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This thesis is a learner corpus-based study of 1) how pronouns (subject, object,
and possessive cases) are produced by That university English majors in narrative
writings; 2) what the differences of pronoun errors are as they occur in the narrative
writing produced by students in four different groups; and 3) what are the
developmental patterns of pronoun acquisition that can be seen to occur over time.
Pronoun and error tagsets were designed based on Thai EFL learners’ writing and
employed based on a computer-aided error analysis approach (CEA) before collecting
the informants® writings. Both quantitative and qualitative data analysis are employed
in the study.

The subjects were 231 university English majors, Year 1 to Year 4. Three
story telling tasks were collected for 228,608 tokens and detected for pronouns and
errors by using the tagsets. The results revealed Year ! students produced the highest
mean number of pronouns but they produced the lowest mean rates of pronoun
accuracy (significant level at p < 0.05). Additionally, when considered with errors
they produced significantly higher means of errors than the others for error types 01 to

05 (omission, overuse, case error, gender error, and number error); these errors tended
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to decrease over time. Year 4 students might have been the least influenced by L1,
while Year 1 might have been the most affected by L1. However, no significant
differences in the means of error type 06 or mis-coreference across the four groups
were found; a trend of the error was likely to be unchanging over time. Development
patterns of pronoun use over time found that the students used pronouns most
frequently used pronouns to replace a noun phrase at the beginning; as time went by,
the students tended to replace the noun phrase with other pronominals. However,
with little consideration of referent accessibility hierarchy, the students persisted in
error type 06 or mis-~coreference. More effective teaching materials or methods for
identifying mis-coreference of pronoun in contexts, therefore, are needed so that the
students are able to maintain better cohesion when communicating in writing. For
future research, the tagsets that were designed for Thai EFL learner language can be

extended to larger learner corpora in the future.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This-chapter includes background of the present study: 1.1) rationale, 1.2)
statements-of problems, 1.3) purposes, 1.4) research questions and hypotheses, 1.5)

ificance of the study, 1.6) scope and limitations, 1.7) definitions of key terms &

?éibbrevi"iét'tjions-,é15:;'3)'. overview of the chapters and 1.9) summary of the chapter.
Fhe: present . study  investigates: Computer  Leamer. Corpus - (CLC), a

QOﬁi’puté’ri-Z‘c;‘d;'-:coliecﬁon_. of learher language (Lee'chl,. 1998), providing interesting

its into several aspects tor people desiring to explore how the target language is

Tearmed: as well as what has been and has not been acquirea oy the learners in order to

siippoit better learning processes (For overviews of the current state of learner corpus

‘teseatch seé Granger (2002 and 2008:). and Pravec (2002)). Computer leatner corpora

sed to’ test hypotheses in second language:aCQiiisiti'on-' in two main ways. First,

leariier: ‘corpora can be- used- for: the ‘so-called Contrastive Interlanguage Analysis

(CIA), i.e. the quantitative comparison of Jearner language and native language to find
f};ﬁttémé;of overus_e' or: underuse. For CIA; a corpus does not have to be tagged.
Second,learner corpora can also be"ﬁéed for the computer-aided error analysis (CEA),
Lesannotation or tagging of éfr’of in particular aspects. Error tagging is the main tool
of ‘this ‘study; English pronoun for Thai EFL learners in particular. CIA is an
additional ‘approach to be applied to facilitate redesigning of error tagsets and to

examine learner language development.



‘With Computer-aided Error Analysis (CEA) and Contrastive Interlanguage
Z&'na]:ySi_s_(CIA) approaches specifically adapted for Thai university English majors,
tagsets of pronouns and pronoun errors will be designed for Thgi EFL learners in
'p"aitt_i’éti_iar according to the pronoun in their mother tongue; pronouns in written mode
will:be explored regarding their errors, accuracy, and developmental palterns over

time.

1.1 Rationale

Although second language acquisition (SLA) studies have long been quite
common, more innovative approaches like Computer Learner (CLC) have been
¢onducted more in the present decade to reduce some limitations in previous SLA
studies (Granger, 2003, Tono, 2000b). Many problems in written performance of
English produced by EFL learners have been raised in many studies of second
language acquisition (e.g. Blagoeva, 2002; Dagheaux et al, 1996; Gennari, 2004; and
Wendan, 2004) showing EFL learners have problems in acquiring pronouns. In
addition, some studies (e.g. Huang, 1994, 2000; Pu, 1995; Tak.ami, 1987; Valin, 1990;
and van Hoek, 1995) explored the language produced by Asian EFL learners in
written texts and found that English pronouns are challenging for EFL learners since
they require not only syntax but also other linguistic elements (pragmatic, discourse,
and semantic) to understand and employ English pronouns correctly (Clark and
Bangerter, 2004; Levinson, 1995; Unger, 2006; and Walker, 1998). The results
conform to what has been found in some studies of Computer Learner Corpora,
considered as a better approach fonr storing, generalizing, and applying larger and

more particularized data as pedagogical materials (McEnery, Xiao, and Tono, 2006).



From second language acquisition (SLA) perspectives, Computer Learner Corpora
(CLC) have been increasingly investigated in order to examine learner language in
comiputerized textual forms (Leech, 1998); the studies have been specified to operate
with larger sets of data and have resulted in more reliable co_nclusions (Granger, 2008)
with corpus-based approach employed.

Corpus-based studies undoubtedly provide meaningful information for
'_$yllabus and material design; however, many researchers (e.g. Aston, 2000;
Flowerdew, 1998; Gilquin, Granger, & Paquot, 2007) found that studies based on the
analysis of expert or native corpora are inadequate to inform the design of teaching
‘materials. To improve language teaching materials and later syllabi in reality, the
studies need additional information of students’ interlanguage. Aston (2000: 10)
stated that information provided from corpora analysis of native speaker texts is
insufficient to provide information about the practical difficulty and learnability of
particular features. Such information might relate to interlanguage development
possibly helping to identify features that should be underscored in teaching and to
evaluate the learners’ limitations. CLC studies have been increasingly conducted
around the world throughout the last decade (Granger, 2008; Rémer, 2004; Pravec,
2002).

Studies of learner corpora have been developed in many countries for more
than twenty years so far (Granger, 2001, 2008; Guo, 2006; and McEnery, et al, 2000);
major studies have been concluded in Europe where most of the people use English as
a second language (ESL) and Asia where English is, for the most part, a foreign
language (Granger, 2002; 2008, and Pravec, 2002). The most well known learner

corpora studies have been conducted in ICLE, the International Corpus of Learner



English, (McEnery et al, 2006) primarily with both Contrastive Interlanguage
Analysis (CIA) approach to find out how the ESL learners acquire English, and
aJternatively with Computer-aided Error Analysis (CEA). The latter will be
emphasized more for investigating the issues of pronouns in written language in the
present study.

As with the findings of SLA research mentioned earlier, that L2 learners have
~_problems with pronouns when writing, findings from some recent studies of learner
fanguage in written mode conducted by ICLE project, the International Corpus of
Learner English, in the University of Louvain-La-Neuve, Belgium, revealed seven
grammatical errors in both intermediate and advanced learners of English. They found
that pronoun errors ranked as the third most frequent (intermediate) and second
(advanced) out of seven frequent errors produced by the EFL intermediate and
advanced subjects (Dagneaux et al, 1998: pp.166). Remarkably, the EFL advanced
learners tended to produce more pronoun errors than the intermediate did. However,
most of the studies under ICLE project compiled data from subjects, the majority of
‘whom studied English as a second language; the results possibly different from ones
conducted in different contexts.

Despite the fact that the learner corpus project has been established in many
Asian countries including Thailand, Computer Error Analysis has been specifically
explored for particular Asian learners (e.g. Japanese, Chinese, Taiwanese, and
Korean), but has not been examined for Thai learners with a particularized design
under the CEA approach, based on information of leamner corpora around the world
(http://www.uclouvain.be/en-cecl-lcWorld.htmi). The studies conducted in these

countries have examined several aspects of EFL learner language: collocation (Chi et



al,-1994; Chen, 1998), connectors (Milton and Tsang, 1993), irregular verbs (Tono
and.-Aoki, 1998), grammatical morphemes (Tono 1998, 2000a), and verb semantics
(Oshita, 1997). Thai learner corpora, hence, should be conducted so that we can
know more about Thai EFL learner language with the more innovative CEA
approach. The present study will use CEA in the exploration of learner language of
English pronouns.

In brief, some second language acquisition studies have revealed L2 leamers
experience some consistent problems when writing, especially pronouns used as
pronominal referents in contexts {Blagoeva, 2002; Dagneaux et al, 1998; Huang,
1994, 2000; Paddungwiang, 2009; Pu, 1995); the present study with the CEA
approach aims to collect writien data produced by Thai learners of English at a
university level, to explore how English pronouns and pronoun errors in the written
products are alike and to examine the learners' inter-language of English pronouns.
The approach will store and analyze the computerized learner performance with a
specific error tagset designed for learners whose mother tongue is Thai; real need
analysis of Thai EFL learners will be noted as another pioneering step of the research
in the innovative area of CLC, since the error tagset will be particularly designed for

Thai EFL learners based on the learners’ problems of pronouns.

1.2 Statements of Problems

In accordance with results of some studies of pronouns produced by L2
learners in written tasks (Chen, 2002; Huang, 1994, 2000; Pu, 1995; Takami, 1987),
some Asian EFL learners experience problems with pronouns. The primary problems

with pronouns in context consist of several error types (Ann, 2005): overuse, underuse



or:omission, malformation (case, gender, and number errors) and mis-coreference. All
error:types of pronouns in written language will be determined in the study.
Some pronoun errors have been generally found in contexts produced by the
EFL. learners (Huang, 1994, 1995; Hyland, 2002; Ivamié & Camps, 2001; and
Martinez, 2005). One compelling example of research into pronoun error, presented
at'the Thailand TESOL 2007 conference (Chimongkol 2007) found that UBU second
year English majors show some errors of clause heading including pronoun errors
such as omission and overuse. These errors, she concluded, draw from the students’
mother language, Thai. For examples:
(a) *Love you very much. (Subject omission)
(b) *My uncle he is a teacher. (Pronoun overuse)
{Chimonkol, 2007)
In addition, other errors of malformation (gender, number, and case errors) are
considered pronoun problems even though they are not very serious ones in
communicative English. However, the errors are still considered ungrammatical, for
examples:
(c) *1 like my new friend, Lisa, because ke is helpful and funny.
(a gender error)
(d) *Everyone wants to take a break during New Year, for they work
hard all year long. (a number error)
(e) *It 1s harder for him than for she. (a case error)
(adapted from Broukal, 2002: pp.11-22)
Lastly, other pronoun errors that occurred in Hoek (1995) and Valin (1990)

are exemplified below:



(f) *He; went home, and then Peter; took a nap.
(g) *In John;'s apartment, he; holds wild parties.

(h) *Near John, he, saw a snake.

The ungrammatical sentences showed in (f) to (h) reveal a problem of pronoun
mis=coreference within the sentences, according to the Principle B (Chomsky, 1981)
that a pronoun must be free within the minimal category. Mis-coreference errors
possibly convey more misunderstanding in both communicative and academic
English since readers never have any chance to negotiate the meanings in the written
fask.

The other examples of pronoun errors are mis-coreference across sentences.
The errors may bring higher misunderstanding since they may collapse cohesion
between sentences (Huang, 2000). Moreover, in reality negotiation of meaning
between readers and a writer for understanding pronoun referents in written contexts
seems unfeasible especially if compared to one in spoken situations. Some studies
(e.g. Fox, 1993 and Lappin and Leass, 1994) have been conducted to examine
pronoun problems between sentences as a case of pronoun resolution of EFL learners
(further discussed in chapter 2).

An additional example from an excerpt taken from Hatch’s 1992 work
contributed as a completion task presented at a Thailand Post TESOL in Ubon
Ratchathani University 2006 by Boonmee is shown below. An additional example,
drawn from Hatch 1992, was presented by Boonmee (2006). It is a completion task
which requires either corresponding pronouns or the names to appropriately refer to

the names provided in the parentheses (P = Patricia Hayward, G = Gregory Hayward).



The River of No Return Wilderness is blanketed by several feet of snow
for up to eight months a year, and Patricia and Gregory Hayward have seen
much of it on cross-country skis. Alumni of the University of Idahg (P) {1)*she
(#Patricia) has a bachelor’s degree in wildlife ecology and (G) (2)*he (#Gregory)
has just finished his doctorate. (P&G)(3) They met on an owl study in Rockies and
from 1984 to 1988 (P&G)(4) they persevered at the demanding task of tracking
these birds. The job, says (G}3) Gregory, was “far from work. My fondest
memories are skiing through miles of unbroken powder knowing that (P)(6) *she
{(#Patricia) was the only other human for more than 20 miles or listening at night
to the soft call of a boreal owl.” (G) (7)*He (#Gregory) intends to continue to
monitor the boreal owl population and to study old-growth forest. Until recently,

{P) (8) Patricia, and avid horsewoman, spent almost ail of (P’s) (9) her leisure time

participating in dressage. But most of (P&G’s) (10)*their (#Patricia and
Gregory’s) time now goes to their son, bomn in June. Distance running keeps (P)

{11)*she (#Patricia) in shape for chasing owls, horses, and little boys. (P&G)

{12)*Theyv (Patricia and Gregory) recommend two books for readers who wish to

learn about boreals and other owls: Johngard's North American Owls and Heimo

Mikkola’s Owis of Europe.

The errors occurring in the passage were examined across sentences for mis-
coreference errors. The pronouns must match the number and gender of the noun
phrases they stand for and be in a case that matches its function. For example, in item
(6) the pronoun ‘she’ is not correct since there is no antecedent with the same gender
and number in the previous clause or sentence. The correct pronoun use in context
will help readers to carry on the linkage between sentences, thus enabling cohesion,
the grammatical and lexical links within a text or sentence that holds a text together
and gives it meaning. To continue cohesion in their writings, Thai EFL students in the
study still selected incorrect or inappropriate pronouns to replace the antecedents from
the previous sentences; accordingly, they might produce incorrect or inappropriate

pronouns when writing in context. The error of mis-coreference, both within and



across:sentences, will be considered in the present study since it has been found to be
common among Thai EFL learners.

In studying how Thai EFL learners produce pronouns in written tasks,
pronoun accuracy and errors will be detected and analyzed in the present study. After
detecting the target features, each pronoun error will be analyzed in terms of overuse,
oniission, malformation (nominative, accusative, numera), and genitive cases), and
mis-coreference. The analysis of pronoun errors in writing can be accomplished with
CEA, one of the Computer Learner Corpora approaches, which is particularly
designed for Thai learners as addressed in chapter 3. The examination of written
interlanguage for pronouns will contribute to an understanding of pronoun

development over time.

1.3 Purposes of the study

The study aims to:

1) explain how pronouns are produced in written mode by Thai university
English majors;

2) categorize and compare actual types of pronoun errors occurring in Thai
university English majors’ narrative writing within and across groups
based on years of study; and

3) explore development of pronoun acquisition in the language learning

process of Thai university English majors over time.
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1.4 Research Questions and Hypotheses
1.4.1 Research questions
1) How are pronouns produced by Thai university English majors in
narrative writings?
2) What are the differences of pronoun errors occurring in the narrative
writing produced among the students in different four groups?
3) What developmental patterns of pronoun acquisition can be seen to
oceur over time?
1.4.2 Research Hypothesis
To all research questions, Thai university English majors might differently
produce pronouns in narrative writings; pronouns produced by the language learners
with more exposure to the target language are assumed better. The pronoun use in
written language and errors made by Thai EFL learners is clearly influenced by LI,
especially at the beginning. It is likely, therefore, that the learners in Year 1 will
produce the highest rate of pronoun errors and the lowest level of pronoun accuracy
According to Corder (1981) suggesting that L2 learners with more exposure to
the target language tend to be decreasingly influenced by their first languages, the
students in year 4 are possibly the least affected by L1 in accordance with the most
years of English exposure; the pronouns produced by this group might be the closest
to native speakers’. The others with less English exposure might be influenced by L1
and produce more pronoun errors. However, first language might not be the main

culprit influencing the errors; other possible causes of pronoun errors have to be

counted,



I

Other-than first language interference, some potential causes of pronoun errors
produced by EFL learners mentioned by Corder (1981) are probably over-
generalization (learning new language data in learners’ minds and then generating
fiawed rules for their productions based on the evidence) and ineffective teaching
materials-and methods.

In brief, first language transfer, over-generalization, and ineffective {eaching
materials & methods might be main sources of pronoun errors. However, some
additional causes may include: ignorance of rule restriction; incomplete application of
rules; false concept hypothesizing (suggested by Richard 1974); and carelessness and
translation (Norris 1983). These will be again discussed in chapter 2 including some
discussions on avoidance, when usage structures are simply avoided by L2 students
when the differences between L1 and L2 are significant (Schacher, 1974; Schacher

and Celce-Murcia, 1977).

1.5 Significance of the Study

Accuracy and error rates of pronouns in writings produced by the subjects
(Thai EFL learners) will be explored, categorized, and analyzed with CEA approach
to observe development patterns of pronoun usage in narrative writing over time. The
errors will be marked as negative evidence, information of ungrammatical form of the
target language; while accuracy will be marked as positive evidence, information of
grammatical forms of the target language (Marcus, 1993: 53).

Predominantly, the results in terms of learner interlanguage of English
pronouns can be informed to Thai EFL teachers so that the teachers will be more

aware of the errors and plan to maintain how the learners use English pronouns more
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siecessfully in narrative writing. The pedagogical significance of second language
acquisition studies has been underscored since the studies that reported routes and
phases that learners go through in acquiring a second language and subsequent
fanguages were first published (Nunan, 1996). In addition, some learner corpora
studies (e.g. Aston, 2000; Guiquin, Granger, & Paquot, 2007) indicated that only
information of native corpora analysis is not enough for syllabus and material design,
but:also information of leamer corpora analysis is needed since the information can
support the identification of features which teaching should emphasize, and to
evaluate the learners’ difficulty and learnability of specific linguistic features (Aston,
2000).

