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Abstract:
In this article, based on the richest factual material, typical types of grammatical and stylistic
mistakes in written works of students are deeply analyzed.
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Introduction

Currently, testing is organized in Uzbekistan to obtain national and international certificates in all
school subjects, including the Russian language. These certificates are counted when entering
universities. Every year, most applicants take exams in the hope of gaining the required number
of points required to enroll them in universities in our republic.

One of the competition tasks is writing an essay on a specific topic, which, according to applicants,
is becoming the most difficult type of work, since little attention is paid to this type of work in
schools now.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

An analysis of students' written work showed that they contain a large number of mistakes, which
are usually classified as grammatical and stylistic. In this article, we are interested in one of their
varieties - mistakes associated with a violation of agreement between the main and secondary
members of a sentence. Our task is to identify the most common cases of this type of violation,
establish possible options for their causes and thereby determine ways to eliminate, and most
importantly, prevent such speech defects. It is known that the analysis of mistakes is one of the
essential moments, very important for the methodology of teaching a particular subject. Without
an accurate clarification of their nature, a rational fight against them becomes practically
impossible, and there will be no conditions for the teacher's work to prevent incorrect spellings.
It has been established that the most diverse objective and subjective factors, including students'
mental experiences while writing, can act as numerous and effective causes of mistakes in
competition essays. But in this case, we are not interested in the latter, since the mistakes are taken
from the competition essays of applicants who are in approximately equal conditions.

For us, it is important to establish the most widespread violations of the existing grammatical and
stylistic norms of the modern Russian language, because this gives the teacher grounds to pay
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maximum attention to them both in the course of teaching students and in the process of working
on mistakes. At the same time, these data will allow the teacher to think more thoroughly about
the reasons for the occurrence of such violations in each specific case.

A simple statement that such and such inaccuracies are found in students' works gives the teacher
practically nothing.

At the same time, it seems important to emphasize that violations related to the erroneous
agreement of the main and secondary parts of a sentence should be attributed not to spelling
mistakes, as school teachers often classify them, but to grammatical and stylistic mistakes.
Among all violations of the written literary norm, mistakes in agreement are very widely
represented. However, despite their diversity, they are grouped mainly into two types: lack of
agreement in number in predicates and in case in attributes.

Presented in approximately equal volumes, these groups of mistakes account for three quarters of
all inaccuracies related to agreement violations. Such a quantitative representation of this type of
mistake, naturally, requires the teacher to pay primary and close attention to these cases (number
in the predicate and case in the attribute). This does not mean, of course, that one should not turn
to other forms of agreement violations. But these require more time and effort from the teacher.
Incidentally, in school practice they are given, along with others, the same (if not less) attention.
When considering specific forms of violation of agreement in number between the main members,
it should be noted that this is most often observed in cases with two or more prepositive
homogeneous subjects:

Bces ero xumyuwasi sHeprus, MyKeCTBO M CWJia BOJM ObUTH (a) HampaBieHbl (a) Ha TO, YTOOBI

CO3/1aTh KPEMKUH KOJUICKTHB; CHJIA BOJM M CTOHMKOCTH ObLTH (a) MpOSIBJIICHHI (a) OoWlamu....;
HapoJd W IPaBUTCILCTBO BBICOKO OLCHUIN (0) IoABHUI T'CPOCB...; CMCJIOCTb M BBIICPKKaA
MOKAa3aHBbI. ..; CEMbS U IIKOJAa IIOMOTAIOT (€) HaM...

It is interesting to note that such mistakes make up a third of all violations of the agreement of the
predicate in number. The second largest group of mistakes with violations of the agreement of the
predicate in number are cases of expressing the subject by collective nouns. Sentences with such
words as subjects as monoaexs, kpecTbsiHCTBO, Hapoa produce the bulk of inaccuracies
Monoaexs ropoga W paiioHa y4acTBYET...(10); KPECThSIHCTBO MOJEpKUBAaeT (10) pabouux...;
HapoJ - TBOpeL (pLibl) HOBOM XKU3HHU...;

Much less frequently, there is no correct agreement in number between the predicate and the
quantitative-nominal phrase in the role of the subject (most, part, row, large number plus the
genitive case of the noun). Comparatively rarely, there is a lack of agreement between the
predicate in gender (six times less often than in number):

JIt060Bb K yuuTeno Oblia (0) My MOJOAEKH; N300pakeHHe KpacoT MPUPOAbI MpuaaBaio (a)
KHHUT'C, TOTOBHOCTH OUTH Ha CXBAaTKy C Bparom co3pciia (O) Y HCro HC Cpa3y;, MCUYTATCIbHOCTb
npucyma (e) emy...

