity
does not eliminate interference; rather, it reshapes its
manifestation, especially at the phonetic and syntactic
levels.

Thus, the analysis of contemporary linguistic and
psycholinguistic research demonstrates that language
interference in the acquisition of German after Eng-
lish is a complex, multilevel, and cognitively con-
ditioned phenomenon. These theoretical insights
provide a foundation for identifying typical interfer-
ence patterns in the German-language production of
non-philological students and for developing method-
ologically grounded strategies aimed at minimizing
negative transfer while enhancing positive cross-lin-
guistic influence.

Purpose of the article is to theoretically substan-
tiate and empirically characterize the phenomenon
of language interference in the process of learning
German as a second foreign language after English
by students of non-philological specialties. The study
aims to identify the dominant sources and levels of
interference caused by English, to determine the lin-
guistic domains most vulnerable to negative transfer,
and to analyze typical interference errors occurring in
students’ German-language speech.

Furthermore, the article seeks to demonstrate
the systematic and cognitively conditioned nature
of interference processes and to justify the neces-
sity of a contrastive and metalinguistically oriented
approach to teaching a second foreign language in a
multilingual educational environment. By clarifying
the mechanisms of cross-linguistic influence between
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English and German, the study aims to contribute to
the development of more effective pedagogical strat-
egies that account for the specific needs and learning
conditions of non-philological students.

Presentation of main material. The practical part
of the study was conducted among third- and fourth-
year students of non-philological majors, specifically
those specializing in Information Technology. All
respondents are males residing abroad and studying
in a multilingual environment. For these participants,
English is the first foreign language (L2), which they
actively use in their professional activities, while
German is studied as a second foreign language (L3)
under conditions of limited classroom hours. The par-
ticipants' language proficiency levels are as follows:

English: A2-B2;

German: A2-BI.

These conditions establish a conducive environ-
ment for the manifestation of cross-linguistic inter-
ference, as English serves not only as a means of
communication but also as the dominant language of
cognition, directly influencing the acquisition of Ger-
man.

The research material comprised: students' writ-
ten assignments (short essays, professionally oriented
texts, and grammatical exercises); oral responses dur-
ing classes; and spontaneous speech during dialogues.

Analysis of the students' speech revealed that
grammatical and lexical manifestations of interfer-
ence are the most prevalent, particularly in the use
of prepositions, pronouns, and interrogative words.
In most cases, English, as the first foreign language,
serves as the source of interference.

One of the most frequent types of errors is the
mechanical transfer of English prepositional patterns
into the German language. Students tend to employ
familiar English constructions without considering
the specificities of German prepositional government
(Rektion).

For instance, the following errors were recorded
during the speech production process:

Model: Ich warte fiir dich (Derived from English:
wait for) Standard German: Ich warte auf dich.

Model: Ich interessiere mich in Programmierung
(Derived from English: interested in) Standard Ger-
man:Ich interessiere mich fiir Programmierung.

Model: Ich arbeite an einer Firma (Derived from
English: work at/for a company) Standard German:
Ich arbeite in einer Firma.

Such errors signify negative transfer from the
English language, occurring when a student fails to
analyze the German construction as an autonomous
system and instead reproduces a previously acquired
model.
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Equally indicative are the instances of interference
in the use of personal and possessive pronouns. Stu-
dents frequently equate the functions of English pro-
nouns with those of German ones, disregarding the
German case system. Typical examples include:

Model: Das ist fiir ich (Calque from English: for
me) Standard German: Das ist fiir mich.(Note: Fail-
ure to apply the Accusative case after the preposition
‘fiir’ due to the neutral form of the English objective
pronoun).

Model: Er gibt sie ein Buch (Derived from Eng-
lish: he gives her a book) Standard German: Er gibt
ihr ein Buch.(Note: Substitution of the Dative 'ihr'
with the Accusative 'sie', reflecting the lack of mor-
phological distinction between Dative and Accusative
functions in the English 'her’).

Model: Ich habe mit mein Freund gesprochen
(Derived from English: with my friend) Standard
German: Ich habe mit meinem Freund gesprochen.
(Note: Omission of the Dative inflection in the pos-
sessive pronoun, influenced by the invariant nature of
English possessives).

The examples illustrate a disregard for case inflec-
tions, a phenomenon typical of speakers whose native
or intermediary language possesses a less developed
case system. This is particularly evident when Eng-
lish functions as an intermediary language (interlan-
guage), exerting a simplifying influence on the target
language's grammatical structure.

A distinct category of errors involves interrogative
words and phrases, where students transfer English
questioning models without considering German syn-
tactic structures or idiomatic expressions. The most
prevalent examples include:

Model: Was Zeit ist es? (Derived from English:
What time is it?) Standard German: Wie spdt ist
es?(Note: Lexical interference where the English
interrogative pronoun "what" is directly mapped onto
"was, " ignoring the idiomatic German construction).