As there is no standard of error tagset for all second language learners (Diaz-
Negrillo and Fernandez-Dominguez, 2006), the study might contribute to CEA in the
area of computer learner corpora (CLC) through its use of tagsets designed for Thai
EFL learners and in employing computer error analysis approach. Each tagset might
not be shared by the research in the same area; and when the tagset if for commercial
purposes, such as the Louvain error tagging system, it does not come out to be applied
as generally as it would be anticipated. With the unique design, both tagsets can be
extended to other parts of speech (POS) and errors produced by Thai EFL learners.
After POS assembling, consequently, the learner's written language tagged will let the
teachers analyze models of typical students' linguistic knowledge, instead of

deductive treat to individual student papers from reading, correcting, and responding.
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1.6 Scope and Limitations of the Study

The main focus of the present study is the use of English pronouns as
produced in written form by Thai EFL learners. For one thing, it is unworkable to
concentrate on every part of speech (POS). However, one vital reason for having
selected pronouns rather than other parts of speech is that “nouns are more topic-
related than other parts of speech” (Leech 2001: 332); a pronoun functions as a
replacer of a noun or noun phrase to avoid repetition in contexts. Plus, personal and
possessive pronouns must convey the same gender and number to the antecedents
they refer to in the previous clause or sentence (Huang, 2000). The scope of the study
is, therefore, about pronouns in narrative writing by manual tagging for Thai EFL
[earners at university level.

Error tagging in the CEA approach will be manually processed because there
is no learner corpus automatic tagging software applicable for speakers of Thai
according to Prof. Granger S., the project director of ICLE, (personal communication,
Februaryl4, 2009). Although learner corpus linguistics has the use of other POS-
taggers like Constituent Likelihood Automatic Word-tagging System (CLAWS)
developed by the University Center for Computer Corpus Research on Language in
Lancaster University, errors are not included for analysis by automatic tagging
software, which requires both highly trained labor and costly financial support.

An additional limitation is that subjects are all English majors in Thailand.
The study does not include EFL learners from other majors. This limitation may affect
the validity of tagsets, which are designed for English majors, not for other majors

and other EFL learners in lower or higher levels.

THE CENTER FOR LIBRALY RESOURCES AND EDUCATIONAL MEDIA
SURANAREE UNIVERSITY OF TECHNOLOGY
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In short, the present study investigates Thai EFL learner usage of pronouns as
employed in narrative writing by designing tag sets of English pronouns and pronoun

errors:for Thai university English majors in particular.

1.7 Key Terms & Abbreviations

1.7.1 Key terms

In this study the terms:

Interlanguage means pronoun production, not comprehension. It involves
English pronoun used in written language as narrative writing, a story telling essay,
acquired by the subjects; the interlanguage of a pronoun or of pronouns is/are
theoretically investigated according to the leamers’ performance of pronouns in
contexis.

Learner corpus means a collection of pronouns in narrative writings
performed by Thai university English majors, in a computerized textual form.

Writing refers to narrative writing, picture story telling task (see chapters 2
and 3).

Pronoun means English personal and possessive pronouns. It includes
personal pronoun in subject and object cases, and possessive pronouns: first person (1,
we, me, us: mine, ours), second person (you, you: yours), and third person (they, he,
she, it, them, him, her, it: theirs, his, hers, its); since these pronouns are governed by
almost the same rules.

Error tagging represents an approach marking different types of errors with
special tags (Granger 2003), The approach is designed for SLA research to compare

types of error and error frequency across different groups, in this case Thai EFL
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feamners. The error tagset is predetermined as a list of error types based on contrastive

analysis of English and Thai pronouns (see more information in chapters 2 and 3)

1.7.2 Abbreviations

List of abbreviations commonly used in the study

CA

CEA

CIA

CLC

EA

EFL

ESL

IL

L1

L2

LT

POS

PRO

SLA

1L

H

Contrastive Analysis

= Computer-aided Error Analysis
= Contrastive Interlanguage Analysis
= Computer Leamer Corpora

= Error Analysis

= Hnglish as a Foreign Language
= English as a Second Language
= Interlanguage

= First Language

= Second Language

= Language Transfer

= Part of Speech

I}

Pronoun

It

Second Language Acquisition

Target Language

1.8 Overview of the Chapters

This thesis includes six main parts: introduction, literature review, research

‘methodology, results, discussions, implications and conclusions. Contents of each

‘chapter are briefly described below.
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Chapter 1: Introduction provides research rationale, statements of problems,
_Gﬁjéctiiyes-& research questions, and hypothesis. The introduction provides a common
overview of the study informing why and how the research will be carried out. In
addiion, some key terms are defined since the definitions might be somehow
different from the same terms used in other studies; the readers can better understand
the:terms based on the research framework.

Chapter 2: Literature Review includes four main parts according to the
research theoretical framework: 1) various SLA approaches (contrastive analysis,
error analysis, and interlanguage) related to the present study with previous studies
including some corpus-based studies, 2) current situations of studies of Computer
Learner Corpora (CLC), 3) Computer-aided Error Analysis (CEA) & related studies,
and 4) English & Thai pronouns including related studies.

Chapter 3: Research Meihodology is devoted to the elaboration of research
methods and procedures. The chapter starts with a pilot study conducted before
adjustment. The research participants’ background and group characteristics are
defined next. The research design is then discussed in accordance with the research
questions. Then, the chapter focuses on how the main research instrument has been
designed based on CEA for specified tagsets of pronouns and pronoun errors for Thai
EFL learners. With corpus-based processes, annotated key words will be
computerized and analyzed by a concordancer, in this case WordSmith Tool version
5.0. After counting the occurrences of pronouns and their errors in the writings using
the above-mentioned software tools, statistical and text analysis techniques are

presented in accordance with the research questions.
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Chapter 4: Results are presented after statistically calculating and analyzing
both quantitatively and quantitatively according to the research questions. The first
part is about general information of how the students of four groups write in terms of
tokens, pronouns, pronoun accuracy, and pronoun errors; the section also provides
some examples of pronouns in contexts. The second part emphasizes errors produced
by the four groups including errors in contexts and how patterns of errors occur
among the four groups. Lastly, developmental trends of pronouns over time, as seen
in contrasts between the groups of subjects, are reported.

Chapter 5: Discussions examine what the results revealed in terms of the
theoretical framework reviewed previously. The explanations of how pronouns are
produced, the nature of differences of pronoun errors produced by the students in four
different groups, and how pronoun use develops over time will be provided in this
chapter.

Chapter 6: Pedagogical Implications and Conclusions consists of suggestions
for pronoun teaching including examples of teaching materials and further studies.
Finally, conclusions of the study are stated.

Appendices provide materials separated into two appendices. Appendix A
includes information about the English major curiculum at Ubon Ratchathani
University. Appendix B contains the materials to be employed in the study, the
picture story telling tasks: Little Red Riding Hood, Snow White & the Seven Dwarfs

and Cinderella.
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1.9 Summary of the Chapter

Computer Learner Corpora studies have become more common among second
language acquisition researchers due to their advantages of better  storage,
generalizing, and application for pedagogical material design. The innovative
approach will be employed in the study for examination of learner language, pronouns
and pronoun errors in written mode, associated with original SLA approaches
{contrastive analysis, error analysis, and interlanguage). The new approach is called
‘Computer-aided Error Analysis (CEA)’. As a result, pronoun and pronoun error
tagsets are designed based on Thai EFL learners’ background. In addition, results
from different groups will be compared and analyzed in terms of interlanguage of
pronouns in written mode.

As is discussed in detail in the review of literature in the next chapter, Thai
computer learner corpus has been conducted from the perspectives of computational

linguistics.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter is organized into four main sections: 2.1) Second language
.:gpqgisit_ion approaches: contrastive analysis, error analysis, and interlanguage; 2.2)
-.Cé)mputer Learner Corpora (CLC) and the current situation of learner corpora around
the world; 2.3) Computer-aided Error Analysis (CEA) and error annotation; and 2.4)

Z-En’glish & Thai pronouns. Also related studies will be provided within the sections.

Research into the area of computer leammer corpus has been a very recent
branch of learner language (Granger, 1998, Leech, 1998 & 2001, Nesselhauf, 2004,
Tono, 2003, and many others). Granger (1998: xxi) asserted that “with roots both in
ccorpus linguistics and second language acquisition (SLA) studies, it uses the methods
:and tools of corpus linguistics to gain better insights into authentic learner language.”
Tb’-begin with, the chapter reviews in part the territory of SLA including Contrastive
Analysis (CA), Error Analysis (EA), and Interlanguage (IL). The first two
approaches are regarded as deriving from an earlier period of SLA, while the latter
'one is considered the most recent development of the same area. After revisiting for
the initiation of computer learner corpora, a few prominent learner corpora as well as
learner corpora in written languages around the world are introduced. Later,
Computer-aided Error Analysis (CEA) and error annotation including some CEA
studies are addressed for their insights; the error annotations to be employed in this

‘study are planned based on the learners’ first language background as compared to the
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target language, simularly as is done in Contrastive Analysis. English and Thai

‘pronouns, afterwards, are compared in linguistic detail.

2.1 Second Language Acquisition Approaches

The birth of Computer Learner Corpora has been from within the areas of
SLA, Contrastive Analysis and Error Analysis (Granger, 1998, 2003, and 2008; and
Tono, 2003). These are earlier approaches to learner language studies focusing on the
product rather than the process of learner language (Corder, 1986; and Ellis, 1994,
1997). Besides the SLA approaches in the opening period of SLA, Interlanguage was
proposed by Selinker (1972) for explaining language in between first language and
second language as produced by ESL or EFL learners (Gass and Selinker, 2001; and
Selinker, 1992); Interlanguage subsequently involves computer learner corpora
especially in terms of language development.

The present study aims to find out pronoun patterns over time or the written
Interlanguage of pronouns produced by Thai EFL learners by employing a Computer
Learner Corpora approach, in particular Computer-aided Error Analysis. However,
even the most recent developments in SLA theory and data analysis cannot ignore the
roots of the discipline entirely, and since this study uses several of the basic ideas and
data analysis techniques of earlier paradigms, a range of relevant areas will be
reviewed. This section therefore traces the history of studies of 1L, beginning with
Contrastive Analysis (CA), and moving on to Error Analysis (EA) studies.

Selinker (1992:4) states that IL has its roots in CA and EA and that the three
areas of CA/EA/IL are inescapably linked. This view is also expressed by Corder

(1981) in his discussion of EA as a basic learner strategy and a starting point for the
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study of transfer in ILs. Each of these approaches developed as a result of changing
views of the status of the language produced by learners, changing perceptions of the
forces driving development and the need for methodological inﬁovation in the study
of this form of language. In the absence of a theoretical framework which adequately
describes and explains all second-language acquisition (SLA) data, it is also probably
best to take an eclectic approach (Tarone 1994). Furthermore, any study also needs to
consider a variety of SLA phenomena including variability, systematicity, transfer,
staged development and incompleteness (Towell & Hawkins 1994). Each of the three
approaches (CA, EA, IL) discussed below accounts for each of these areas with
varying degrees of success.

2.1.1 Contrastive Analysis (CA)

This section provides information about the Contrastive Analysis approach in
terms of its major views and problems. The first section will provide a short
background and concepts of the approach; and the latter sections will emphasize weak
points and criticisms.

2.1.1.1 Major Views of Contrastive Analysis

The study of SLA as we know it today is rooted in early contrastive
analysis (CA), which became the dominant approach during the 1950s and 1960s.
According to Lado (1957), the purpose of CA is to carefully describe the source
language (SL) and the target language (TL) in order to develop effective pedagogical
materials. The basic assumption of CA is that learning a second language (1.2) reveals
the transferring of L1 linguistic features and meanings to L2 by learning different

rules. Contrastive analysts predict that some languages might be easier to learn than
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others, because where languages differed greatly in structure the learner would be
required to automatically employ a more complex rule.

Three main theoretical claims result from CA:

- the learner expects to equally accomplish both the first language and the

target language;

- the learner is required to learn the differences from the first language when

learning the target language; and

- the learner encounter difficulty to learn the new language when structures

and patterns in the two languages are not the same (Selinker, 1992).
studies taking a CA perspective, therefore, focused primarily on transfer
phenomena and especially negative transfer, which occurs due to structural
differences between both languages. As a result of these structural differences,
learning a language was not a simple matter of transferring a form directly from L1 to
L2. The primary focus of CA studies was therefore on difference and types of
difference (Long & Sato, 1983).

Detailed analyses of similarities and differences were carried out by
comparing languages in terms of mainly phonology and syntax and, to a lesser extent,
semantics (James, 1998; Lado 1957; Weinreich cited in Selinker, 1989). Many later
studies of transfer take a contrastive approach, although a detailed CA is not always
carried out. The present study will also compare English and Thai pronouns in terms
of form and usage with contrastive approach to draw tentative predictions of
difficulties and errors of pronoun usage as performed by Thai EFL learners in written

mode, but not to draw any further applications due to the limitations of CA.
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2.1.1.2 Problems with Contrastive Analysis

Unfortunately, Contrastive Analysis in its original formulation proved
‘fo be seriously flawed when applied to data from learners across tﬁe world in different
Janguage-learing situations. Most seriously, the strong predictions of difficulty and
‘ease of learning which are naturally appealing were not always borne out by studies of
learner language. In particular, some researchers found that when there was a great
degree of difference between languages, learners seemed to be able to produce the
form correctly (i.e. there was no negative transfer), whereas if there was a small
degree of difference learners seemed to find it more difficult to produce the correct
form (Odlin 1989; Towell & Hawkins 1994). As a result, some areas ot error were not
predicted by CA (Hyltenstam, 1977). Furthermore. students tended (o avoid intricate
areas to reduce the possibility of making errors, and the full range of possible errors,
therefore, was not available for study in this approach (Schachter, 1974).

From an explanatory point of view, another limitation of CA studies lies in the
extreme role of transfer posited by early theorists like Lado (1957). Early theorists
believed that language transfer was the main process in SLA. However, later studies
show that many errors are not simply traceable to the L1 (Dulay & Burt, 1973; Felix,
1980; Richards, 1974). In addition, some errors may be a result of performance
problems (Zobl, 1984) and errors are subject to variability (Zobl, 1982 and 1984).
Several theorists concluded that although there is some role for transfer, learners
choose in an active and principled way whether or not to transfer and what to transfer
(Gass, 1984; Selinker, 1992). Contrastive Analysis does not account for this active
role of the learner, because it is primarily interested in the languages as linguistic

systems and products rather than in learners using psycholinguistic processes (Long &
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Sato 1984; van Els et al. 1984). As a result of the failure of the “strong” version of
CA, Wardhaugh (1970) suggested a “weak” version of CA which proposed that the
findings of CA could be used to explain transfer after the fact. This version had
limited explanatory value, although it was later incorporated as part of EA (James,
1998). From a theoretical perspective, there are profound problems with surface
‘comparisons between languages if one views them as independent systems. For
example, it is highly controversial whether one can meaningfully compare English
-and Thai, because one is comparing the elements of one system with the elements of
another system and trying to find similarities and differences across independent
systems. The value of the elements may not be equal in each system and these
elements may therefore be incomparable. A further problem encountered when
comparing learner language cross-linguistically is that a learner and a language may
use a variety of strategies and structures to express a particular concept or function
(Comrie, 1984), making direct comparison difficult.

2.1.1.3 Conclusion

Contrastive Analysis identifies transfer as one of the key processes for
understanding errors in language learning. In short, however, transfer may be one
aspect of SLA but it is not able to entircly explain SLA. A thorough explanation of
the process of development in SLA is therefore not provided by CA (Towell &
Hawkins 1994). Zobl (1984:79) says CA “was not an acquisition theory; or,
alternatively, it lacked one”. Contrastive analysis was largely discarded during the
1970s, but it has been perpetuated in a modified form in Transfer Analysis (James,
1998). Transfer Analysis is concerned mainly with processes such as cross-linguistic

influence (Giacobbe 1992; Kellerman & Sharwood Smith 1986) and language transfer
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(Gass & Selinker 1992; Odlin 1989). This newer version of CA is not the same as the
d'rigi11al because it is a comparison between [L and mother tongue, and not the mother
tongue and a target language (James 1998); the present study Will borrow a transfer
analysis perspective occasionally though English and Thai are structurally very
fifferent.

2.1.2 Error Analysis (EA)

This discussion of the Error Analysis approach is arranged into three main
sections: characteristics of error analysis studies, limitations of the approach and
distinctions between errors and mistakes.

2.1.2.1 Characteristics of Error Analysis Studies

During the 1970s, Error Analysis (EA) emerged as the next major
development in the study of SLA. Although the studies sometimes attempted to
explain how second languages are learnt, EA remained primarily a methodological
approach rather than a theory of SLA. The central focus in EA is on the L2 learner
rather than on the system, as in CA (van Els et al. 1984}, although the “systematicity
in development and the common processes posited to explain development” (Long &
Sato 1984:256) became central features of EA. As the pendulum swung away from
CA, theorists claimed that errors could be explained in terms of the target language
(TL) only, with no reference whatsoever to the source language (SL), i.e. there was no
transfer. Actually, this proved to be too extreme a view once data were cautiously
analyzed.

The EA studies focused mainly on the performance of learners of a few
languages who had learmed in formal contexts and were studied in experimental

conditions. These studies had two primary purpoeses. Firstly, the studies had been
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sonducted for making explanations available for errors, which were characterized as
learner-internal cognitive processes and learner-external causes. Learner-internal
errors include: overgeneralizations (Schumann, 1978); developmental patterns which
remain the same regardless of the L1 of the leamer (Dulay& Burt, 1974; Huang,
2000; Huang & Hatch, 1978); ignorance of rule restrictions (Richards 1985);
incomplete application of rules (Richards 1985); and learning sirategies (Selinker
1972).