These mistakes, unlike the previous ones, are, in our opinion, the result of simple inattention of
students to the syntactic relations between words in a sentence. As for violations of agreement in
case, such cases among the main members are isolated and do not cause great concern.

The situation is much more complicated with numerous cases of violations of the forms of
agreement in case of attributes. These mistakes are made more than three times more often than
other cases of agreement violations, for example, inaccuracies arising as a result of incorrect
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agreement of attributes with the words they define in gender and number. There is some
connection between the number of mistakes and the morphological nature of attributes. It is
noteworthy that the correct agreement in case is most often absent from participles in the role of
attributes. It has been established that active participles of both tenses together with passive past
tense participles produce three times more mistakes than adjectives, pronouns and numerals taken
together. The number of erroneous spellings is also affected by the location of the attribute in
relation to a certain word: prepositive attributes are encountered with mistakes twice as rarely as
postpositive ones.

Somewhat more complex seem to us are the mistakes that, on the contrary, are connected with the
illegal agreement of the subject, expressed by the demonstrative pronoun of the middle gender
(sT0), with the predicate:

3Oro (a) borartas HaTypa; HO 3TO (a) He Ta Apyk0a; OH CYUTAET, UTO 3TO (a) CAUHCTBEHHAS 3a7a9a

yauTenst; 3To (a) Opi1a 60prda Ha OCTpHE HOXKA; BCE ATO (@) JIeNaeTcst U TOTO, YTOOBL...

The same phenomenon is observed in relation to the agreement of the demonstrative particle (3to),
standing before the nominal predicate, with the subject: ITbeca A.M.I'opbkoro «Ha gHe» - 310 ()
3aMevaTeNbHOE [paMaTHuecKoe MPOU3BEICHHE.

When considering specific forms of agreement violation, it can be noted that definitions are used
with mistakes in all cases, but they are especially common in the instrumental and accusative
cases. Moreover, students confuse the instrumental definition with the prepositional, less often -
with the genitive and even with the nominative cases:

a) C eme OonpmMM (€M) 3HTY3Ma3MOM; OH ObUI HCKPEHHUM (€M) IpPyroM; roCyAapCTBOM,
MOCTPOUBIINM (€M) HOBYIO JKU3HB; OBLITH H3yPOIOBAHBI CYIIECTBYIONINM (€M) B TO BPEMSI CTPOEM;
Hayaj paboTaTh HaJ 3TUM (OM) POMAHOM; I0J] BIIEYATICHUEM, [IPOU3BEIECHHBIM (OM);

6) On mnonHsics Ha Ooppdy c (¢paHily3aMH-3aXBaTYMKaMH, MOCSITaBIIMMU (UX) Ha
HE3aBUCHUMOCTb...; ABTOpP IOKA3bIBAET €T0 «IUTYPMAHOM», CTOSALINM (€ro) y pyJis; oH 6ecenoBai
C JIOABbMHM, BCTpPEUAIOIIMMHUCH (MXCA) C HUM; BCE 3TO CAETAI0 €ro JIMIIHUM YEeJIOBEKOM,
pa304apoBaHHBIM (OT0) B JKU3HH.

B) OH ObUT PYKOBOAWTENEM, OTUETIIMBO MPEACTABIAIOMIMM (M) CBOM 3aaayu; oOnagaer
TeHUAJIbHBIM YMOM, MPOSIBIISIOIUMCS (UCs) BO BCEH €ro J1eATeNbHOCTH; ITad pyKOBOJIUT BCEMU
MEPOIPUATHIMH, TPOBOAUMBIMU (bI€) MOJIOAEHKBIO.