Model: Warum du kommst spdt? (Derived from
English: Why you come late? — word order) Stand-
ard German: Warum kommst du spdit? (Note: Syntac-
tic interference involving the violation of the V2-word
order rule in German, influenced by the English
declarative-like structure in interrogative sentences).

Model: Wie viele Jahre bist du? (Derived from
English: How many years [old] are you?) Standard
German: Wie alt bist du? (Note: Phraseological inter-
ference resulting from the literal translation of the
English inquiry regarding age).

Such errors demonstrate structural interference,
manifesting not only at the lexical level but also at the
syntactic level. The analysis reveals that students of
non-philological majors frequently transfer English
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verbal constructions into German speech, disregar-
ding differences in verbal valency.

Overuse of the verb machen as a universal equiva-
lent of the English to make / to do:

Ich mache einen Fehler (in contexts where the nor-
mative expression is einen Fehler begehen).

Calquing of English infinitive constructions:

Ich hoffe zu bekommen eine Antwort (violating
the position of the infinitive in German sentences).

As noted in current research, such errors are
caused by the fact that English fosters an analytical
approach to discourse organization in students, which
often conflicts with the syntactic norms of the Ger-
man language.

Attention in the analyzed studies has been given to
articles, as their presence in both English and German
often creates a misleading perception among students
of a full correspondence between these systems. As
a result, the following interference phenomena are
observed:

Use of the definite article by analogy with English:

Die Informatik ist wichtig fiir die Gesellschaft (in
a neutral, general sense).

Omission of the article in positions where it is
mandatory in German:

Ich habe Projekt abgeschlossen.

The analysis also revealed that IT students often
use international vocabulary uncritically, relying on
English meanings. Consequently, the following issues
arise: semantic shifts, broadening or narrowing of
word meanings, and stylistically unjustified use of
borrowings. For example:

1. actual / aktuell

Das ist die aktuelle Version des Programms.
(intended meaning: factual, real). Reason: English
actual = “real, factual,” whereas German aktuell
means “current, up-to-date.” Normative variant: Das
ist die tatsdichliche Version des Programms.

2. eventuell / eventually

Eventuell werde ich dieses Projekt beenden.
(intended meaning: “ultimately”). Reason: English
eventually # German eventuell. Normative variant:
Schlieflich / letztendlich werde ich dieses Projekt
beenden.

3. control / kontrollieren

Ich kontrolliere den Code iiber das System.
(intended meaning: “to manage, direct”). Reason:
English fo control = “to manage, direct,” whereas
German kontrollieren = “to check, verify.” Normative
variant: Ich steuere den Code tiber das System.

Conclusions. The results of the study indicate
that cross-linguistic interference is a systematic and
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persistent phenomenon in the process of learning
German as a second foreign language by students of
non-philological majors, particularly in the field of
information technology. The specific characteristics
of the linguistic environment in which the respond-
ents operate, as well as the dominant role of English
as the primary means of professional and everyday
communication, contribute to an intensive negative
transfer of linguistic patterns into German speech.

Analysis of students’ written and oral productions
revealed that interference most frequently occurs at
the grammatical and lexico-semantic levels. Preposi-
tional government, case forms of pronouns, the use
of interrogative words, as well as verb valency and
word order in complex sentences, proved particularly
vulnerable. The identified errors are not random but
systematic, reflecting the mechanical transfer of Eng-
lish linguistic structures without consideration of the
systemic features of the German language.

A separate group of interference phenomena
involves lexico-semantic issues related to the uncriti-
cal use of international vocabulary. Equating English
and German lexemes based on formal similarity leads
to semantic shifts, narrowing or broadening of word
meanings, and stylistically unjustified borrowings,
negatively affecting the accuracy and normativity of
students’ foreign language output.

Attention is drawn to syntactic interference in
complex subordinate constructions, where the influ-
ence of English is manifested in the copying of direct
word order and the violation of predicate position.
Such errors reflect the deep-seated nature of interfer-
ence, associated with the development of an analyti-
cal mode of linguistic thinking under the influence of
English, which conflicts with the syntactic norms of
German.

The findings confirm the positions of contempo-
rary linguodidactic research that, in a multilingual
context, English often serves as a mediator in acquir-
ing a second foreign language while simultaneously
acting as a primary source of interference errors. This
underscores the need for a targeted development of
students’ conscious comparative approach to lan-
guage learning, emphasizing contrastive analysis and
the prevention of typical interference phenomena.

Future research prospects include the development
of methodological models for teaching a second for-
eign language to students of technical specialties, con-
sidering the dominant influence of English, as well as
the creation of specialized teaching materials aimed at
minimizing cross-linguistic interference under condi-
tions of limited classroom time.
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