Secondly, learners’ external ervors related to problems with the input received
by the learner, mainly in the case of formal instruction (Faerch et al. 1984) and
i'ncluded errors such as transfer of training (Felix 1981; Selinker 1972). As a result of
finding learner-external causes of errors, the second, later purpose of EA was to relate
the social context of learning to the errors produced (Faerch et al. 1984; Selinker,
1983). These studies directly observed the input available to the learners and studied
the errors related to the input received.

In the present study explanations of pronoun errors will be made; also existing
Input of pronoun will be explored. However, the approach has some limitations to be
aware of when discussed.

2.1.2.2 Limitations of Error Analysis

EA had flourished during 1970s when experts of foreign language
learning viewed errors as tickets to explore learners’ interlanguage. Unfortunately, EA
underwent criticism due to the emergence of a number of major weak points
_(Dagneaux et al, 1988; Granger, 2003; Spiliner, 1991; Tono, 2003):

1) Unclear descriptions of various learner data in EA studies;

2) Unclear error categories in EA;
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3) Unable to provide explanations for such phenomena as avoidance;
4) Restricted only to weakness of the learner; and
5} Fixed explanations for second language leamiﬁg.
The first two limitations are methodological. With respect to the data, Ellis
{1994: 49) highlights "the importance of collecting well-defined samples of learner
Janguage so that clear statements can be made regarding what kinds of errors the
learners produce and under what conditions" and regrets that "many EA studies have
not paid enough attention to these factors, with the result that they are difficult to
‘mierpret and almost impossible to replicate". The problem is combined with the issue
of error categories used, which also suffers from various weak points: they are often
‘ill-defined, rest on mixed criteria and involve a high degree of subjectivity. Terms
such as "grammatical errors”" or "lexical errors", for instance, are rarely defined,
making results difficult to interpret and analyze, as several error types--prepositional
errors for instance--fall somewhere in between and it is usually impossible to know in
which of the two categories they have been counted. In addition, the error typologies
.often mix two levels of analysis: description and explanation. Scholfield (1995)
illustrates this with a typology made up of the following four categories: spelling
errors, grammatical errors, vocabulary errors and L1 induced errors. As spelling,
grammar and vocabulary errors may also be influenced by L1, there is an overlap
between the categories, which is "a sure sign of a faulty scale” (Scholfield, 1993, p.
190).
The other limitations deal with the scope of EA. EA's limited focus on overt

errors means that both non-errors, i.e. instances of correct use, and non-use or
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amderuse of words and structures are disregarded. It is this problem in fact that Harley
(19804) is referring to when he writes:

*[1t] is equally important to determine whether the learner's use of ‘correct’ forms

dpproximates that of the native speaker. Does the learner's speech evidence the

..s'étme contrasts between the observed unit and other units that are related in the

.;.target system? Are there some units that he uses less frequently than the native

’gpeaker, some that he does not use at all?"

In addition, the picture of interlanguage described by EA studies is very fixed:
"EA has too often remained a static, product-oriented type of research, whereas L2
learning processes require a dynamic approach focusing on the actual course of the
process" (van Els et al., 1984, p. 66).

Although these weaknesses considerably reduce the usefulness of past EA
studies, they do not call into question the validity of the EA enterprise as a whole but
highlight the need for a new direction in EA studies. One possible direction, grounded
in the fast growing field of computer learner corpus research, is sketched in section
2.3 about Computer-aided Error Analysis and its potential to reduce such limitations.

2.1.2.3 Errors vs. Mistakes

At the level of analysis, deciding whether a deviation Is an error or a
‘mistake is another problem. Corder (1967, 1981, and 1983) argues that mistakes
should not be included in the quantification or analysis of errors and this is the
approach taken by most analysts. Johnson (1988) believes that mistakes can be
‘corrected by the learner, but in practice determining whether a learner cannot correct
his/her own deviant utterances is very problematic (James, 1998). Errors can be found

when the Jearners have not known the rules and required teaching with explicit error

examples in particular situations (Shaughnessy, 1977). In a different view, Edge
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(1989) rejects this error-mistake classification and calls all deviations from the norm
‘mistakes. These mistakes include:
- slips, which are a result of “processing problems or carelessness” (Edge
1989:11);

- errors, which are comprehensible but which the learner cannot correct,

although the form has been taught; and

- attempts, which are moderately incomprehensible and uncorrectable by the

learner.

Snow (cited in James 1998) argues for two steps in error development. The
first step is the presence of errors which the learner does not recognize as errors, and
the second step is the presence of errors that the learner recognizes as errors but which
he/she cannot correct. The mistake, where the learner is able to correct a wrong form,
may be a third step. In other words, mistakes are a performance problem rather than a
competence problem (Corder, 1967), rather like the lapses made by L1 speakers
(Johnson, 1988). This performance-competence distinction is maintained by most
theorists in distinguishing errors from mistakes.

Another way of determining whether a deviant form should be classified as an
error or a mistake is to decide on the gravity of the error. In order to do this, James
(1994:191) believes that criteria for error gravity need to be established (e.g. “are

| lexical errors more serious than grammatical?”), as well as who will judge the gravity
{e.g. L1 teachers/L2 teachers/non-teachers).

An additional criterion is that errors have insufficient intention of the speaker;

otherwise they may be classified as deviances (James, 1998). The classification of an

utterance as deviant is further confused by the distinction between unacceptability and
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iingrammaticality; e.g. a grammatical utterance may be unacceptable because of non-
linguistic factors (de Beaugrande & Dressler, 1981). Acceptability is judged by use in
‘4 particular context, while grammaticality can be judged by a native speaker of the
language and a grammatical utterance is necessarily acceptable as well (Lyons 1968).

In this study, all errors of pronoun produced by Thai university English majors
will be counted entirely as errors in different categories, including underuse or
avoidance, identified in section 2.3 of this chapter.

2.1.2.4 Conclusion

Despite the above criticisms and methodological difficulties, there is
‘evidence of a more positive approach to Error Analysis in some recent writing. There
_are two reasons for the continued use of EA when investigating SLA data. Firstly, the
‘empirical design is simple, with a clear indication of an error if a particular norm is
chosen. Secondly, teachers play this normative role and encourage their students to
achieve these target norms. Ignorance of errors may be held by some teachers, but
-many SLA theorists tend to regard errors in a much more positive way because they
regard them as signs of creative hypothesis construction and testing.

In conclusion, James (1998} feels that those doing IL studies and those
engaged in EA analyses have different goals, the former concerned with developing a
theory of acquisition and the latter with pedagogic goals. However, EA is an effective
way of dealing with data given the lack of an appropriate analytical framework in IL
studies (Cook, 1993). It is thus for this reason that the EA idea has been carried out on
the data in the present study with the innovative approach of Computer-aided Error
Analysis (CEA). CEA alone does not provide a sufficient description or explanation

of learner language, but it has a significant contribution to make as part of an analysis
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of this type of language because it can offer insights into the sequence of pronoun
Aequisition, the patterns of pronoun acquisition and the types of pronoun which
fearners find difficult. On top of that, CEA could reduce limitations of the traditional
approach, especially errors in context; however, the picture of Ieamérs’ pronoun
errors in a specific group will be informed here. Interlanguage (IL), therefore,
:supplements explanation of pronoun used by Thai EFL learners over time in the
istudy.

2.1.3 Interlanguage and Language Development {IL))

Based on the research question number 3 ““How do language development
.;:-P"atrerns of pronouns occur among the groups over time? ", the researcher assumes the
more English courses the students have taken, the more English pronoun knowledge
:they have probably acquired. Therefore, the results among the subjects should be
‘diverse and the researcher should find various patterns of language development.
Interlanguage and language development are discussed as aspects of Second
Language Acquisition (SLA).

The term Interlanguage (IL), which refers to the language produced by learners
“acquiring an additional language, was coined by Selinker (1972), although studies of
‘the IL phenomenon and the notion that learner language should be studied as an
autonomous system predate the term by several years (e.g. Corder 1967). Some

writers (e.g. Lalleman 1996) classify IL as part of the Creative Construction
Hypothesis (CCH) paradigm which has as ifs central tenet that the learner is an active
participant in the learning process and produces a system which is not too different
from other natural languages (Long & Sato 1984). On the other hand, Sharwood

Smith (1994) argues against IL falling under the CCH because this branch of research
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syag not concerned with interim grammars but rather with finding common patterns of
deve[opment
This discussion of Interlanguage will be presented from the perspectives of
scommposition of the mferlanguage system, features of Interlanguage, Interlanguage
;:.;iiéﬁv'el_opmenr; and development of Interlanguage sysiem.
2.1.3.1 Composition of the Interlanguage System
Bialystok & Sharwood Smith (1985) pointed out that there are two
i;ways*of viewing IL. On the one hand, it can be seen as the prbduct of a set of highly
Structured hypotheses making up the underlying competence. The product is revealed
éféj\'?éiop as second-language acquisition (SLA) progresses or as a synchronic language
system at a particular point in time (Cooreman & Kilborn, 1991). On the other hand,
ILican be secen as the system of underlying competences which needs to be
".i.":ﬁj_\'/estigated n terms of the psychological processes at work. It seems then that both
the pi‘oduct and the system need to be investigated.

There are different views of the “composition of the IL system” (Bialystok &

 Sharwood Smith 1985:102-103). Some, like Selinker, see it as a “single system

composed of rules which have been developed via different processes”, while others,

ike Adjémian (1976), see the system as composed of “a combination of separate

.__I_._I_c.nowledge sources” consisting of the L1 and an L.2-based system. Robert (1989:219-
220) views a language as being composed of two aspects: a “computational system”,
Whlch is the set of rules for structuring syntax, phonology and semantics, and a
E_;:;:__‘i‘conceptual system” which relates to thematic relations. Whereas full-fledged

:5*'1anguages draw on both systems to a great extent, it is claimed that IL users rely on
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the conceptual system more than on the computational system. The conceptual system

‘{s:miore universal whereas the computational system would be language-specific.
Bialystok & Sharwood Smith (1985) argued instead for a knowledge
‘component (underlying linguistic system) and a control component (retrieval
‘procedures) in the description of IL (see also Cook cited in Towell 1987). The control
component is the set of refrieval procedures used to access the underlying linguistic
system. Either or both of these components need to be considered in the analysis of IL
j(:i:féta_' and may be different from or similar to those of the native speaker (see also

":‘Té.well 1987). Their definition of IL is therefore:

. the systematic language performance (in production and recognition of
utterances) by second-language learners who have not achieved sufficient levels
of analysis of linguistic knowledge or contrel of processing fo be identified

completely with native speakers. (Bialystok & Sharwood Smith 19835:116)

Second-language acquisition development in this view requires increased
knowledge and/or better control.
Universal Elements in Interlanguage

The IL may also consist of a universal component, connected to the
‘Chomskyan notion of a Universal Grammar (UG). Despite extensive writing in the
area (e.g. Cook 1996; Felix 1995; Flynn 1984; Gass 1984, 1995; Schachter 1992;
_.':_S'.harwood Smith 1994; White 1992, 1998), theorists cannot agree whether IL is a
natural language which is UG-based. It is possible, if interlingual identifications (Ils)
are not based on UG (which might be the case if UG is unavailable to older learners),
that the new system is entirely separate from the native language (NL) and the TL. On
‘the other hand, another argument is that the system is partially separate, has to be

based on the NL and the TL to some extent because of transfer, is linked via IIs and
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should be investigable in a UG framework (e.g. White cited in Selinker 1992). A
further possibility is that IL develops from UG with a “learning mechanism which
incorporates a theory of markedness” (Zobl 1992:176).

Formulaic Elements

Formulaic utterances are a major component of the IL system. They serve a
vitally important communicative function and may be unanalyzed chunks of language
at early stages (Altman 1997; Klein 1986). For example, Aliman (1997) points out
that inflected verbs may be produced as unanalyzed wholes but this does not mean
that the learner can use the rules productively to form other inflected verbs. Apart
from their communicative function, Fillmore (cited in Myles et al. 1998) suggests that

-formulaic expressions may also be useful data on which language learning is based
because they can be used as frames for further development. Similarly, Myles et al.
(1998, 1999) who studied the development of pronominal systems, conclude that
formulaic expressions aid communication in the early stages and that they are used as
the basis of hypothesis testing. Hakuta’s (1974) discussion of formulaic expressions
'shows that learners perceive formulaic expressions as units, both syntactically and
semantically.

Towell & Hawkins (1994) discuss the different origins of the elements of 1L
and conclude that some of them have UG origins, some have transfer origins, some
are formulaic, and some are a result of learned linguistic knowledge. It appears then
that there is a knowledge system which may consist of hypotheses about the TL,
universal elements such as a conceptual system relating to thematic relations, and

formulaic utterances. In addition, there is a control system which consists of
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jprocedures to access the knowledge system. The product of the knowledge and
control systems will be discussed in the next section.

2.1.3.2 Features of Interlanguage

There have been a variety of attempts at describing IL features and
comparisons have been made between I, child language and pidgins, because some
features appear to be similar (Andersen 1983). Kachru (cited in Williams 1989) found
that many features of non-native institutionalized varieties of English (NIVES) can be
found in learner language and suggests that they have their roots in individual SLA.
Theorists comparing 1L to “reduced” forms of language like child language and
pi:dgins see it as “a variety of language which is both formally and communicatively
.fr_f'e'.duced when compared to languages used as native languages by adults” (Faerch et
al. 1984:271). However, comparing IL with other non-native forms of language has
met with criticism because some (e.g. Bickerton 1983; Myhill 1991) believe that the
'social contexts in which each occur are incomparable, although Adamson (1989)
suggests that a common bioprogram guides development in these different contexts.
Mitchell & Myles (1998) also conclude that pidgins and ILs do not share all their
Syntactic features and that pidgin systems are more stable than most ILs.

However, Givon (1979) provides a framework which describes the features of
-different forms of language, in whicl‘1 he distinguishes a pragmatic mode of
-communication which occurs in “reduced” languages and a syntactic mode of
communication which occurs in fully-developed languages. Table 2.1 presents some

of the features of the two modes.
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1 Features of the pragmatic and syntactic modes

fie Mode Syntactic Mode
“comment structure 1. Subject-predicate structure
_e.boo‘rdi_hation 2. Fixed coordination
Jow rate o.f delivery 3. Fast rate of delivery
;m‘jﬂ_ll?ﬁhunk# under one intonation 4. Large chunks under one intonation contour
Saiitotr: 5. Higher noun/verb ratio

“ower noun/verb ratio in discourse 6. More complex verbs
Aoresunple verbs 7. Extensive use of grammatical

se "ot;_f'g_rammatical morphology morphology

(Adapted from Givon 1979:98)

Kata (1988) reports that only the lack of grammatical [L. morphology has been

-d ‘extensively and that the evidence of a low noun/verb ratio is not conclusive,

tmqgﬁiperdue’s (1993) study supports both lacks of morphology and low noun/verb
: 5t1__s‘;";-_1"_'ie:nenlaml (1992} believes that ILs have a common lexicon, part of the rule

isystem of the TL and a set of idiosyneratic rules. However, these aspects have not

tully explored and a full set of lexical items and rules is not available. A more

iled account of the features of IL (or “simple codes™) is supplied by Corder

... a simple or virtually non-existent morphological system, a more-or-
less fixed word order, a simple personal proenoun sysiem, a small
number of grammatical function words and grammatical categories,
little or no use of the copula, absence of an article system (less often
the absence of deictic words). The semantic functions of these and
other systematic systems such as tense and aspect are typically
performed, when at all, by lexical means, e.g. adverbs, or some
“imperial form”. The basic syntactic relations are expressed by word

order.
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‘The Interlanguage does not therefore consist of the same phonological,

__rbh'cilogicaf and syntactic categories of the target language (TL) or the source

jge (SL), but it is still unclear to what degree the system is a simplified version
soffull-flédged languages and to what degree it is based on universal categories.
The present study aims to identify and analyze English pronoun errors

,cufrfi'ng in written contexts by Thai EFL learners; however, the error categories

org explanations will be made in section 2.3.
2.1.3.3 Interlanguage Development
a) General Development

The hypothesis of the starting point of learner language is controversial

1 SLA theory. Contrastive analysts believed that the L1 is the starting point with
Jsuccessive restructuring until the learner’s language approximates the TL (Lado
1957). Development occurs when the basic system is elaborated by incorporating the
rules of the TL. Corder (cited in Gass 1984a) believes that this is the correct position

?féit-i_pf1onology, but Zobl (1984:85) criticizes this perspective because he feels that

& )i restructuring distinctions are lost and subsequently elaborated along different

-any movement to occur in the direction of the target”. He also refutes the idea that the

Llinits full form is the starting point of IL because of empirical data showing that
certain structures that one would expect to be transferred because of théir equivalent
Dositions in the L2 are in fact not transferred.