Accusative case forms ending in -oii, -toto, -uii quite often turn into -oro, -e10, -eii: MUPOITFOOUBYIO
(or0) MONTUTHKY; HOBYIO (0F0) MOIBITKY; CKOPYIO (0F0) MOMOIIb; WHIYCTPUAIBHYIO (00) IepXKaBy;
UCKJIIOUUTENIbHYIO (010) MPOCTOTY; arpapHylo (010) MOJIUTUKY; OKOHYMII CPEIHION0 (€10) LIKOIY;
NIPU3BIBACT pa3BUBATh KPUTHUKY, SBISAIOUIYIOCSA (€10Cs); MUIpaeT BaKHEeWIIyro (UI0) poiib; 3a
Mepuo, OTACISAIOMINM (eif) Hac...

In addition to these cases, the accusative may erroneously appear in the genitive and nominative
cases:

a) OHM HE AN CBOCH KU3HH JUIsI CBOETO HApoja, KOTOPHINA (0T0) OYeHB JIFOOWIIN; d10Xa, B
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KOTOpYIO (OH) KHUII...; STIOXH, B KOTOPBIE (BIX) OHU JKUJIH

0) neBymiKy, moiatoOuBIIyio (as) OHernHa; JIF0AeH, Ha KOTOPBIX (bI€) MOXKHO OBIJIO OTIEPETHCSI.
The prepositional case of the definition is mostly confused with the case form of the instrumental
and genitive. It is characteristic that not all endings of the prepositional case suffer. Erroneous
substitutions are observed only in two cases: -em to -um, -em to -ero:
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a) Ha (ecTtuBasie, cocTosBIIEMCs (M) B HaIIeM (M) JOMe; ...0 TOCIOACTBYIOIIEM (M) CTpoe; ...B
BBIZIatOEMCs (M) MPOU3BEACHUH; ...0 BEIUYaiIeM (MM) Jere;

0) ...poMaH o Jekabpucte, Bo3Bpamaromemcs (merocs) u3 Cubupu;

OH KaK-TO CyMell B TJIABHOM Irepoe poMaHa, 0OBIYHO JIETKO BOCIUIAMEHSIBIIIEMCSI, (€rocs) HAlTH. .;
..0 JIbsTYKE, BO3TIIABJISIONIEM (€T0); ..0 YeloBeKe, (hopMupyromemces... (erocs).

Confusion of case endings is observed in definitions and in the dative case. Here, instead of dative
endings, one can often encounter the inflection of the genitive case (especially in the plural), as
well as the instrumental and, occasionally, the prepositional case:

a) OH yzensieT MHOTO BHUMaHHS PYCCKOMY Hapoay, cpaxkamiiemycs (erocs) ¢ HamoneoHowm;
...TIPUCYIIHE CTAPIIEMy MTOKOJICHHIO, H300paKEHHOMY (0Tr0) B POMaHE; ...IIEPEUTH K XO3SHUCTBAM,
CIOCOOHBIM (BIX) ITYCTUTH B XOJ1 COBPEMEHHYIO TEXHHKY; ...KPECThbsIHAM, MMOJOOHBIM (bIX) SIKOBY;

10 TOKyMEHTaM, OCTAaBIIUMCS (UXCH);

0) ... UATH TIO MyTH, HAMEYCHHOMY (BIM) HApPOJOM: B) ...KpaJICS 1O MYCTBIPIO, OKPYKABIIEMY
(em); ...K CyHIECTBYIOUIUM (€M) MOPSIKAM.

Violation of agreement between definitions is less common in the genitive case. It is interesting
to note that it is replaced by students mainly by the nominative case. This includes numerous cases
with violation of agreement between the defined word, denoting the surname in the genitive case,
and the combination of the name and patronymic.

The postposition of the name and patronymic often leads to their placement (or only one
patronymic) in the dative case: Pabora IlerpoBoit Jlroamunsl (¢) MuxailloBHBI; JOKYMCHTBI
3axaposoii JIuguu CrenanoBHsI (€).

