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Abstract

The aims of this study were to analyze and compare the main causes of common errors of Thai students
using the corpus-based approach. The samples were two groups of upper secondary school students (Grade
11) at Watsuthiwararam School, Bangkok who enrolled Physics Laboratory Technique course in 2014. They
were divided into two groups by simple random sampling: (1) the experimental group and (2) the control
group. The instruments were (1) a corpus of 540 Laboratory Scientific Abstracts (LSA) written by the
participants, (2) an error classification recording scheme, (3) lesson plans for teaching scientific abstract writing
in English, and (4) a guided interview for investigating the causes of errors. After the corpus was compiled, the
errors and causes of errors were categorized. The frequency and percentage of errors were counted and
calculated using Markin 4.2.2 and AntConc 3.2.4 software. Chi-square test (Xz—test) was used to compare the
errors committed by the two groups of students. The results were as follows: (1) The top three
morphological errors were the omission of article “the” (9.62%), the omission of article “a” or “an” (8.35%),
and the subject-verb agreement (4.65%), respectively. (2) The top three syntactic errors were the misuse of
active voice (5.79%), the misplacement of verb (4.51%), and the incorrect form of parallel structure (3.87%).
(3) The top three mechanical errors were the use of commas (9.85%), periods (5.04%), and capitalization of
words (2.75%). (4) For lexical errors, misspelling (7.82%) was found more than homonym words (0.15%). (5)
The top three semantic errors included specific term usage (0.98%), wrong collocation usage (0.97%), and the
more general term usage (0.71%). The results indicated that there was statistical difference of errors between
the two groups at .01 level of significance. The main causes of error were the L1 interference (33.33%), and

the misconception in language rules (31.93%).
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1. INTRODUCTION terminologies and scientific vocabularies. However,
The importance of English for Science is receiving it practically appears that Thai leamners have
increasing attention from educators and policy ~ Problems with writing. For example, Sattayatham
makers in the field of teaching English as a Foreign studied the problem about scientific paragraph
Language. As we can see from Thai Basic Education writing in English made by medical students at
Core Curriculum [1], it appears on Standard F3: Mahidol University [3]. This study was concluded
Language and Relationship with other learning areas  that the two main problems in scientific writing
as follows: were no transitional words and lack of organization.
‘StandardF3.1: Usage of foreign languages to Nopjirapong studied errors of twenty English essays
link knowledge with other learning areas, as written by second-year English major students at
foundation for further development and to seek Srinakharinwirot University [4]. The results revealed
knowledge and widen one's world view’ that the main error were mother tongue
According to this standard, there are many ways interference and the omission of article “the”.
to use English for linking knowledge with science; Ratchawicha  investigated  errors  in  guided
for example, the writing and/or presenting a composition of Mattayomsuksa three students [5].
scientific report is one interesting learning activity. ~ The findings found that the top three common
The learners receive a good opportunity to use grammatical errors were punctuation (17%), noun
English for communication in this subject area and phrase (14%), and word choice (13%), respectively.
build up many related vocabularies as well. An These errors resulted from interference of the
abstract is one crucial part in a scientific report mother tongue and lack of grammar rules.
because it helps readers understand the main parts Corder and Ferris suggested that in order to help
of report, ie. introduction, method, result and students to use the English language correctly, one
discussion, and conclusion [2]. In order to properly approach that teachers can use for identifying errors
write an abstract of a scientific report, the learners and analyze the causes of them was error analysis
need to understand the paragraph organization, the ~ [6], [7]. The learners’ errors provide evidence of the
usage of English grammar, the usage of technical language system and error analysis can help in

effective learning and teaching of English. It is a
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useful approach theoretically and practically
because the students learn from their mistakes.
Furthermore, teachers can understand students’
learning process and select materials appropriate to
Therefore, this

investigated common errors in writing scientific

their  learning  styles. study
abstract. The samples were asked to do two
laboratory works and write two laboratory scientific
abstracts in English. The errors and causes of error
were identified, analyzed and implied to teach

English for science.

2. RESEARCH OBJECTIVES

The objectives of this study were as follows:

1) To analyze the common errors in laboratory
scientific abstracts in English made by Thai upper
secondary school students

2) To compare the errors in written scientific
English abstracts between the students who were
and were not taught scientific abstract writing in
English

3) To investigate the main causes of errors in

written scientific English abstracts

3. RESEARCH HYPOTHESIS

The hypothesis of this study was defined that
there was the statistical difference of errors
between the students who were taught how to
write scientific abstract and the ones who were not

taught at .01 level of significance.

4. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

4.1 POPULATION AND SAMPLES

The population of the study was the upper
secondary school students at Watsuthiwararam
School, Bangkok. The samples were selected using
the purposive sampling method. They were 270
Thai science and mathematics program students in
Mathayomsuksa 5 (grade 11). They were divided
into two groups by the simple random sampling
method. They were (1) the experimental group (the
students who were taught how to write a scientific

abstract in English), and (2) the control group (the
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students who were not taught how to write a
scientific abstract in English).
4.2 RESEARCH INSTRUMENTS

The instruments of this study included (1) a
learner corpus of 540 Laboratory Scientific Abstracts
(LSA) written by the participants, (2) an error
classification recording scheme, (3) the lesson plans
for teaching scientific abstract writing in English, and
(4) a guided interview for investigating the causes of
errors.

1. A learner corpus of 540 Laboratory Scientific
Abstract (LSA corpus) was compiled. It originated
from the laboratory work in class and all students
were asked to write abstracts that consisted of four
moves: introduction, method, result and discussion,
and conclusion [2].

2. An error classification recording scheme was
constructed following the related concepts of error
analysis. These errors were classified into five
categories according to [8], [9]:

2.1 Morphological errors (The error occurred
from using the incorrect word structure)

2.2 Syntactic errors (The error occurred from
using any incorrect items larger than word, ie.
phrase, clause or sentence)

2.3 Lexical errors (The error occurred from the
use of words that look and/or sound similar
(misselection), the literal translation from Thai
words to English word (misformation), and
misspelling (distortion))

2.4 Semantic errors (The error occurred from
the confusion of sense relation and use of
collocation)

2.5 Mechanical errors (The error occurred from
punctuation, number, abbreviation, capitalization,
and acronym in sentences)

Each of them was divided into various sub-
categories following the tagsets or the error tagging
system. It was created by analyzing the errors of the
140 students’ scientific abstracts consisting of
17,458 words. According to Diaz-Negrillo and Garcia-
Cumbreras, they recommended that the sufficient

words suitable for creating tagsets are 15,000 words
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[10]. Therefore, the number of words to be studied
was sufficient for creating tagsets. From literature
review, there were examples of types of error. The
samples and major types were found and used to

create tagsets as shown in Table 1 below:

Table 1 The Error Tagset System

Table 2 The scientific abstract writing in English course

content
Lesson Topic Time Language point
Plan (min)

1 Introduction 50 Infinitive with to
2 Method 50 Passive voice
3 Result & Discussion 50 Can & may
a Conclusion 50 Simple past tense
5 Linking Parts 50 Linking words

Errors Types Example Tagset
Morphological | Subject-verb | The data from MO
agreement the table is taken
to plot a graph.
Syntactic Fragment The refractive SY
index values is.
Lexical Spelling It makes small LE
water wafe on
water’s surface in
a beaker.
Semantic Wrong The horizontal SE
collocation distance will
directly vary as
spring contraction.
Mechanical Capitalization | the error may ME
occur from the
friction.

We can see from the table that the tagsets were
divided into 5 sets; a morphological error tagset
(MO), a syntactic error tagset (SY), a lexical error
tagset (LE), a semantic error tagset (SE), and a
mechanical error tagset (ME). Each tagset was
further analyzed in details of a number of tags as
follows: 1) 33 tags of the morphological error, 2) 21
tags of syntactic error, 3) 2 tags of lexical error, 4) 4
tags of semantic error, and 5) 12 tags of mechanical
error.

3. Five lesson plans for teaching scientific
abstract writing in English were designed to be
correlated with the four moves of abstract:
introduction, method, result and discussion, and
conclusion. The first lesson was about how to write
an introduction and the usage of infinitive. The fifth
lesson was designed on how to link each move of
the abstract with linking words. In short, the course
content was divided into 5 topics as shown in Table

2 below:
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In each topic, the teaching approaches were
PPP: Presentation, Practice, and Production [11].

4. The guided interview was constructed based
on Norrish, Brown, and Richards in order to find out
the causes of written errors [12], [13], and [14].

4.3 PROCESS OF THE STUDY

The process of the study was as follows:

1. The concepts of written error analysis,
scientific abstract writing, lesson plan design, and
corpus-based error analysis were studied from
various resources [2], [8], [9], [11], [12], [13] and [14].

2. The five lesson plans for teaching the
scientific abstract writing were constructed.

3. The 140 scientific abstracts (approximately
17,000 words) were collected to make a tagset.

4. The samples were divided into two groups
based on simple random sampling technique: (1)
the experimental group and (2) the control group.