He joins others (e.g. Sharwood Smith & Rutherford cited in Selinker 1992) in

_._béiiéving that the initial hypothesis is an independent system (core grammar, IL base)
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sulifch:resides in the learner, especially for syntax (Corder cited in Gass 1984a). This

¢ore grammar might be made up of universal rules of human language (Selinker 1984,

____25':1::a11d, according to Corder (cited in Gass 1984), it is based on the system used
swhen the L1 developed. This may be akin to the notion of Universal Grammar (UG),
islthough Corder does not commit himself on this point. His 1977 paper suggests that
‘semantic aspects such as agency, animacy and spatial location may be sufficient to
;;aﬁaiyZe- IL data. He says that the common features found in the ILs of learners with
diverse L1 backgrounds may be due to a return to the basic system, rather than a need
toruse the L1 to any great extent. The pull towards the basic code is therefore stronger
than:any L1 influences. However, Selinker (1992:33-34) feels that a combination of

approaches is the correct one:
My hypothesis is that the NL is part of where the L2 learner has to be
on day one of exposure o input from the TL, because of the pervasive
reality of language transfer and, therefore, interlingual identifications.
But it cannot be the entire starting point because of the reality of early
fossilization of non-L1-like structures.
b) Simplification
Simple systems and simplification processes are controversial issues in
1L writing. The core system is a simple system (but not a simplified version of the NL
or'the TL because the learner does not know the TL, according to Valdman, 1977).
This simple system is elaborated as the learner learns more about the TL, with the
possibility that development is arrested at some point, resulting in fossilization.
Explaining the simplification which has taken place in simple codes, Corder (1977)

discusses two views of simplification. The first is that IL appears simple because it is

compared to a native language (NL), which means that [Ls are described in terms of
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the complexities of these fully-fledged languages. This is the view taken by Silva-
Corvalan (1991:330) when she says linguistic simplification includes “reduction of
the inventory of linguistic forms, semantic range, or language functions, and the
elimination of alternative structures at certain levels”. She also sees it as
generalization or overgeneralization (see also Preston cited in Silva-Corvalan 1991),
which involves expanding the use of one form at the expense of another form,
resulting in a loss of variety in the forms used. In SLA, forms are not being lost, but
the overgeneralization of a form is the starting point with progressive acquisition of
further forms in a process which is the mirror-image of language loss. Simplification
in ILs may therefore be the result of universal simplification processes, which
removes the link to a specific native language.

The second way of looking at simplification, which Corder (1977) also
examines, is that NLs are complex forms of simple codes and that there are language-
specific complexification strategies or rules (see also Klein & Perdue 1992 for a
similar conclusion). According to Baker (1979), from a learnability perspective, the
idea of a simple code which is elaborated is a betier one.

2.1.3.4 Development of the Interlanguage System

When discussing further development of the IL system, it is essential
to remember that internal systematicity is a central principle of IL. Ellis (1985a)
points out that IL is systematic from both horizontal (synchronic) and vertical
(diachronic) perspectives. Although it does not necessarily detract from the systematic
nature of IL, it is also necessary to posit a degree of variability. However, Sharwood
Smith (1994) sees systematicity and variability as incompatible, and he argues that

absolute systematicity and independence of the system has to be an idealization
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because of the dynamic quality of the learner’s IL. Development may be viewed in
two ways: either as leaps from stage to stage, or as the gradual spread of a rule to
different areas and contexts of the IL. Both views lead to a role for variability which,
although it may be random at times, is more often contextually derived, with
influence from the L1 (permeability) and internal development having an effect on the
choices made. The task may also have an effect on variability (Tarone 1982, 1983,
1989). Any analysis of IL therefore requires an account of situational, contextual and
linguistic factors as well as their interaction, as these factors may influence the
product of the system (Sato 1988, 1990).

The focus on L1 and developmental errors is a combination of a contrastive
analysis (CA) approach, cognitive processes (Gass 1979; Kellerman 1977, 1979;
Sharwood Smith 1979), and developmental processes (Andersen 1983). Learning
happens gradually as the process involves learning forms, meanings and functions
(Larsen-Freeman 1991) while rules change over time (Ellis 1987a and b; Selinker &
Douglas 1985). Rules need to cover all aspects of language from the phonological to
the discoursal levels (Klein 1991), and these rules must allow for interaction, since
each level of language is not learned in an isolated fashion. Form-meaning

relationships need to be developed since

... there are also forms whose relationship with meaning is difficult o
access in the L2. These forms carry little semantic weight or have little
perceptual salience, or the form meaning relationship may be difficult to
grasp. .. Learners also need data as they construct or set their
interlanguage. They need to know how their interlanguage differs from
the 1.2. It might be said that they need to know what is ungrammatical,
but since interlanguage is systematic and, therefore, grammatical in its
own way, one might simply say that learmners need to know what in their

interlanguage is inconsistent with the L2. Finally, learners need to have
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data on the potential of their interlanguage for expressing relationships of
form and meaning as well as the extent to which they can modify and

restructure their interlanguage toward L2 morphosyntax. (Pica 1998:11)

As new knowledge is gained and integrated into the underlying system, the
functions of other items in the system are narrowed or broadened and elements of the
'system are restructured or rejected. Interlanguage does not develop in a linear fashion
but is recursive and continually restructured (Corder 1992). Carroll (1984) finds in her
study of English learners of German that IL data shows periods of focus where there
is an inconsistent number of one type of structure which has been newly acquired at
the expense of other forms which may have been used earlier. The notion of staged
‘development from one IL to another might not be a feasible one, as restructuring may
not necessarily move the learner forward but may in fact move him/her further away
from the TL if an incorrect hypothesis is made. Alternatively, it may create confusion,
so that the learner temporarily reverts to an earlier stage (backsliding). In addition, the
degree of variation apparent in an IL at any one time may preclude the notion of
discretely staged development. Corder (1992) prefers to use this model for
phonological development, but he does not see this as necessarily feasible in the case
of other subsystems of language, partly because of the lack of clarity about the
starting point of IL. As a result, it is not always possible to predict that learners will
progress in exactly the same way and improve their competence in a particular
element of the system. For example, Clahsen (1995), discussing the development of
German plurals, found that although some learners increased their accuracy over time,
some learners stayed at about the same rate of accuracy even though other elements of
their grammar did develop. Over the two year period, none of the learners he

investigated reached 100% accuracy.
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Cazden (1968) offers a classification into fowr periods in L1 acquisition: no
inflection is apparent; formulaic utterances are produced (there are no errors but little
communication beyond the set of known utterances); much communication with
many errors and overgeneralizations; and 90% correct use of a form.

These L1 acquisition stages seem to be true of L2 development as well (Klein
1986). With regard to the grammaticalization of utterances, Skiba & Dittmar (1992)
conclude that the first stage is where learners put words next to each other but they are
not explicitly refated. The second stage occurs when syntax starts to develop and
relations between words are shown more explicitly. The third stage is where the IL
and TL start to converge, and syntactic and morphological relations are fairly target-
like. Bardovi-Harlig & Bofman (1989) conclude that advanced learners are better at
syntax than at morphology because they focus on what is communicatively important
rather than on what is less important (and often redundant) to communication.

Fodor & Crain (cited in Zobl 1992) feel that the conservativeness of the
learning process is a result of hypothesis-testing which relies on the input and
unmarked versions of a grammar. Less conservative development only occurs once
marked versions of a structure are noticed in the input. Beck et al. (1995) and
Schwartz (1993) argue that positive evidence is the main factor in L2 grammar
development. Although they do not rule out a role for negative evidence in SLA, they
do not believe that it plays a role as evidence in constructing L2 grammar systems.

Schachter (1992) says that hypotheses are formulated on the basis of
experience with the language and input and that the formulation-testing-
acceptance/rejection process is cyclical and continuous, with the learner focusing at

different times on different hypotheses.
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Common to both versions of the cognitive approach is the idea that L2
learners initially decode, analyze, store and produce - ie. process -
material from the new language in ways which are defermined by general
cognifive factors like the ‘perceptual saliency’ of the material, the
‘continuity’ of elements in that material, the basic ‘conservatism’ of
earners in not extending hypotheses to domains not warranted by the
input. This approach considers that people perceive events in terms of
‘actors’, ‘actions’ and ‘persons or things acted upon’, and that these are
more ‘salient’ than the place where the event took place, or the time it
took place, or the manner in which it took place. By extension it is
considered that L2 learners will attend to and acquire new ways of
expressing ‘actors’, ‘actions’ and ‘people or things acted upon’ before
they will attend to and acquire adverbials dealing with the place, time and

manner of the event. (Towell & Hawkins 1994:46)

Tarone (1988) and Ellis (1992) believe that noticing is the crucial aspect for
inclusion of a new structure in the grammar. Ellis (1992) sees development spreading
:according to tasks or contexts. However, Towell & Hawkins (1994) feel that this view
‘implies a random entry point by the leamer rather than an entry point which can be
‘felated to the L1. They cite as evidence studies of leamners of English and French
“which show that these learners differ systematically in where they place the object
‘pronoun, with French learners easily learning to place the pronoun postverbally in
E'I_lglish, but English learners going through a stage of placing the French pronoun
‘postverbally rather than preverbally (the same sequence is found for English learners
.ot Spanish according to Andersen, 1991).

This section has discussed the general features of IL. development which seem
to result from a series of cycles of hypothesis-making and hypothesis-testing, possibly
limited by a universal set of constraints on what kind of hypotheses can be made. The

performance displayed by the learner is subject to variability according to task and
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level of development. As this section has focused mainly on the general features of
development, an area which is particularly relevant to the present study. English
pronoun IL development might be found over time among the Thai university English
‘majors; both pronoun accuracy and errors will be taken in account.

2.1.3.5 Conclusions regarding Interlanguage

Selinker’s notion of Interlanguage is a valuable one which has had an
enormous impact on the way in which SLA theorists conceive of learner language.
For example, interlanguage is no longer widely viewed amongst most theorists as a
poor approximation of the TL, but a system in ifs own right which is regular and rule-
governed. It is therefore equal to other languages, although there are notable
differences between ILs and fully-fledged languages. Firstly, it is a system which can
change quite rapidly and it may have a higher degree of variability at any one time or
over time. Secondly, it is idiosyncratic to the learner to some extent, although there
seem to be common developmental routes across learners from the same and different
language backgrounds. Thirdly, some leamers fossilize before they have a fully
functional system which could be used in as wide a range of contexts as their L1s.

To the present study Interlanguage will be employed as fundamental
framework for analyzing learners’ pronoun and pronoun errors over time, associated
with Computer-aided Error Analysis approach discussed later in sections 2.3.

2.1.4 Conclusion

The tripartite SLA approaches: Contrastive Analysis (CA), Ermror Analysis
(EA), and Interlanguage (IL) are employed in the present study as the central
hypothetical framework for the_ data interpretation and discussions. CA supports ideas

for predetermined tentative errors of pronoun performed by Thai EFL learners; EA
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assists categorizing errors of pronoun in writings and; IL provides explanations of
pronoun development over time among the Thai EFL learners. All three fundamental
approaches will be expected to explain how performance of Engiish pronoun is so in
the students’ narratives, as well as how the errors occur. In addition, differences
across the groups of English majors are anticipated to clarify tenfative students’
language development of English pronoun over time. The approaches are employed

‘in the computer learner corpus-based approaches as discussed in the next section.

2.2 Computer Learner Corpora
As discussed in the prior section, Computer Learner Corpora (CLC) originated
from such SLA approaches as CA, EA, and IL; however, CLC studies have been
considered as distinct from SLA on two bases: better functions (that is, better
descriptions of interlanguage and better understanding of factors influencing 1.2
learning) and better pedagogical application (Granger, 2008; Nesselhauf, 2004; Tono,
2003). This section focuses on Computer Learner Corpora and its current situation
around the world. In addition, CL.C approaches of Contrastive Interlanguage Analysis
(CIA) and Computer-aided Error Analysis (CEA) are provided in the final part of the
section.
2.2.1 Definitions and Typology
2.2.1.1 Definitions of Computer Learner Corpora
The definitions used in the literature can be chronologically identified
(Bowker and Pearson, 2002; Dagneux et al, 1998; Granger, 2002; Leech, 1998;

Nesselhuaf, 2004 and 2005; McEnery et al, 2006) as presented below.
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Firstly, Leech (1998: XV) addresses learner corpus as ‘a computerized textual
‘database of the language produced by foreign language learners’

For Dagneaux, learner corpus is “a collection of machine-readable natural
s P

language data produced by L2 learners™ (Dagneaux et al., 1998: 165).

Following Granger (2002: 124), learner corpora are defined as ‘electronic
collections of spoken or written texts produced by foreign or second language learners
in a variety of language settings.’

Another definition of learner corpora from Bowker and Pearson (2002: 9) is ‘a
large collection of authentic texts that have been gathered in electronic form
according to a specific set of criteria’.

Nesselhuaf (2004: 125; 2005: 40) defines learner corpora as ‘systematic
computerized collections of text produced by language learners.’

Finally, McEnery et al (2006: 65) state that learner corpus is ‘a collection of
the writing or speech of learners acquiring a second language (1.2)."

In brief, since the definitions given by the scholars are nearly identical; a
conclusive definition of leaner corpora can be merged as ‘systematic collections of
Spoken or written language, in a computerized textual form, produced by ESL or EFL
learners in and variety of language settings’ which provide pictures of various factors

+possibly found in studies of learner language. The definition truly relates to research
design since it involves language, tasks, and learners. Researchers should take these
criteria into considerations when designing studies of learner corpora, which will be
extensively addressed in the next section, in section 2.2.3, and again in Chapter 3,

Research Methodologies.
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2.2.1.2 Typology in Computer Learner Corpora

In worldwide perspective of how learer corpora are collected around
the world (Pravec, 2002), learner corpora studies investigated with the same
characteristics (Granger, 1998, 2003, 2008; Granger et al, 2002). The current
‘situation of typology of leamer corpora studies are: (a) objective (commercial or
academic); (b) size of corpora (big or small); (c) target language (English or non-
English); (d) language medium (writing or speech); and () methodology (longitudinal
‘or cross-sectional).

(a) Qbjectives of Learner Corpora:

Computer learmner corpora can be grouped by objectives, whether it is
-academically or commercially conducted. There are only a few commercial corpora,
_often investigated by business firms, most of them publishing companies; while there
are a greater number of leamner corpora projects conducted with academic purposes.
‘However, the commercial ones tend to provide greater data than do the academic
~ones. The most well-known commercial corpora are Longman Learners’ Corpus and
the Cambridge Learner Corpus, providing more than 10 million words and presenting
numerous learners’ L1 backgrounds. In contrast, the academic corpora generally
provide much smaller size of corpora with a limited range of learners’ LI
backgrounds. The exception is the International Corpus of Learner English (ICLE)
with its notable large corpus size and multiple backgrounds of learners from a large

number of L1s.
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(b) Size of Corpora
Due to leamer corpus data collecting and storing, a size of corpora in
each project can grow speedily. Accordingly, most of the learner corpora projects
approximately hold a million words rather than hundreds or thousands; however, a
small number of words in a corpus is always a starting point for a larger corpus for
better generalization. It is worthwhile to investigate small corpora; Ragan (2001)
mentioned that the size is not as important as the planning and tracking of the
| language product and its application. In addition, to conduct a longitudinal study with
a corpus of small size can be valuable since the information obtained will trace back
how individual language develops over time.
(¢} Target Language
Although English clearly dominates the outlook of learner corpora
studies, other non English corpora have become more in focus according to an
~ increasing number of such projects of non-English learner languages. So far there
have been at least 65 projects conducting learner corpora of English around the world.
Probably the largest projects are gathered in ICLE, with 2.5-3 million words produced
oy learners of English with 11 different mother tongues (Granger et al, 2002; Granger,
2003), excluding sub-projects independently carried out in other countries such as The
Br-ICLE corpus in Brazil, The GICLE corpus in German, and The PICLE corpus in
Poland. Additionally, Hong Kong University of Science and Technology Learner
Corpus with 25 million words was obtained from Chinese learners of English (Milton,
1998). Other smaller projects are, for examples, EVA corpus of spoken language
produced by Norwegians (Hasselgren, 1997), APU Spanish learner corpus (Ife, 2004),

and Japanese speech in NICT JLE corpus (Izumi et al, 2004).
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Aside from the popularity of English corpus projects, some corpus projects
investigate languages other than English, e.g. French (Debrock et al, 1996},
:fi'\T"brwegian (Tenfjord et al, 2004), Dutch (Degand and Perrez, 2004) Spanish (Ife,
:2004), and German (Liideling et al, 2005). Interestingly, Multilingual Learner Corpus
has collected data from learners with a single L1 background (Brazilian Portuguese)
“léarning different target languages such as English, German, and Spanish (Tagnin,
2003) Such studies have become more popular; at least five projects have obtained
data from learners with a common L1, for instances, Polish, Catalan, and Italian,

(d) Medium

Leamer written corpora have clearly dominated over learner spoken
“corpora (Pravec, 2002). According to the current situation of learner corpora around
the world reported below in the section 2.2, there are 70 English corpora projects in
total. 53 projects out of 70 examine learner corpora in written texts; while only 17
projects investigate learner spoken corpora. Mixed medium of both written and
spoken corpora have been studied in 7 projects. Remarkably, there are 2 projects
examining learner language by employing information and communication
-technologies obtaining data from CMC (computer-mediated communication) courses
--?(Howard, 2009; Howard and van Moere, 2002) and telecollaborative communication
‘in 5 years, from 2000-2005 (Reder et al, 2003).

(e) Methodological Design

Cross-sectional methodological design is used for studying
interlanguage data collected from different subjects with different proficiency levels
at the same time; while real longitudinal corpora constitutes only 10% of known

corpora or 7 out of 70 projects (for example, the Barcelona English Language Corpus,
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the Corpus of Young Learner Interlanguage (CYLIL), and the LONGDALE project)
¢ollecting data from the same subjects over time.

2.2.2 Computer Learner Corpora around the World

To research information about CLC around the world, the information
collected by Pravec (2002), with nine major centers of learner corpora, and one
provided in ICLE website (http://www.uclouvain.be/en-cecl-leWorld.html) are truly
__f‘_'the best comprehensive starting point.  Studies of learner corpora have been
_conducted for more than twenty years since the late 1980s (Granger, 2008); however,
‘the studies in this field are relatively at an infant stage; as presented in the table 2.2
‘below that there have been 70 main projects so far actively conducting learner
corpora. The corpora are categorized in terms of: the learners’ L1 backgrounds;
leanguage medium; text and task type; learner level & English environment; size in
number of words; and methodological design & objectives.