In conclusion, attention should also be paid to the mistakes that occur, which are the result of the
inability to associate the defined word with an inconsistent application denoting the names of
works, organizations, newspapers, magazines, etc. For example: B pomane «Bolina (e) u mMup
(e)»...; 6beccrpaiue repoeB pomana «l opsumii (eM) cHer (€)».

In such cases, it is impossible to carry out agreement. It is necessary to explain to students that
when changing the form of the defined word, the form of the application of this type remains
unchanged.

CONCLUSION

Having considered the mass cases of violation of the forms of agreement of the predicate (in
number) and the attribute (in case), it should be noted that they correspond to reasons of various
natures. Nevertheless, we can talk about the main ones that determine the basis of these violations.
It seems to us that the following can be included among them:

1. The student's inability to correctly determine which word is associated with a given definition:
ABTOp TOKa3bIBaeT €ro «IITYpMaHOM», CTOSIUM (ero) y pyns..., OH ObUT pyKOBOJHTENEM,
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OTYETIMBO MPEACTABISIONUM (Kii) CBOM 3a/1a4H;

The false associative connections that arise in this case are the basis for mass mistakes.
Experimental surveys of those who often make such mistakes confirm our conclusion.

2. Often, mistakes can be generated due to poor knowledge of case endings of participles or
adjectives, as a result of the influence of spoken language on written speech: ...urpaer
BXHEHIIYIO (UIO) POJIb; ....OKOHUMI CPEIHION (HI0) IIKOIY;...Ha ecTruBae, cocrosBiiemcs (1),
...B HaIem () JI0Me...
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Unstressed endings of adjectives and participles are pronounced unclearly, indistinctly. Therefore,
students, most often guided by hearing (pronunciation) when writing, involuntarily make mistakes
consisting of mixing up endings. Sometimes these mixings can be influenced by the case endings
of the nouns they define: cuacTinBOM CHOM; CHIILHOM CHETOM.

3. Some of the mistakes are the result of students' ignorance of the nature of collective nouns and
the peculiarities of agreement of predicates with them. It is necessary to explain to students that
such words as youth, people, peasantry, nobility, etc., denoting a set of homogeneous units as an
indefinite quantity, presented as an indivisible whole, are used, as a rule, in the singular and
therefore require the predicate to be put in the appropriate number.

Students have difficulty grasping this peculiar feature of the combination of a singular predicate
with a noun that expresses in the singular form not one person or object, but many persons or
objects as a single whole. An mistake of this kind is widely represented in the written works of
students. Incidentally, it is also the main inaccuracy in the agreement of the definition in number.
4. Sometimes students make mistakes because they are unable to correctly correlate an action with
the actual number of actors. This happens when the sentence contains homogeneous subjects.
However, it should be noted that here one cannot make a categorical conclusion about the
placement of the predicate in the plural.

If homogeneous subjects have close semantic similarity, then the singular form of the predicate is
acceptable. For example: borarcTBo M KpacoTa XyIOXECTBEHHOTO CJOBa IMO3Ta MOKOPSET

qUTAaTCIIA.

5. A significant number of mistakes are the result of students’ simple inattention to the syntactic
relationships between words in a sentence, since the clarity of the connection between a definition
and the word being defined is influenced by the structural placement of these units: their distance
from each other, isolation etc.

As for mistakes related to violations of the agreement of definitions in gender and number, they
are presented in a significantly smaller volume than the previous groups, and are the result of the
action of approximately similar reasons.

The work done to analyze these mistakes sheds some light on where the teacher's main attention
should be directed, on what specific cases cause the greatest difficulties for students who have
already graduated from school.

In the course of the teacher's work on eliminating this type of mistake, he should himself in each
specific case reveal the reasons for the violations, since these reasons may go far beyond those
listed here. For example, it is necessary to take into account the individual characteristics of the
students, their age. A mistake corrected in time, but not understood by the student does not yet
give the opportunity to become literate, therefore the teacher's task is to skillfully explain it, to
help students correctly formulate constructions with agreed definitions.
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