5. The 540 pieces of abstracts were compiled
and analyzed based on tagsets.

6. Frequency and percentage of written errors
were counted and calculated using Markin 4.2.2 and
AntConc 3.2.4 software.

7. The 88 analyzed abstracts [44 abstracts from
the control group and 44 abstracts from the
experimental group] were randomed to check the
validity of error analysis by three experts. All
selected abstracts were defined the size based on
Yamane Table [15].

8. The Xz—test was used to compare the
statistically significant differences of errors made by
the two groups of students.

9. The guided interview of students was made
to analyze the causes of written error using content

analysis.
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10. The results and pedagogic implication were

The process of study showed in Figure 1 below:
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concluded and further studies were recommended.

1. According to the first objective of this

research, it aimed to analyze the common errors. It
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was found that the total number of common errors
committed by the participants was 9,143. They
were morphological errors (38.99%), syntactic errors
(25.82%), mechanical errors (24.30%), lexical errors
(7.97%), and semantic errors (2.92%). Table 3 shows

the top three of each type of common errors.

Table 3  The analysis of the top three common errors in

LSA corpus
Rank | Type of errors Sub-type of f %
errors
1 Morphological | 1. The omission 962 | 10.52
error of article the
2. The omission 763 8.35
of article a, an
3. Subject-verb 426 4.65
agreement
Total 3,565 | 38.99
2 Syntactic 1. Misuse of the 529 5.79
error active voice
2. Misplacement 412 451
of verb
3. Incorrect form 354 3.87
of parallel
structure
Total 2,361 | 25.82
3 Mechanical 1. Commas 901 9.85
error 2. Periods 461 5.04
3. Capitalization 251 2.75
Total 2,222 | 24.30
a Lexical error* | 1. Misspelling 715 7.82
2. Use of words 14 0.15
that look
similar sound
Total 729 7.97
5 Sematic error | 1. The use of 90 0.98
specific term
2. The use of 89 0.97
collocation
3. The use of a 65 0.71
general term
Total 266 2.92

* There are only two tags in the lexical error.

[t can be seen that the top three morphological
errors were the omission of article “the” (9.62%),
the omission of article “a” or “an” (8.35%), and
subject-verb agreement (4.65%), respectively. The

top three syntactic errors were misuse of the active
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voice (5.79%), misplacement of verb (4.51%), and
incorrect parallel structure (3.87%). The top three
mechanical errors were the use of commas (9.85%),
periods (5.04%), and capitalization of words (2.75%).
For lexical error, misspelling (7.82%) was found in
writing work more than homonym words (0.15%).
Lastly, the top three semantic errors were the use
of specific term (0.98%), wrong collocation words
(0.97%), and use of general term (0.71%).

2. When the errors made by experimental and
control group were compared, it was found that the
highest frequency of errors was the morphological
errors, followed by syntactic errors, mechanical
errors, lexical errors and semantic  errors,
respectively. The finding was presented in Figure 2
below:

Number of erors
2500

2000

= Contrel group

e types of erors

Syrtactic efror

errar errar

Figure2. The comparison of the five types of errors between

two groups of student

It is obvious that the experimental group made
less errors than the control group in terms of the
mechanical error, the morphological error, the
semantic error, and the syntactic error. However,
the control group made less in lexical errors.

In order to find out the statistical significant
difference in error made between the two groups of
students, chi-square test (Xz—test) was used. The
results indicated that difference of errors between
the two groups was found at .01 level of statistical

significant as shown in Table 4 below:

Table 4 The significant differences in errors between 2 groups

Incomprehensiveness

of target lanugage
Carelessness in

writing 12.99%

Lack of linguistic

W Experimental group

Student Frequency of error Y P
Groups LE ME MO SE SY test

Ex. 394 | 1,109 | 1,582 118 1,036

Con. 335 | 1,193 | 1,983 | 148 | 1,325 | 40.5 | <.01
Total 729 | 2,222 | 3,565 | 266 | 2,361
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Ex = Experimental group Con. = Control group

LE = Lexical error ME = Mechanical error
MO = Morphological error  SE = Semantic error
SY = Syntactic error

3. The students’ interview indicated the main
causes of errors in written scientific English abstract.
The data were analyzed and represented in Figure 3

below:

Misconception in
language rule

31.93%

12.99%

form 6.50%

A teacher or
textbook lead to
errors 2.26%

33.33%

Figure3. The causes of errors occurred in the LSA corpus

According to the students’ interview, it was
found that the main causes of errors were the L1
(33.33%), the
language rules (31.93%), the carelessness in writing
(12.99%), the of
language (12.99%), the lack of linguistic form

interference misconception in

incomprehensiveness target
(6.50%), and the teacher or textbook leads to errors

(2.26%), respectively.

6. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

This research revealed that the morphological
errors were most frequently found, especially, (1)
the omission of articles “the”, and (2) the omission

of articles “a” or “an”. Most students ignored the
This

corresponding to a previous study conducted by

use of articles in sentences. result was
Nopjirapong. The omission of “the” was occurred
the most frequently in Thai students’ writing of
English. The L1 interference may be the main cause
of this error because in Thai language, we do not

use articles at all in contrast to English [16].

study a relation between mass of sa:\dbag and mass clutt
own the relation between mass of sandbag and mass clust
szudy & lelation between m , analyze gzav
own the relaticn between m:el a&nd time,

Figured. The example of morphological errors (use of article)

L1 Interference
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As for the syntactic error, the top three errors
found in the abstract writing were (1) the misuse of
the active voice, (2) misplacement of verb, and (3)
incorrect parallel structure, respectively. The result
conformed to Bumroongthai that error in grammar
and sentence structures were most frequently
found in Thai student writing [17]. In this study,
there are two main reasons supporting why the
students made syntactic errors: (1) L1 interference
and (2) using the contraction forms in Thai spoken
language. From the data, it was apparent that the
students did not know how to use passive voice in
abstract writing, whereas passive voice was used
often by the native speakers, especially the method
parts. Besides, most of the students frequently

misplace the verb and misuse of parallel structure.

{m) and the mass that uses to clutter the cbject that bin
:ts to the mass that uses to clutter the ckject, then the
1e more the mass that uses to clutter the cbjees is.. The
ser that the data are usesd to write in table and plot a

Figure5. The example of syntactic errors (passive voice)

As for the mechanical error, the misuse of the
comma, period, and capitalization were found
frequently. It corresponded with [5] which found
the most written error of Thai student was the use
of punctuation (17%). The results indicated that
most students omitted comma, period, and
capitalization in English writing because of the L1
interference. Thai language does not use these
punctuations in general whereas English language

does.

ight of 40.0 30.0 20.0 and 50.0 N respectively. Br:
5 sized 20.0 30.0 40.0 and 30.0 newtons respective:
5 sized 20.0 30.0 40.0 and 30.0 newtons respective:

Figure6. The example of mechanical errors (use of comma)

According to the interview, the students made a
lot of spelling mistake (7.82%) due to their own
carelessness and lack of concentration in writing.
For example, they wrote “a sand bag” instead of “a
sandbag”, or wrote “proprotional” or “propotional”
instead of “proportional”.
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Second, weigh the cne sand bag and put on the plastic.
T, tie the roepe to the sand bag and hook chrough the re
sloepa slowly until the sand bBag stazt to move. Do thesa

Figure7. The example of lexical errors (spelling)

In terms of the semantic error, it was found
that the students frequently used the too specific
terms and wrong words. For example, they used
the word, “varied” instead of “proportional” in
sentences. Normally, the word “varied or variation”
was used to mean the changes that occur in
populations of living organism over time whereas
proportional was used in mathematic or physics for
presenting the ratio of quantities. This indicated that
some Thai students either could not select and use
the appropriate words to write sentences in English
or did not know the exact meaning of specific terms
and how to use them correctly. Therefore, teachers
need to pre-teach the meaning of scientific

terminology.

| length is direct variation with a acted-force ar
acement is direct variation with the time and the
=cbject iz direet variation with the mass of szand

Figure8. The example of semantic errors (use of wrong word)

Another interesting finding in this study was the
comparison of error between the two groups of
students. It was found that the experimental group
made less error than the control group. This finding
indicated that the teaching process could help
students decrease the errors in writing and the
students need to get some inputs such as
vocabulary and grammar focus before they perform
the writing tasks, because the teaching process
made the students aware of the important language
point of abstract writing such as the use of modal
verbs, and the linking words. However, it is
interesting to find out that the experimental group
made more spelling mistakes than the control
group. This might be because in the process of
teaching, the students in experimental group were
taught how to write the abstract and new
vocabulary and/or terminology. That means this

group got some chances to use the new vocabulary
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in their written work. Therefore, they have more
chances to make misspelling than a control group.

In conclusion, this study has shown the
common errors in the laboratory scientific abstract
writing of Thai students by using corpus-based
analysis. It was found that five main important
errors were morphological, syntactic, lexical,
semantic, and mechanical errors, respectively. The
pedagogical implication of this study is that
teachers should use top common errors to design a
syllabus to help students avoid common errors in
writing such as the omission of articles “the”, the
use of commas, misspelling, and misuse of the
active and passive voice. The results may be used
as a guideline for English teachers to improve their
writing teaching method for Thai students or the
EFL students.
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