Actually, there are 105 projects examining learner corpora around the world;
35 of them conduct research of corpora in languages other than English. As a result,
70 projects of learner corpora in English will be presented in this section. Table 2.2

~helow summarizes English learner corpora around the word.
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proposals), but
not published
44) The Montclair Student essays
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*projects (66-70) conducting studies of learner corpora from learners with multiple mother tongue
backgrounds; the subjects are learners of multiple fanguages including English.
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In accordance with the table, 70 projects of learner corpora of English have
been investigated; however, a shorter note of learner corpora in written mode and
additional report of learner corpora studies in writing are stated below.

2.2.2.1 Review of Learner Corpora in Written Texts

The review in this section has been completed based on the
‘accessibility of the corpus centers and on the present study objective to explore
learner language in written mode. In terms of accessibility, learner corpora objectives
will be considered as the first criterion; later the review is narrow down into projects
of learner written corpora.

In a view of accessibility, certainly the learner corpus projects with
commercial objectives like the Cambridge Learner Corpus and the Longman
Learners’ Corpus do not allow outsiders to use the learner corpus database freely; a
few projects are conducted with academic and commercial purposes such as the
Louvain International Database of Spoken English Interlanguage (LINDSEIL), the
International Corpora of Learner English (ICLE), and the ISLE speech corpus offer a
commercial channel to order CD containing learner corpus ciatabase online. Others
are conducted with academic purposes and most of their research papers are
searchable or downloadable online (e.g. Asao Kojiro’s Learner Corpus Data, BELC-
The Barcelona English Language Corpus, the EVA Corpus of Norwegian, and
others). Some projects are limited to researchers in the projects and some provide
accessibility for researchers allowed to use the learner corpora database after
registering online such as the Br-ICLE corpus (Brazilian component of ICLE), the
Giessen-Long Beach Chaplin Corpus (GLBCC), and the Chinese Learner English

Corpus (CLEC). At this point, the present study obviously aims to explore learner
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corpora in written mode; learner corpora studies with academic purposes will be
yeviewed next based on task types, language, and learners.

There are 53 projects of learner corpora of English include learner database in
swritten mode; the projects conduct research by using different text and task types. Of
{He 53 projects, 7 projects combine learner corpora in written and spoken form. In
addition, a variety of written task types provided in these projects is essay-oriented
since 35 projects out of 53 define the task eliciting learner data in the forms of essays
and compositions. The essays can be categorized into various styles: argumentative,
déscriptive, expository, narrative, and literary (Myles, 2003); however, the most
common is argumentative (e.g. Abe, 2003; Arts and Granger, 1998; Agerstrom, 2000;
Cobb, 2003; and Diez-Bedmar, 2009). Other tasks used in such project are stories
written or reproduced (Asao, 1997); term papers: reports, research plans, abstracts,
jeviews, summaries, and thesis (Brezolin, 2008; Gabrielatos and McEnery, 2005).
The other projects provide some different tasks when collecting learner data. They
dbfain the learner data from some business documents: letters, CVs, diaries
':(Fiowerdew, 2000) EAP materials (Flowerdew, 2001), and translation (Granger,
2008; Spence, 1998; Uzar, 2002, 2003a, 2003b). However, such studies conducted in
different English learning environments, whether ESL or EFL learning environments,
might come up with results in another way.

Based on the information in the table, consideration of learner context,
‘whether it is an ESL or EFL environment, should be highlighted as well. There are 52
‘projects that clearly reveal learners’ language learning context; from this, it can be
determined that the number of projects of ESL and EFL corpora are both 26. The

others do not identify the learners’ learning environment in fotal. However, of the 26
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EFL corpora projects, some Asian learners of English corpora (e.g. Japan, Korea,
Taiwan, China, and Malaysia) are actively implemented and publicized. None of the
projects explore Thai EFL learners in particular. Some corpus-based studies of learner
language have revealed some of main problems that non-native learners of English
have when writing.

2.2.2.2 Learner Corpora Studies in Written Language

Corpus-based studies have shown many problems non-native learners
of English encounter when writing: errors in collocational patterning of words and
phraseological inappropriateness (Flowerdew, 2000; Giliquin et al, 2007), pragmatic
inappropriacy, e.g. unsuitable use of modals or hedges (Flowerdew, 2000; Granger
and Rayson, 1998; Hewings and Hewings, 2002; Neff et al, 2004); semantic misuse
(Guliquin et al, 2007), discourse features such as misuse, underuse, overuse of
connectors; tendency to put connectors in initial position of sentences; signaling noun
use (de Cock, 2003; Flowerdew, 2001; Granger and Tyson, 1996), register awareness
deficiency such as using some grammatical or lexical features of speech in writing,
and underuse of some grammatical or lexical features of writing (Guliguin et al, 2007;
Guliquin and Paquot, 2007; Granger and Rayson, 1998). However, among those
grammatical, lexical, semantic, and discoursal errors, pronoun errors, a grammatical
feature accepted as one of cobesive device in writing discourse (Johnstone, 2002) is
not examined in particular. The present study, therefore, seeks to explore how Thai
EFL learners produce pronouns in writings, what types of pronoun error occur when

they write, and what language patterns of pronoun occur over time.
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2.2.2.3 Conclusion
To put it briefly, an increasing number of studies of learner corpora
have been investigated around the world in terms of the number of projects, number
of words collected, and a growing number of L1 languages examined. Approximately
a hundred projects still actively carry on their exploration of learner language in
different English learning contexts, ESL or EFL environments, The studies of learner
corpora have been set with different considerations or variables: learner levels (e.g.
proficiency level and L2 context), language (e.g. medium, English or non-English),
and task type (e.g. authentic or prepared, timed or untimed, and source free or source
control). These truly help researchers in this field set the research design more
systematically; the criteria will be comprehensively conferred for tracing the present
study design of learner corpora.
2.2.3 Computer Learner Corpora Design
As stated earlier in section 2.1.1, Nesselhauf (2004:125; 2005:40) identifies
learner corpora as ‘systematic computerized collections of text produced by language
learners’; Granger (2008) supports that the word ‘systemaric’ is essential for a strict
design of learner corpora collection. The most accepted design criteria have been
proposed by Tono (2003:800) with three main categories: language, task, and

learners, as explained below.
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Table 2.3 Criteria for a learner corpus design (Tono, 2003: 800)

" Language-related Task-related Learner-related
ﬂu’évfode: Method of collection: [cross~ | Internal-cognitive:
':'__[ﬁyritten/spoken] sectional/longitudinal} fage/cognitive style]
Genre Method of elicitation: Internal-gffective:
fj{!_gﬁer/diary/ﬁction/essay] [spontaneous/prepared] [motivation/attitude]
S’zjz[e Use of references: L1 background/L2
fnérration/argmnentation] [dictionary/source text] environment:
[ESL/EFL)/[level of school]
T opic: Time limitation: L2 proficiency:
;3_{generailleisure/etc.] [fixed/free/homework] [standard test score]

The criteria consist of three main issues: language, task, and learners.
a) Considerations of language-related issues (mode/genre/style/topic)
To take language-related issues into consideration, a researcher has to decide
‘which language of learner corpora he or she aims to explore. Domination of English is
undeniably found among the designs of corpus-based; however, some, 35 out of 105
projects, research designs define non-English learner corpora as a target language; and
vonly 5 projects describe their target language in the designs as multi-lingual. As a
result, the target language can be English, non-English, and multi-languages. Next, a
researcher has to consider mode or medium of the learner corpora provided it is
writing, speech, or multi-media. Then genre eliciting the language medium will be
considered.
It may be worth clarifying what is meant by genre first of all. Genre for most

people is associated with the world of fiction writing, and categories such as thriller,
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science fiction or gothic horror spring immediately to mind (Zaytseva, 2011). What
most of our students need to produce when they need to function in English, however,
are things like a letter to a prospective employer, a business report or the write-up of a
scientific experiment. The key to the concept of genre is the ‘purpose’ the piece of
writing serves. Genre in writing can be essays, diaries, fictions, articles, and business
documents (e.g. correspondences, CVs, and other synchronic or asynchronic
communications); while spoken genres tends to be recorded dialogues, conversations,
interviews, read-aloud, storytelling or recalling, and other oral communication paths
(Widdowson, 2000). However, for more precise interpretation and discussions, styles
of genre need to be clarified.

Additionally, styles of genre, a characteristic of particular genre (Biber and
Concord, 2009), have to be reviewed as one of variables for more valid and specific
conclusions.  For example, a wrilten essay can be categorized as recount, narrative,
information report, discussion, exposition, explanation and procedure (Zaytseva,
2011). Finally, the topic will be selected.

In short, language-related issues to be taken into considerations when
- designing learner corpus studies are mode, genre, style, and topic. These criteria are
determined so that research instruments can be designed with high content validity
(the instrument tests what the study aim to explore) (Cresswell, 2005).

b) Considerations of task-related issues (data collection/elicitation/use of

reference/time limitation)

The data collection method normally relates to research questions; the possible

ways generally occupied are cross-section, collecting data from different subjects at a
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time, and longitudinal, collecting data from same subject at different time (Cresswell,
20035).

Another issue to be considered is data elicitation methods, whether it is in
natural way or in a prepared setting. This truly depends of what data type a researcher
seeks. The data collected in a natural way clearly does not require subjects’
preparation before administering the research instruments such as writing outside
classroom setting and writing during social network chatting; while the other requires
subjects” preparation before collecting the data, examination or interview, for
examples. Then, other criteria can categorize the data elicitation methods as well.
First, permission to use reference textbooks or dictionaries has to be cautiously borne
in mind if it influences the subjects’ performance or not. If not, a researcher might
allow textbooks or dictionaries, or identify dictionaries possibly to be used when the
data is collected. Finally, time controlfling usually implies a prepared setting; for
example, a take-home assignment to write an essay for two week will give subjects
some time to prepare, research, review, and revise before submitting their work. In
this case, all references are freely employed.

In summary, task-related criteria directly 1nvolve research theoretical
- framework since they imply how the research is held, whether in cross-sectional or
longitudinal paradigm. Besides, research instruments and how the instruments are
managed are included.

b} Considerations of learner-related issues (internal-cognitive/internal-

affective/L1 background & L2 environment/L2 proficiency)

The last criteria for building a learner corpus are about learners: internal-

Cognitive, internal affective, L1 background & L2 environment, and L2 proficiency
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levels. These help a researcher identify subjects in the study. Firstly, learners’
internal-cognitive or learners’ individual characteristics: age, aptitude, motivation &
attitude, personality, cognitive style, and learning strategies (Larsen-Freeman and
Long, 1991; Lightbrown and Spada, 1993). Effects of each individual difference has
to be considered since it influences L2 learning: for examples, older children can
learner more rapidly than younger children; with regards to morphology and syntax,
teenagers can learn best; adults can learn grammar faster than do children; but
children have better progress than adults where pronunciation is concerned (Ellis,
1994}. In addition, other internal cognitive issues affect L2 learning in similar ways;
positive motivation & attitude, personality, style, and learning strategies tend to
support better L2 learning. Thus, learners’ individual characteristics should be
clarified as factors in L2 learning.

Additionally, learners® L1 background or mother tongue has to be identified so
that comparisons between L1 and L2 can be made if needed. Moreover, L2
environment of learners can be defined as ESL, EFL, or EOL (Granger, 2002). ESL
and EFL are widely acknowledged; EOL is not. ESL (English as a Second Language)
is most often referred to when English is required in an English-speaking environment
(e.g. England, US, and Australia), often affecting immigrant populations. EFL
(English as a Foreign Language), means English that is learned in a classroom
environment in a non-English-speaking country (e.g. Japan, Korea, Thailand, etc.).
Finally, English as an Official Language (EOL) covers indigenized varieties of
English, such as Indian English and Nigerian English and used as an official language

of communication (such as affairs of government). This information will help
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researchers depict how and why learners of English perform language in some
particular ways.

Finally, Tono (2008) proposed learners’ 1.2 proficiency as another criterion in
terms of learner-related issues. The learners’ L2 proficiency might be classified as
beginner, pre-intermediate, intermediate, upper-intermediate, and advanced; however,
classifying learners’ L2 proficiency is not simiple in reality. Learners often gather
with various L2 proficiency levels. To categorize the learners according to their
proficiency, therefore, a placement test is required. Although positioning learners’ L2
proficiency might support more reliability of conclusions, generalizability might be
questioned. In this case, Granger (2008) suggested an alternative way to use learners’
institutional status so that the conclusion is more applicable; plus, no tests are needed.

All three main criteria have been proposed systematically by Tono (2003), as
the most applicable criteria for building learner corpus research these days. The
criteria are related to language, task, and learners; after all are set, research approach
to process the data obtained has to be defined next.

2.2.4 Conclusion

The number of learner corpora studies has been increasing around the world in
recent years due to the advantages of storing and processing larger leamer databases
associated with SLA perspectives to analyze and interpret the data. The learner
corpus-based studies have been categorized by different ways related to language
(modes, genre, styles, and fopic); tasks (data collection methods, elicitation methods,
use of reference, and time control); and learners (internal-cognitive, external affective,
first language, and second 1anguage.proﬁciency). To build up such studies, therefore,

a researcher has to review and decide criteria of language, task, and learners. Then
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the study approach to deal with the data elicited from learners will be highlighted after

this section.

2.3 Computer-aided Error Analysis (CEA)

The present study aims to explore second language learners’ IL errors using
Jearner corpora; it mainly employs Computer-aided Error Analysis (CEA) approach to
‘explore learners’ corpus development. However, until now the results seem to be still
‘incomplete in nature, but there is a growing body of research into specific areas of IL
errors: for example, collocation (Granger, 1998b; Chen, 1998), connectors (Milton
and Tsang, 1993; Granger and Tyson, 1996), and irregular past tense (Tono and Aokt
1998). Additionally, learner corpora studies rarely investigate interlanguage in
different levels of learners, English pronoun in particular.

In this section, the background of the approach is reviewed, including general
steps of CEA and error tagging systems. A few learner corpus studies employing the
approach are reviewed in the last section.

2.3.1 Background of Computer-aided Error Analysis (CEA)

In accordance with the drawbacks of error analysis mentioned earlier- in
section 2.1.2, to collect a number of leamer language data with more systematic error
annotation might be a more effective approach to examine learner language (Gfan’ger;.
2002). The present study applies the approach to explore English pronouns uséd.i.n'
essay writing by Thai university English majors of different language levels attendiﬁg :
English courses, mainly based on computer error analysis (CEA) as well as accurécy:

in focus and partially based on contrastive interlanguage analysis (CIA). In addition; -
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interlanguage will be explored for correlations, if any, among the subjects with
different number of English courses the learners have taken in university level.

IL studies in learner corpora are still a very small number, though some studies
have shown some meaningful information of learner corpora to describe IL
characteristics at different developmental stages (Tono, 2000b). ICLE projects (de
‘Haan 1997, Aarts and Granger 1998) have investigated characteristics of learner
language in different stages by examining sequences of part of speech (POS) tags.
The frequency of use of English articles was lowest among Finnish EFL learners (de
Haan 1997); and this cotresponds with the findings of Mazon and Uzar (2000) that
Japanese and Polish EFL leamers hardly used articles when communicating in
English, since there is no article system in Japanese and only a minimal one in Polish.
Aarts and Granger (1998) found similar tag sequence frequencies among Dutch,
TFinnish, and French EFL learners; based on POS tagging, nouns were underused and
pronouns were overused in sentence-initial sequences. Other research results, such as
Tono (2000b), showed very different sequence patterns compared to Aarts and
Granger; modals and prepositional phrases were consistently underused by Japanese
learners.

CEA analysis system, associated with Error Analysis approach, implemented in
FreeText project and developed by Dagneaux et al (1998) comprises 5 steps as
following:

1) Manual correcting of L2 French corpus

2) Elaborating error tagging system for L2 French

3) Inserting error tags and correction in the text files

4} Recovering specific error types and statistics list
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5) Analyzing with linguistically concordance-based methods for error types
Similar to the present study, after POS tagging with the pronoun tagset designed the 5
:s_'_t;'eps for error tagging are processed. Firstly, manual correcting of the tagged
pronouns produced by the Thai subjects will be processed. Next, the error tagset
based on Thai learners’ performance is systematically designed and detailed (see
Chapter 3). Thirdly, the error tagset and correction will be applied into the text files.
Then, specific error types and statistical list are administered. Lastly, both
quantitative and qualitative data analysis will be completed with linguistically
concordance-based methods for error analysis and discussions. The 5 steps will be
.'pr'ocessed with the tagset designed based on the errors possibly produced by Thai EFL
learners; however, the error tagset is possibly adapted to pronoun errors performed by
.other learners of English according to suggestions for error tagging system provided
by Granger (2003).

Additionally, to design more effective error tagging systems, the annotators
have to consider the following four required characteristics suggested by Granger
(2003, 2008):

1) Informative and manageable

2) Reusable for variety of languages

3) Flexible for addition or deletion of tags at annotation and post-annotation

stages

4) Consistent error tagging principles between annotators
The error tagset in the study has been designed with these considerations. The error
tagset symbols with corrections are informative enough to identify types of error,

positions, and corrections of the errors. In addition, the error categories are clear
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enough to direct. For the error tagset reusability, it is able to be reused in studies of
Thai learners of English or other language learners of English. On top of that, the
error tagset can be added or deleted at any stage; its flexibility is rather high. Finally,
though the annotators attempted to design better error annotations for applicable
annotation to a wide range of languages, there is no automatic error annotation at
present (Granger 2008; Tono 2000b); reliability of error tagging is very vital. Thus,
there are three annotators trained for reliable error tagging system; at least two thirds
of the annotators’ decisions are final.

In briet, CEA has been innovative approach, utilized most in Asian contexts,
to reduce some weak points in the traditional EA; however, the fundamental idea of
EA has been applied along with analysis processes. Applying CEA into learner
language studies, researchers have to be cautious in designing the error tagset by
considering its usefulness, reusability for a choice of languages, flexibility, and
reliability of error tagging rules employed by annotators. To keep on these tracks,
error tagging systems developed by some CLC researchers must be taken into
considerations for designing particular tagsets of pronoun and pronoun errors for Thai
EFL learners.

2,3.2 Error Tagging Systems

As mentioned earlier there is no completely automatic error annotation;
annotators of many languages have to find out the most appropriate annotation
systems for their studies. Advantageously, some error annotation systems designed in
some previous studies can be adapted as they are flexible enough to add or delete
some lags manually during tagging and after tagging processes (Granger 2003;

Negrillo and Dominguez 2006). The error tagging system, therefore, must be kept in
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mind as it truly helps tracing and arranging learners’ errors; error tagging systems
have been developed among CEA research reviewed below.

Firstly, error tagging system for English developed by Cambridge University
Press employs ‘a two-letter coding system’, in which the first letter refers the general
type of errors (e.g. incorrect forms, omission, and overuse); while the second letter

refers to word class (Nichollos, 2003). For example,

Timmy <#UP>he<#UP> hits his brother....  (Nichollos, 2003: 573)

The letter *U” refers to overuse and the letter ‘P’ refers to pronoun. However, the two-
letter coding system is rather restricted since there are plenty of error types.
Moreover, some word classes begin with the same letter, e.g. pronoun and
preposition; thus the system might be too limited for extending.

Another initial error tagging system suggested by Granger (2003) and drawn
for French as a Foreign Language is based on ‘a three-tiered annotation system’
consisting of error domain (form, morphology, grammar, lexis, and others), error
category (number, tense, person, and others), and word category of the error (verb,

noun, pronoun, and others). For example,
L’héritage du passé est trés <G><GEN><ADI> #fort$ forte </ADI></GEN></G>

Error tagging systems normally includes the correction of the error detected. In the
sentence above, the error detected after *#° is ‘fort’, with a grammatical error <G> of
an adjective <ADJ> in genitive case <GEN>. The correction is provided right after
‘$* as “forte’. The error tagging system is effective enough in terms of application
and extension to further studies. However, some other taxonomies are possibly used

in other CEA studies.
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The other two major descriptive error taxonomies proposed by Dulay, Burt,
and Krashen (1982) are taxonomy based on linguistic categories (e.g. general
linguistic categories like morphology, lexis, and grammar; and more specific ones like
nouns, articles, and pronouns) and taxonomy based on surface structures (e.g.
ornission, addition, malformation, and misordering). The error annotation system has
been developed with alternative tools for computerized autoimmunization of error
annotation such as Université Catholique de Louvain Error Editor (UCLEE) and
TagEditor (Izumi et al, 2003). Some other studies of specific errors were not named,
but generally referred to the name of university or counterpart project they worked for
(e.g. Izumi and Isahara 2004; Tono 2000b). The most frequently mentioned as best
representatives for error annotation systems are:

1) The Cambridge Learner Corpus project (CLC)

2) The FreeText project

3) The Umversité Catholique de Louvain

4) The National Institute of Information and Communications Technology

Japanese Learner of English (NICT JLE) |

The first one is commercially available since it provides tagsets for a variety
of languages (Cambridge University Press, www, 2006). The second and third have
been developed in the Centre of English Corpus Linguistics, Université Catholique de
Louvain (http://cecl.fltr.uclac. be). They have been the most repeatedly applied in
some studies (e.g. Dagneaux et al 1998; Granger 1999; L’haire and Vandevender
Faltin 2003). Finally, the last one, NICT JLE has been consistently applied in

Japanese learner corpora studies (Izumi et al 2004, 2005; Tono 2004).
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This section will discuss error annotation systems mainly based on dimensions
of the error taxonomies and the structure of error taxonomies and error tags in the

three well-known error annotation systems for academic purposes mentioned above.

a) Dimensions of Error Taxonomies and Structure of Ervor Tags
Normally, there are two dimensions of error taxonomies: error categories
(linguistic levels) and error subcategories (error type) presented in one tag, for

example:
{...] barons that (GVT) lived $had lived$ in those (FS) castels Scastles$.

(Dagneaux et al, 1998: 16)

The first tag, (GVT), shows a grammatical (G) error of the word-class verb
(V}, and the grammatical category of tense (T) including correction of the error inside
the symbol ‘$°. The second tag, (FS), shows form (F) error of spelling (S) followed
by the correct form of the misspelling word.

Similarly, NICT JLE provides two linguistic errors at two levels: major
categories (i.e. POS classification) and error categories (i.e. noun case, number of
adjective, adverb inflection). The tagset pattern is POS classification, error category,
correction of the error tagged, and it ends with the similar pattern right after the word
annotated with the symbol ‘/ at the beginning of the pattern, for example:

1 belong to two baseball <n_nnum cre= “teams”>team</n_num>. (Izumi et al, 2005: 75)

However, the error annotation system of FreeText has three levels of
annotation: domain (i.e. linguistic level of analysis), error category (i.e. homonymy,
voice, prefab, word order), and word category (i.e. POS classification and sub-

classification), for example:
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[ ... Jbarons that <G><TPS><VSC> #lived$ had lived </G></TPS></VSC> [...]

(Adapted from Dagneaux et al 1998: 16; Granger 2003: 468)

The tagset consists of error domain of grammar, <G>; error category of tense,
<TPS>; and word category of verb, <VSC>. It is also inserted with correction of the
error tagged preceded with the symbol “#’ and ended with the symbol ‘$’. The similar
cagset with the symbol */* in front of each annotation level is provided at the end of
the error found.

The tags by FreeText and NICT JLE are based on XML (extensible markup
language) syntax. The sequence of opening tags and the correction are inserted in
front of the erroneous data, and the closing XML comes right after the error. The
strength of using XML is that it can clearly identify the structure of the text and it is
also very beneficial when corpus data is utilized for web-based pedagogical tools or
databases as a hypertext (Izumi et al, 2005).

2.3.1.1 Other Approaches of Error Tagging

An error annotation approach known as MELD has been proposed by
Fitzpatrick and Seegmiller (cf. Negrillo and Dominguez, 2006). The system depends
on reconstruction of the error rather than on description of errors by coding; as the
annotators themselves stated that a list of errors “{...] limits the errors recognized to
those in the tagset [and] introduces the possibility that annotators will misclassify
those errors that do not fit neatly into one of the tags on the list” (Negrillo and
Dominguez 2006: 97). Over classifying reconstruction is considered strength of the
study somehow as 1t was not time consuming and its assist of tagging and parsing
learner corpora. However, the approach has been criticized as questionable in terms

of reliability and consistency of error annotation.
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According to Granger (2008) and Tono (2006), error annotation is very time
and budget consuming; therefore the present study can focus only on a part of
learners® written language, English pronouns, and based on the limits of time, labor
and financial support. The error annotation system has to be informative and
manageable, reusable for many languages, flexible for adaptation, and consistent
‘between annotators. XML format will be applied throughout to be useful in the future
for all corpora and qualitative studies (Lee, 2008), because of its strength of
comprehensible format. Additionally, the study will employ a partial adaptation from
the FreeText error annotation system according to its linguistic taxonomies of
grammatical and discoursal errors. In addition, some structural features of error
taxonomies and error tags are based on Tono (2006) since Japanese pronoun error

types are quite similar to Thai ones.

2.4 English and Thai Pronouns

According to Jacobs (1995, p. 124), English pronominals can cause serious
communication problems for ESL/EFL learners. Because pronominals are often
ambiguous, especially in utterances considered separately from their context, non-
native speakers need to draw for their interpretation on grammatical principles and
pragmatic knowledge to derive meaning. Inaccurate use of pronouns in speech or
writing poses problems in syntax which if excessively present will also become
obstacles to effective communication. Pronoun, therefore, is the main language feature

to be examined.
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To explore pronouns produced by L2 learners, pronouns in the learners’ L1,
Thai, and L2, English, are reviewed and compared for better comprehensive
understanding of the language differences and similarities.

Before moving to review of pronouns in both languages, definitions of
pronoun are stated here.
‘Common Definitions of Pronoun

The traditional definition of a pronoun is a word taking the place of a noun or
noun phrase; modern grammarian regarding its position and function as the decisive
factors in classifying a part of speech usually consider pronoun as a subclass of noun
(Frank, 1972; Wales, 1996).

Additionally, other reference books such as:

- The American Heritage Dictionary of English (2009) defines
pronouns as “the part of speech that substitutes for nouns or noun
phrases and designates persons or things asked for, previously
specified, or understood from the context™ ;

- Collins English Dictionary (2003) defines pronoun as “one of a
class of words that serves to replace a noun phrase that has already
been or is about to be mentioned in the sentence or context™; and

- Merriam-Webster (2011) also states a pronoun is “any of a small
set of words in a language that are used as substitutes for nouns or
noun phrases and whose referents are named or understood in the

context.”
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In short, a pronoun can be defined as a small unit of words in a language
which is able to take the place of a noun or a noun phrase likely to be stated or
inderstood previously in the context.

Information of English and Thai pronouns will be presented in the next
sections. Forms and rules governing the pronouns in each language will be discussed.

2.4.1 English Pronouns

The following information of English pronoun includes its paradigm and
usage. The later one will be presented in terms of forms and function, and cognitive
process.

2.4.1.1 Pronoun Paradigm in English

[n this study, we are interested in the acquisition of those pronouns
which indicate the notion of person. They make up the central class of pronouns in
English. Table 2.4 is an inventory of the pronouns of Modern English (Borjars and
Burmidge, 2001).

Pronouns are words that replace a noun or noun phrase, but they commonly
refer to persons and things, Kolln (1991: 331) has said, when the word pronoun comes
to mind, we generally label them on the basis of person and members. There are three
case forms of personal pronoun to indicate different sentence function: Subjective
case, objective case and possessive case. Personal pronouns change their form for
person (First, second and third), for case (subject, object, possessive), number
(singular, plural) and gender (masculine, feminine, neuter), except for reflexive

pronoun making the same kind of changes.
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Table 2.4 Pronouns of modern English

— Personal Pronoun
Possessive Pronoun
Subject Case Object case
) “jii_‘;-person
éingt:iar: I me mine
flura[: We us ours
- j-“-éfperson
Singular: You you your
Plural: You you your
:;_3_"’:“:‘.l:zperson
Singular:
- Feminine She her hers
- Masculine He him his
- Neuter i It its
Plural: They them theirs

The forms of pronoun in English are systematic according to the control of
person, number, gender, neuter, and case. However, usage of pronouns in English is
rather complicated as presented in the next section.

2.4.1.2 Usage of Pronouns in English
A. Forms and Functions
a) Subject Pronouns
According to Teresa (1991), a pronoun in the subject group (I,
we, you, they, he, she, and it) may be used in two ways:
1) The subject of a verb
He is my brother. (He is the subject of the verb is)

We girls gave a party. (We is the subject of the verb gave)

He istaller than 1.
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Table 2.4 Pronouns of modern English

Personal Pronoun
Possessive Pronoun
Subject Case Object case
1% person
-Singular: I me mine
f’Iural: We us ours
.2::,-"." person
Singular: You you your
'?lurai: You you your
%r‘l person
| Singular:
- Feminine She her hers
- Masculine He him his
- Neuter It It its
Plural: They them theirs

The forms of pronoun in English are systematic according to the control of
‘person, number, gender, neuter, and case. However, usage of pronouns in English is
rather complicated as presented in the next section.

2.4.1.2 Usage of Pronouns in English
A. Forms and Functions
a) Subject Pronouns
According to Teresa (1991), a pronoun in the subject group (I,
we, you, they, he, she, and it) may be used in two ways:
1) The subject of a verb
He is my brother. (He is the subject of the verb is)
We girls gave a party. (We is the subject of the verb gave)

He is taller than I
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The sentence is not written out in full, it means He is taller than I am (I is the
subject of the verb am).
She plays as well as he.
(In full, she plays as well as he does. fHe 1s the subject of the verb does).
2) A word that means the same as the subject.
That boy in the blue jeans is ke (He is the same as the subject boy).
1t was she all right
(she is the same as the subject it. Therefore, the pronoun from of the subject group is
used).
Personal pronouns appearing after the verb be (usually for identification of a person)
take the nominative case in formal English (if is [ it is we), although many native
speakers are not comfortable with this form and modern spoken English allows some
exception for that rule: it is me and it is us are widely used particularly in informal
speech.
b) Object pronoun
Object pronouns appear after verbs or after prepositions with a
certain type of verb- preposition combination. In such phrasal verbs, a object pronoun
appears between the verb and preposition, for example call him up. Object pronouns
or pronouns in the non-subject group (me, us, you, them, him, her, and it) can be used
in four ways as:
1) Direct object of verb:
They invited me (me is the direct object of verb invited)
2) Indirect object of verb

They gave her a book.
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(her is the indirect object of the verb gave. It comes before a direct object).
3) Object of preposition
They taught it to sim (him is the object of preposition)
4) Subject of infinitive

They asked her to move (her is the subject of infinitive).

In a series of two (or more) subjects or objects, the pronoun [ comes last for
the sake of politeness, for example:

My brother and / go to the movie.

In American English, two personal pronouns do not usually occur together as
an indirect and direct object combination, for this reason, the sentence. / gave it to him
would be preferred to. I gave him it (but, { gave him some, I gave him that).

¢) Possessive Pronouns
Possessive pronouns are not followed immediately by a noun
and they often stand alone. They show possession in the same way as the similar
possessive determiner (my, our, your, their, his, her, and its). The possessive
pronouns are mine, yours, theirs, his, hers, ours, and ifs.
This book is mine.
(mine is the possessive pronoun, indicating possession of the subject
book).
B. Pronoun principles
To keep cohesion in writing, a writer needs to realize the
appropriateness of particular forms of reference by appealing to the cognitive status of

the referent in the mental representations of the discourse participants (Wales, 1996).
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For the most part, a pronoun is used when the writer believes that the referent is
already available in the readers’ consciousness (i.e., when the entity is "given").
However, many things are possibly in the readers’ consciousness, and the writer needs
fo.use a form that will let the readers easily decide the correct one. At any one
fioment, discourse referents differ in terms of their salience in the mental
representations of discourse participants, and that less-specified forms are only used
when the referent is sufficiently salient. It is worth to review how pronoun as one of
“_r;ét_%’z_rence is expressed and what control the use of native speakers of English.

Some principles concerning cognitive process of how native speakers express

ynominal to keep readers’ comprehension are also important, for instances the most
deeeptable discourse hypotheses are Gradation of Referring Expression (Givons,

1980) and Accessibility Hierarchy (Areil, 1990). The others e.g. Chafe (1994) and

Gundel et al. (1993) are similar to Ariel's Accessibility Hierarchy, but are not as

comprehensive.

Givon (1980) proposed a list of referents used in communication based on the

degree of continuous or accessible topic as follows.
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For the most part, a pronoun is used when the writer believes that the referent is
already available in the readers’ consciousness (i.e., when the entity is "given")
However, many things are possibly in the readers’ consciousness, and the writer needs
to use a form that will let the readers easily decide the correct one. At any one
moment, discourse referents differ in terms of their salience in the mental
representations of discourse participants, and that less-specified forms are only used
when the referent is sufficiently salient. It is worth to review how pronoun as one of
reference is expressed and what control the use of native speakers of English.

Some principles concerning cognitive process of how native speakers express
pronominal to keep readers’ comprehension are also important, for instances the most
acceptable discourse hypotheses are Gradation of Referring Expression (Givons,
1980} and Accessibility Hierarchy (Areil, 1990). The others e.g. Chafe (1994) and
Gundel et al. (1993) are similar to Ariel's Accessibility Hierarchy, but are not as
comprehensive.

Givon (1980) proposed a list of referents used in communication based on the

degree of continuous or accessible topic as follows.
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Low topic continuity/accessibility

(1) Referential indefinite NPs

(2) Cleft/focus constructions

(3) Y-moved NPs (contrastive topicalization)
(4) L-dislocated Def-NPs

(5) Neutral-ordered DEF-NPs

(6) R-dislocated DEF-NPs

(7) Stressed/independent pronouns

v (8 Unstressed/bound  pronouns or  grammatical
agreement
(9) Zero anaphora

High topic continuity/accessibility

Figure 2.1: Givon’s Gradation of Referring Expressions

In a collection of cross-linguistic text analyses, Givon et al (1983) correlated
the forms of reference in 10 with three measures of topicality:

a) referential distance (how recently the entity has been mentioned);

b) potential interference (how many other potential antecedents of the
referring form there are); and

¢) persistence (how long the entity will remain in the discourse).
By using both referential distance and persistence, Givon included two features in his
conception of topicality. First, topicality reflects the status of the referent according to
the discourse thus far. Second, the way in which a speaker refers to an entity reflects
the speaker's intentions about the role of that entity in the remainder of the discourse.

Givon's measure of "potential interference” addresses the issue of the

ambiguity of the referring form, relative to the discourse situation. One problem with
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this measurement, however, is defining exactly what constitutes possible interference.

Givon's description is somewhat unclear:

"An interfering topic was counted only if it was just as semantically compatible
(most commonly in terms of animacy, humanity, agentivity or semantic

plausibility as object or subject) with the predicate of the clause of the topic

under consideration.”

(Givén ,1983:14)

This characterization, even though free, reflects the importance of constraining
information from the predicate as a whole, and not just the anaphor itself. For
examples, if one reads

(a) The butterfly; saw the catj before it; flew away.

(b) The butterfly; saw the cat; before it; pounced.

The interpretation of "it" in sentence (a} is assisted by the compatibility of "the
butterfly" and "flew". On the other hand, in the sentence (b) the compatibility
between "pounce” and "cat" would force a different interpretation of "it".

Even though Givén's measures of topicality (referential distance, potential
interference, and persistence) are too rough to accurately reveal the processes of
language comprehension and production.

However, by counting "interference" as one of the measures of topicality,
Givén seemingly has stepped beyond what was originally intended by the term
"topic". The topicality of an entity, even if it is a continuous notion, seems to be a
characteristic that exists in the role an entity plays in a discourse. On the contrary,
interference from other discourse entities is only relevant as long as it may hold back

the interpretation of referring forms. Accordingly, Givén's idea of "topicality" has
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more in commeon with other scales of salience or accessibility than with a traditional
‘conception of "topic".

Givén's topicality scale differs from other accounts of reference form in that
his measures of topicality concern the referring expression itself, as opposed to the
cognitive status of the referent. Other scholars, such as Ariel, have been concerned
with the topicality of the referent, while Givon's measures are meant to indicate the
topicality of the referring expression. Nevertheless, Givon assumes that the text
properties are associated with the cognitive status of entities, such that "What is
continuing is more predictable”, and "What is predictable is easier to process”
(1983a:12). Based on Givén’s, to a first approximation, the three measures of
topicality can be interpreted as indices of the cognitive status of the conceptual
referent, and in that sense are comparable with other approaches that identify degrees
of topicality with the referent and not with the referring expression.

The other is ‘The Accessibility Hierarchy® proposed by Areil (e.g. 1988; 1990;
1994), one of the most comprehensive in proposals of referent; the hypothesis is
employed for discussing the results of the present study. Areil suggested different
distribution patterns for different forms of reference, which she termed "accessibility
markers"'

Several researchers have suggested that the cognitive status of referents can
be characterized in terms of a graded scale. One of the most comprehensive proposals
is Ariel's Accessibility Hierarchy (e.g., 1988, 1990 and 1994). Importantly, Ariel
(1990) suggested that the accessibility of a referent entity is determined by multiple

factors. She proposed that the four most important are those listed below.
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Factors affecting the Accessibility status of an antecedent:

a) Distance: The distance between the antecedent and the anaphor (relevant to
subsequent mentions only)

b) Competition: The number of competitors on the role of antecedent.

¢) Saliency: The antecedent being a salient referent, mainly whether it
is a topic or a non-topic.

d) Unity: The antecedent being within vs. without the same frame/
world/point of view/segment or paragraph as the anaphor.

(reproduced from Ariel, 1990:28)

Ariel's third factor, "Saliency", addresses the difference between topical and
nontopical antecedents. Her discussion reflects an assumption that "topic” is defined
in terms of the grammatical subject. She also mentioned Levy's (1982) claim that
topicality is influenced by the number of anaphoric references to an entity, in
particular pronominal references. Although the Accessibility hierarchy is inherently a
graded scale, it appears that "topic" is treated as an all-or-nothing phenomenon,
implying that an entity either is the topic or not, and that a given discourse segment
has one and only one topic.

The fourth area that Ariel lists is that of "Unity". This factor reflects the effect
that discourse structure can have on "Working Memory", and thus reference form.
Arie] suggests that choices in reference form are influenced by the discourse structure,
which can be influenced by things like the passage of time within the discourse or
paragraph breaks in written text. She links this factor to Fox's (1987) claim that in
English, 'by using a pronoun the speaker displays an understanding that the preceding

sequence has not been closed down' (1987:18). Thus, pronouns are more natural for
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references to things from the same discourse segment, and fuller forms are used when
the referent was last mentioned in a different segment.

Through text analysis in Hebrew and English, Ariel (1988, 1990)
demonstrated different distribution patterns for different forms of reference, which
she termed "accessibility markers”. Her full Accessibility Marking Scale is

reproduced in 12, with examples of English accessibility markers.

Ariel's Accessibility Marking Scale (1990:73), with examples (1988:84)

Marking Scale

Examples

Full name + modifier

Full ('namy') name

Long definite description
president

Short definite description

Last name

First name

Distal demonstrative + moditier
Proximal demonstrative + modifier
Distal demonstrative + NP
Proximate demonstrative +NP
Distal demonstrative

Proximate demonstrative
Stressed pronoun + gesture
Stressed pronoun

Unstressed pronoun

Cliticized pronoun

Joan Smith, the president
Joan Smith

The tall and authoritative

The president

Smith

Joan

that hat we bought last year
this hat we bought last year
that hat

this hat

that

this

SHE (plus gesture)

SHE

she

{no examples in English)

Extremely High Accessibility Markers gaps, including pro, PRO and

wh - traces, reflexives, and Agreement
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According to the scale above, Areil showed that zero anaphora and unstressed

pronouns co-occur with high accessibility of referents, while stressed pronouns and
full name with modifier signal low accessibility of referents. This co-occurrence can
easily be understood in terms of cognitive process of activation.
Other scholars have proposed similar scales of accessibility, such as Chafe (1994)
(given > accessible > new), or Gundel et al. (1993) (in focus > activated > familiar >
uniquely identifiable > referential > type identifiable). These scales are similar to
Ariel's Accessibility Hierarchy, but are not as comprehensive.

In the present study, pronoun use of Thai EFL leamers will be explained what
influenced a pronominal choice in a pronoun form in contexts. When the student
writers express pronominal choice with low accessibility degree, with cognitive
process it seems that they realize the readers might not understand the referent well.
Plus, when they express or omit personal pronouns in their writings it seems that the
éronominal choices might be easily understood by the readers.

2.4.2 Thai Pronouns

Thai pronouns here will be discussed in terms of forms and usage. Only those
forms and usage of personal and possessive pronouns directly involved the study will
be emphasized.

2.4.2.1 Thai Pronoun Forms

Although Thai personal pronouns and possessive pronouns explained
here exclude personal names, such words as occupational titles (‘Teacher’), and kin
terms (‘older sister’, ‘mother’} function as pronouns; if expanded to include these
non-pronominal parts of speech, Thai has a staggering number of words used as

pronouns used in different situations and social parameters.
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Thai is very different from most other languages in terms of the confounding
number of pronouns that are available and used in everyday speech. With over a
dozen words that can describe a first person singular and a similar number for second
person plural or singular, knowing which one to use and when can seem like a
daunting task (Campbell & Shaweevongse, 1957; Noss, 1964) proposes that That
pronouns include the parameter of ‘Situation’, or social context, together with person,
gender, and plurality/singularity. Palakornkul (1972) highlights the complex social
factors that help govern pronoun choice in Thai including “situation” as described by
Noss. The choice of which one to use depends on many socio-cultural factors — who
you are talking to, how well you know them, how old you are relative to them and,
most importantly, the relationship between the interlocutors and who is of ‘higher
status’ (Iwasaki and Ingkaphirom, 2005).

While some pronouns like ‘chdn’ for ‘I’ can be, classified as 1% person
pronouns (PP1), there is no very clear distinction between 2" and 3™ personal
pronouns {PP2 and PP3) in the word ‘thas,’ often franslated as ‘you’ and ‘he’ or
‘she’. Moreover, some Thai pronouns have no gender. ‘He’ and ‘she’ can be
problematic because the most common term equivalent Thai term — khaw —has no
gender and can be used to refer to a male or female. This is a choice that has to be
made countless times a day in every conversation, which is effortless for Thais.

Cooke (1968) lists 27 first-personal pronouns, 22 second-person pronouns,

and 8 third-person pronouns including some specialized terms like ‘aattamaa’ (819u1)

used as a first-person pronoun by a Buddhist monk when speaking to non-intimate

layman or lower ranking monks and some borrowed terms like ‘Ua’ (82), a first-person
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pronoun for ‘I’ borrowed from Chinese. In addition, he classified other forms which
are possibly used pronominally to refer to addresser, addressee, or referent into three
types: personal pronouns, kin-type nouns, and name nouns. Palakornkul (1972)
classified Thai pronouns into eleven groups; however, the groups relatively fall into
Cooke’s categories. Besides, Hatton (1978) further categorized pronominal elements
which can be used to refer to the speaker: personal pronoun proper, names, fitles,
kinship terms, and zero. However, Iwasaki and Ingkaphirom (2005) classify the three
personal pronouns with 9 first-person pronouns, 8 second-person pronouns, and 5
third-person pronouns according to Thai common use and consideration of formality
and gender similar to the tables below. These include reciprocal pronouns ranked by

formality level.

SPEAKER Male Male/Female Female
/khdaphachawsx
Higher i
formality
/kraphom/ mszan)
A dichan, @sw
/phém/ (#3)
chan (fu
raw! sm
khawr guye
v o
Aua eens mus*
ARuur

Lower formality

(Adapted from Iwasaki and Ingkaphirom, 2005: pp.50)

Figure 2.2 Thai First-Person Pronouns
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—
SPEAKER =

Higher
formality

A

Lower
formality

Male Male/Female Female

Ahan, g
AKhuny mm)
Ahavs (se)
/maay; ()

FaWr (157

Auar @+

AUa eery (@uo)

KEE )y
AN (19

(Adapted from [wasaki and Ingkaphirom, 2005: pp.51)

Figure 2.3 Thai Second-Person Pronouns

SPEAKER

Higher
formality

Lower
formality

Male Male/Female Female
Ahans (mu)y
Ahoor Gge)
kees e
Achaw v

ftua eeny (duea)

/many ()

(From Iwasaki and Ingkaphirom, 2005: pp.52)

Figure 2.4 Thai Third-Person Pronouns
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Interestingly, some important forms of Thai personal pronouns can function in
both as first- and second-; second- and third-; and third- and first-person pronouns.

For instances,

Speaker Addressee
/khaaphachaws @iy hans i
Higher formality
: kraph&my aszum /khun/ ge
A rdichan: @i
phémy )
ichany (dy) thavs (re)
AW (i maayi ()
A Khaw; oy
AU/ @), Aua eery/ @Huny)
Aua eery uad)
Lower formality kuui mury @iy
{From Iwasaki and Ingkaphirom, 2005: pp.54)

Figure 2.5 Thai personal pronouns as speakers & addressees in different formality

Additionally, the singular pronouns above can be pluralized by adding
‘phuak’, or a group, in front of a pronoun. For instances, ‘phiak raw’ means we;
‘phuiak khaw’ means they (people); and ‘phitak man™ means they (animals or things).

However, the word is not regularly added for pluralizing, especially in spoken
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Janguage which usually it is omissible when the pluralized meaning has been shared

between the speaker and the hearer.

Also, a prefix ‘k3an’, or to belong, will be added to personal pronouns for

showing possession, for examples ‘k3an dichan’, “k3>n raw’, 'k3an thes’ and ‘k3ay
kuu'. Remarkably, these possessive words without a preceding noun function as same

“as possessive pronouns in English, for example:

4 o] o <
1‘:—:1 i nazdlh wey AW uRg Gu YeY  15e

ni pen krapdw &3 chdnlggé nan kJon thas

‘this is bag possession-I and that possession-you’

As seen in the example above, possession in Thai can be either preceded by a noun
phrase or omissible noun phrase since the noun phrase is known between
interlocutors.

Briefly, English pronouns and Thai pronoun forms are undoubtedly different.
English pronoun forms vary due to person, case, gender, and number. Forms of
personal and possessive pronouns i English, therefore, are fixed and limited due to
subject case (I, we, you, they, he, she, and it); object case (me, us, you, them, him,
her, and it); and possession (mine, ours, yours, theirs, his, hers, and its). Excluding the
- enotmous number of pronominal terms, Thai personal pronouns are formed in
alternative ways due to person, social status, formality and relationships between the
interlocutors. As a result, several forms of first, second and third personal pronouns
are generally found in Thai; plus, some forms can be used as first, second, or third

persons depending on the speaker’s attention and contexts. In addition, the word
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‘phiak’ can be added in front of a pronominal term to show pluralization; the word

‘k3>n” is added before a pronominal term to show possession in Thai. However, the
pronominal can be omitted when it is old information; it functions similar to
possessive pronouns in English though without inflection of forms.

As mentioned earlier, the rule governing English pronouns is rather fixed, as
per the principle B in Government Binding Theory proposed by Chomsky. However,
Thai pronouns are much more flexible and the information below will explain how
they are ruled when compared to English ones.

2.4.2.2 Thai Pronoun Usage
Thai personal pronoun is under the Principle B of the Binding theory;
however, Thai topic including pronoun is controlled by some other different rules
allowing resumptive subject, dummy subject, and pro-drop. These differences might
be related to the Thai EFL writings in English.
1) Principle B of the Binding Theory
In accordance with the Principle B of the Binding theory, which says a
pronoun must be free in its governing category; Thai pronouns are under the same
umbrella, for instance:
@) Malee; knew [Wannee; hated herywn].
(b) Malee; told [Wannee; to buy Aerysjx the book].
In both (a) and (b), the object pronoun ‘Aer’ can refer to ‘Malee’ or
another person (female) outside the minimal clause, but not to “Wannee’ which is in

the same minimal clause.
If Thai EFL leamers follow only the rule, they should not have any

problems when using English pronoun. However, the learners might be influenced by
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some other rules, which will be discussed below, governing Thai subject in contexts;
they sometimes produce incorrect or inappropriate pronouns, especially in discoursal
aspect {(Iwasaki and Ingkaphirom, 2005).

2) Resumptive pronoun (Shadow pronoun)

Resumptive pronoun or shadow pronoun is frequently used in informal
speech in Thai. The pronoun refers back to its full NP appearing immediately before
it within the same clause (Iwasaki and Ingkaphirom, 2005). Generally, the pronoun

appears after an NP in subject or topic position and it is regularly mentioned as /khaw .

kee, and /many, for examples:

"o I v 9
() YormnAUUYMIZgNNaLAN

ph3 dék khon ni khdw kraduk hak lesw

‘The father of this child, #e had broken bones.’

{Iwasaki and Ingkaphirom, 2005: 369)

Resumptive pronoun is used for giving importance to the NP referent. The

listener or reader will be aware of the weigh being provided to the NP. Although

English allows the shadow pronoun in the same way, some Thai EFL learners produce

such sentence without a comma between the NP referent and the pronoun, ‘The father

of this child he had broken bones,” which considered ungrammatical mainly in
acadermic writing.

3) Dummy subject
Thai uses dummy subject for evaluative expressions, and /man/ is

commonly used such as /man dii/ or ‘it’s good’. In the excerpt below, the writer
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explained that her parents do not criticize her for her involvement with her boyfriend,
but she must finish her study. Otherwise, it (/man/) would ruin everything. The NP

referent of /manvin the sentence (e) is nonrepresentational if it exists at all.

(d) dusreennaziiusuy sl T ldiu

tha raw yak ca mii feen ph3> mee miy dai hdam

If we want to have a boyfriend

(e) ussodGouldanou Fuezhliidovua’ld

tee t3n lian hdy cop k3n mar ca sia mot dai
But we have to finish study first if will ruin everything.
(adapted from Iwasaki and Ingkaphirom, 2005: 373)
In the examples, the NP referent, having a boyfriend, for the pronoun ‘if’ is not clear-
cut since there is new information in between before the writer mentioned the
pronoun. If Thai EFL learners produce such sentences in English, they undoubtedly
produce unclear sentences and cannot communicate effectively at first place.
4) Pro-drop
Although That has large sets of words that can function as first, second
and third person pronouns, it generally follows SVO constituents in clauses and
sentences, and the constituent order is much more flexible in real discourse. In other
words, overt subject or topic might not be used in every sentence (Hoonchamlong,
1991). In a binary interaction, Campbell (1969: 23) stated that personal pronouns are
omissible on condition that the speaker and addressee are aware of the ‘actors’ and

‘goals’ involved in the discourse. Remarkably, Hatton (1978) proposed that
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pronominal forms are used only when the speaker considers himself as “new
information”. Once the speaker identifies himself, the pronominal forms are possibly
omitted.

In addition, Thai is not real null-subject; according to Chomsky (1995), null
subject or pro-drop sentence will be followed by an inflectional agreement of a verb
based on the missing subject so that the reader or listener can interpret who or what
the subject is. Examples of possibly problematic constructions with English

equivalent versions are following:

(0 Wawne Tsseudtla Lilduniou Fandunarlailuorfiad

may sabdy lonlian k3 pit may day ma lian lis&k sia welaa pai pen athit
was sick. The school was also closed. (1) think we wasted time for a
week.

(adapted from Iwasaki and Ingkaphirom, 2005: 375)

¥ o =i A - - a
(g) ﬂ'lﬁ]f’]ﬁﬂ']'ilﬂmﬂ’JQUﬂ m%mm&‘m"lvi IAT9UU VIBIRNIs

tha tonkdan ma tiaw u bon dat ma taan rotfaj krénbin & rottid
If (one) wants to travel in Ubon, (s/he) may come by train, plane, or

bus.

There is no inflection of words in Thai; it is rather difficult to interpret the sentences

with pro-drop usage. Pro-drop s prohibited in English; it is considered

ungrammatical and incomprehensible both in communicative and academic levels.
Some of the rules governing Thai pronouns (principle B) are similar to

English, while others (resumptive subject, dummy subject and pro-drop) are very
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distinct from English. These rules possibly influence Thai EFL learners’ pronoun
errors when writing English. The annotation of pronoun errors in the present study is
designed partially in accordance with the possibly that errors have been influenced by
Thai rules.

2.4.3 Predetermination of Pronoun Errors by Thai EFL learners

According to the discussions of Thai pronouns above, the researcher has
predetermined the categories of pronoun errors into six main error types: omission,
overuse, case error, gender error, number error, and mis-coreference (both within a
sentence and across sentences). These errors can possibly change any time due to the
data obtained. Some examples of each error type are given below.

Since every pronoun must have a clear reference; in other words, every
pronoun must refer to an unquestionable antecedent. An antecedent is the noun phrase
to which the pronoun refers. However, pronoun errors and unclear pronoun
reference, no matter they are ambiguous, general, weak, or indefinite reference, found
in writings by Thai EFL leamers might be categorized under the following six error
types.

Error Type 01: Pronour omission occurs as the writer leave out pronoun in any
positions which makes ungrammatical sentences. For examples:

1) We did not attend the meeting because *[] visited the new branch last

week.
Possible correction:
We did not attend the meeting because we visited the new branch last week.
2) Sally cried whenever her mother hit *{].

Possible correction:
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Sally cried whenever her mother hit Aer.
3) In the forest *[] has a small cottage.
Possible correction:

In the forest, she has a small cottage.

Error Type 02: Pronoun overuse occurs as the writer provides unnecessary subjects
or objects, which makes implausible sentences. For examples:
1) My cat *it likes dog instant food.
Possible correction:
My cat likes dog instant food.
2) A girl *she went to the cottage *it was in the forest.
Possible correction:
4 girl went to the cortage in the forest.
3) The step sister told *her Cinderella to clean up the bedroom.
Possible correction:

The step sister told Aer (o clean up the bedroom.

Error Type 03: Pronoun case error occurs as the writer misuses the pronoun form
in subject or object cases. For examples:
1) *Me want to visit my grandmother.
Possible correction:
I want to visit my grandmother.
2) I'do not like *she because she always complains.
Possible correction:
I do not like /er because she always complains.

3) Sally provides some refreshment for *they whenever the kids back home.
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Possible correction:

Sally provides some refreshment for them whenever the kids back home,

Error Type 04: Pronoun gender error occurs as the writer misuses the pronoun
gender referring to its antecedent. For examples:
1) Jack hit his daughter; because *he; messed up his documents.
Possible correction:
Jack hit his daughter; because she; messed up his documents.
2) The businessman; walked to the office and *she; was rather tired.
J_:_Possible correction:
The businessman; walked to the office and he; was rather tired.
3} My sister; visits home every year because *he; works for a company in
England.
Possible correction:
My sister; visits home every year because she; works for a company in

England.

Error Type 05: Pronoun number error occurs as the writer misuses the pronoun
number refereeing to its antecedent. For exampies:
1) Peter does not like kids; because *it; is too noisy.
Possible correction:
Peter does not like kids; because they; are too noisy.
2) Thai people; require more earnings because *she; has encountered higher
cost of living.

Possible correction:
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Thai people ; require more earnings because they; have encountered higher cost
of living.
3) Enjoy the party;! *They; provide you free drinks.

:Possible correction:

Enjoy the party;! If; provides you free drinks.

Error Type 06: Pronoun mis-coreference occurs as the writer does not provide
clear antecedent or there are multi possible antecedents in the sentences. For
examples:
1) Jeffj told Tony; that *hey got a promotion.
Possible correction: (assuming Tony got promotion)
- Tony told Jeff that Tony got a promotion.
- Afier getting promotion, Tony told Jeff about it;.
2) Peter spoke Chinese well enough on his trip to China; *it was encouraging.
Possible correction:
Peter spoke Chinese well enough on his trip to China; Ais fluency was
encouraging.
-When Peter spoke Chinese well enough on his trip to China, it was
encouraging.
3) In the new atlas, *it shows the recent changes in countries of Europe and
Asia.
Possible correction:

The new atlas shows the recent changes in countries of Europe and Asia.
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The possible correction might need a pronoun, a repeated noun phrase or a
pronominal word with the same co-reference so that the sentence could be

grammatical and comprehensible.

2.5 Summary of the Chapter

The chapter recalls the heyday of the traditional approaches of SLA,
Contrastive Analysis and Error Analysis, during 1960s. Since then, the new age
approaches of computer interlanguage analysis (CIA) without requirement of tagging
processes and computer error analysis (CEA) with requirement of error tagging have
emerged. Studies of Computer Learner Corpora have been young but stronger in
terms of increasing number of the studies with computerized data associated with the
theoretical root in SLA. These corpora have been conducted and collected around
the world so far. Unfortunately, none of academic error tagging is universally and
automatically applied. The uniqueness of the approach is now for its manual
workload on error tagging with particularized design of tagsets to specific EFL
learners of the same L1 background.

The error tagging can be designed in many ways; there is none of standard
error tagsets generally employed by other research in the same area. Therefore, error
tagging is introduced. Normally, the error tagset is blueprinted according to linguistic
level studied. Ones designed in the present study are planned according to Thai EFL
learners’ background of pronoun in L1 and the previous errors made by the Thai EFL
learners. It has been found that pronoun errors can be produced in many ways:

consequently, the error tagset to be employed in the next chapter as a tool for CEA
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informing pronoun types studied including pronoun errors categorized as omission,
overuse, malformation (case, gender, and number errors), and misco-reference.

The further chapter will explain how the present study including the pronoun
error tagset for Thai EFL [earners at university level was designed. Associated with
the main approaches mentioned earlier, the study is expected to figure out how Thai
university English majors produce English pronouns in contexts; which pronoun error

types occur; and pronoun development over the period they study in the university.



CHAPTER 3

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This chapter discusses how the study will be carried out. It consists of two
main sections: 3.1) the pilot study and 3.2) the present study including subjects of the
research; research design; research instruments; and data analysis and statistical
techniques.

As a background the pilot study will inform the methodology of the present

study before adjusting the research methodology which is presented in section 3.2.

3.1 The Pilot Study

The pilot study was conducted to examine possibilities and problems of the
research methodology. Furthermore, pilot studies help the researcher adjust the study
to be more appropriate based on the research questions. The present study had been
piloted before the research methodology was designed for subjects, instrument, data
collection, and data analysis.

3.1.1 Design of the pilot study

For the most part, the design considerations were based on Tono (2003:800) as
mentioned in the previous chapter, section 2.2.3. However, some suggestions from
Granger (2008) are employed, in leamer-related issues in particular. The design
considerations for building corpora consist of three main criteria of language, task

and learner. Each criterion is comprised of sub-issues. The pilot study was planned
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and reviewed type by type, both before and after piloting processes. Table 3.1 below
shows information in brief, followed by detailed explanations of the design elements
for the pilot study.

Table 3.1 Design considerations for building the present study (adapted from

Tono 2003: 800 and Granger, 2008: 129-130)

Language-related Learner-related Methodology-related

_:Mode: Written Internal-cognitive: 19-22 | Method of collection:

year- old learners Cross-sectional

Genre. Essay L1 background: Thai Method of elicitation:

Spontaneous

Style: Narration

L2 environment: EFL in

university levels (Y1-Y4)

Use of references:

Dictionaries permitted

Topic: General without

preparation by the writers

Institutional status:

English Majors (Y1-Y4)

Time limitation: free

Table 3.1 informs how the present study was designed. Criteria used in the
design were relatively different from what was suggested by Tono in that they
consisted of Language-related, Learner-related, and Methodology-related elements.

The pilot study examined the genre of narrative essay, based on its nature
eliciting more pronouns as mentioned in the previous chapter section 2.2.2, with
general topic without preparation by the writers. The narratives were Little Red
Riding Hood, Three Litile Pigs, and Cinderella. It was a cross-sectional study which

will be clarified later in section 3.2. The data were obtained from 19 to 22-year-old

English majors, Year 1- Year 4, with Thai mother tongue and in a Thai EFL context.
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The pilot data were collected in natural way; in other words, the data collection was
not set as an examination. The student writers were allowed to use dictionaries as they
wanted. They were asked to complete the task within one hour; the appropriate
duration of the task for the main study would be defined or adjusted from this
duration after completing the pilot.

3.1.2 Results and Adjustments

The results of the pilot study verified that the overall research design was
feasible. However, there were some minor points to be adjusted.

During the data collecting process, writing was timed and the appropriate time
was set as 60 minutes. [n addition, some of the pilot subjects informed researchers
they could not recall the whole story and a few had not known the stories before;
some pictures and CDs of the three stories are included so that the student writers
have better recall when writing.

After collecting the data, all written texts were tagged and analyzed as
planned. The adjustments that are described were essential for the actual research plan

1n terms of instruments and interpretations.
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Pilot The present study
Subjects 40 (10:10:10:10) 231 (70:56: 56:49), as available
Instrument Narrative essays Narrative essays
: Little Red Riding Hood/ : Little Red Riding Hood/ Snow
Three Little Pigs/ Cinderella | White & the Seven Dwarfs/
Cinderella
= CD in Thai to help the students
better understand the stories
Tag-sets XML tagsets: personal XML tagsets: pronouns including

pronouns / errors

three cases (subject, object, and

possessive ones)/ errors

The number of subjects was adjusted from 120 to 231; the present study

included 231 subjects from all 4 groups due to availability of students in the

population of English majors at the University level. Before writing their essays, the

subjects would watch animated cartoons of each story so that they could easily recall

the story. It is noted that all animated cartoons are in Thai to prevent imitation or

quotation from the stories.

In addition, the narrative *‘Three Litile Pigs® was replaced with ‘Snow White

and the Seven Dwarfs’ for better comparable to the other two narratives, which

mainly involve human characters and not anthropomorphized animals.
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In short, the pilot study, which had been conducted to confirm the main
features of the research methodology before the actual implementation, helped adjust

the design of the present study.

3.2 The Present Study

The final plan for the present study, including subjects, research design,
research procedures, instruments, data collection, data coding and tagging processes,
and data analysis, are presented below.

3.2.1 Subjects

In keeping with the results of the pilot study reported earlier, information of
actual subjects has been defined and additional information about the subjects is
provided.

The subjects were Thai EFL English majors at Ubon Ratchathani University,
Thailand. They were grouped according to their institutional status; the subjects were
organized into 4 groups out of a total number of 231 English majors: 70 students from
Year 1; 56 students from Year 2; 56 students from Year 3, and 49 students from Year
4. L2 proficiency is presumably increasing with each year the subjects have studied

in the university. Table 6 summarizes the information of subjects in the present study.
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Table 3.3 Information of the subjects of the present study

Number of
Group | English major Presumable L2 proficiency
subjects (n) ‘
Year I English Majors:
1 Year 1 70
Beginner
Year 2 English Majors:
2 Year 2 56
Pre-intermediate
Year 3 English Majors:
3 Year 3 56 )
Intermediate
Year 4 English Majors:
4 Year 4 49
Upper-intermediate
Total 231

Although the group definition is given, the terms of language ability are not
really verifiable, and are based on some necessary assumptions. Primarily, the
assumed language ability of the subjects is based on the years of exposure to L2 at the
university level and at Ubon Ratchathani University. Language development in terms
of inter-language of pronoun proposed by Selinker (1972) might explain the position

of the subjects within the distance between L1 and L2:

Li< - B Y2--nen Y3-moommomeeees Y4emrmmmm e > 12
The beginner, Y1 English Major, was considered somehow far away from L1,
but the subjects in this group were not vet half way to the destination, while other

groups were closer to their destination, L2.

Additional Information about the Subjects
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The subjects were English and Communication majors in Ubon Ratchathani
University (UBU), a midsized university considered as a comprehensive university in
Northeast of Thailand. They were like other Thai EFL learners at the same level in
up-country universities, with similar background of English learning in out of town
provinces before entering the universities. Most Thai EFL learners in tertiary
institutions face similar contexts under their respective English Programs.

The English and Communication major is under the English Program,
Department of Western Languages and Literature and Faculty of Liberal Arts. 75%
of the permanent Thai teaching staff in the English Program holds PhDs from
English-medium Universities. [n addition, some native speakers of English work there
as additional teaching staff. In a curriculum that consists of four years of study in a
graded program at the university level, the subjects will be exposed to and instructed
in the target language. The information presented below includes English courses
taken by the students along four year curriculum

For instances, some information involves the subjects in general as well as
some writing courses over time the subjects study in the university might provide a
clearer picture for further discussion.

The subjects, therefore, have studied English as a foreign language in their
home L1 society; they do not apply English in daily life, as described by Gass and
Selinker (2001). For them, the EFL learning environment does not have much access
to the language being learnt. All of the subjects speak Thai as their mother tongue,
none have English-speaking family and none had lived outside Thailand.

There were seven writing —related courses taken during their four years. In the

first year, the courses called Foundation English for Liberal Arts Students I (FE1) and
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Foundation English for Liberal Arts Students II (FE2) are taken by the incoming
freshmen in the major in semester 1 and semester 2, respectively. Each course
provides 10 hours a week of instruction, 4 hours of instruction‘ by Thai instructors and
6 hours by native instructors. That instructors dealt with reading, grammar and
sentence level writing; the native instructors provide activities for listening and
speaking. After taking the courses providing sentence level writing, in the second
semester of the second year the students take writing courses entitted Written
Expression I, I, and [II. The three writlen courses were designed in series; the
courses end at the end of the third year. Written Expression I covers with paragraph
writing; Written Expression II expands to include essay writing and Written
Expression I introduces research writing. Finally, Year 4 students are required to
take a course called Language Style and Communication, which entails the students
learning different communication methods, e.g. rescarch papers, news, articles and
oral communication such as radio and video documentaries. Then, in the second
semester of the fourth year, the students are required to write an Independent Study
thesis involving a paper of 2,500-3,000 words in length.

The dropout rate for English majors was approximately 5% between Year
land Year 2; however, among Year 3 and Year 4 students, the dropout rate fell down
at almost zero.

To sum up, the subjects of the present study comprise 4 groups of Yearl, Year
2, Year 3, and Year 4 English majors in UBU, Thailand. The subjects are native
speakers of Thai. None of them have experiences overseas. During the time of their

study in the university, the subjects are expected to take more courses involving
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writing. Accordingly, all of the subjects were expected to write during their study,
from the sentence level up to the essay level.

For the purpose of subject confidentiality, before coillecting the data the
subjects would be certainly asked for permission, and informed about their
confidential protection of confidentiality and about the restrictions on any people who
request to use the data.

3.2.2 Research Design

This study investigated the students’ use of English pronouns in three different
written tasks. It was a pseudo-longitudinal study emphasizing second language
development, with data being collected at a single point in time, but with different
proficiency levels represented (Gass and Selinker, 2001); the proficiency levels
represented in the present study are based on the vears of English exposure, which
assumes a level of proficiency that is untested. This research method would be
applied to see how pronouns are used by all students, and whether there are changes
in pronoun use from Year 1 to Year 4 students. This acts as a surrogate for examining
changes in pronoun use in the same subjects over time. The data were collected from
the four subject groups three times during the academic year 1/2011 at UBU (June —
October 2011) and analyzed as planned after piloting, if necessary. The research
design largely follows the outline originally proposed by Tono (2003).

3.2.3 Design Considerations for the Present Study

The research design was based on considerations described by Tono (2003)
and Granger (2008) as reviewed in chapter 2. The following table presents how the

research had been planned.
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Table 3.4 Design considerations for building the present study (adapted from

Tono 2003: 800 and Granger, 2008: 129-130)

Language-related Learner-related Methodology-related
- Mode: Written Internal-cognitive: 19-22 Method of collection: Cross-
year- old learners sectional

(231 subjects)

| Genre: Essay LI background: Thai Method of elicitation:
(at least 250 words) Spontaneous
. Styfe: Narration L2 environment: EFL. in Use of references: Dictionary
(3 narratives) university levels (Y1-Y4) permitted
Topic: General without Institutional status: Time limitation: fixed
preparation by the writers | English Majors (Y1-Y4) (1 hour)

The mtegrated versions suggested by Tono and Granger for design building of
learner corpus study shown in table 3.4 above reveals the whole picture of the present
research design including what aspects are controlled in the study. The information
on the table for building up the present research design in learner language are
described, but not too detailed as some have already been discussed before in the
section 3.1 about the pilot study.

The table concerns issues related to language in focus, learner background and
research methodology for blueprinting learner language studies. The followings are
design considerations in brief.

a) Considerations of language-related issues

The data consists of a narrative essay without prior preparation by the
participants. The narrative task is a picture story telling task in which the meaning of

the story is both well known and easily understood so that the subjects will not find
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comprehension an obstacle to write. Given that pronoun use among Thai EFL
fearners is the language focus of the study, other difficulties, such as vocabulary, will
‘be minimized by providing some essential vocabularies for the writings.

b) Considerations of learner-related issues

The last three categories for consideration are about the learner: internal-
cognitive, internal-affective, first language background, second language environment
and second language proficiency. The learners’ internal-cognitive state in the present
study is partially defined by the subjects’ age. Other internal affective issues, such as
anxiety, distress, frustration and resistance (Cohen, 1998, and Ellis, 1994) are not
really explored in this study. However, any negative internal factors will be reported
by the subjects at the interview after writing.

It is a primary supposition of the researcher that the L1 background of the
learners is likely the primary culprit of any pronoun errors. Thai, the learners’ L1,
possesses some differences in pronouns from English both in syntactic and discoursal
levels as mentioned in Chapter 2. On top of that, the L2 environment must also be
borne in mind; the subjects have learned English in classroom settings with little
access to the target language in reality; they are all EFL learners at a university with
nearly 100% of the students speaking only the L1,

Finally, a quantitative assessment of the learners’ English proficiency in the
study is not applied in the study; instead, an approximate based on the term
“institutional status’ defined as years of exposure to English acts as a differentiating

term.
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¢) Considerations of methodology-related issues

The second consideration is task-related: method of collection, method of
elicitation and time hmitation. The data collection method planned for the present
study 1is cross-sectional or pseudo-longitudinal so as to examine language
developmental patterns of pronoun performance among the subjects differentiated
according to the different institutional status as a correlation to different years of
exposure to the target language at university level.

In addition, the method of elicitation is rather natural than prepared as the
subjects will not have to prepare anything before the data collection. Moreover, the
method is managed outside the language classroom with permission granted for using
dictionaries; also some essential terms are provided to facilitate the writers. The
present study does not examine the student writers’ vocabulary knowledge; with time
limitation, all potential interferences of writing comfort are reduced.

Lastly, a time limitation for the task is an hour. In total, each group takes 3
hours; however, the writing can be administered with more than one group at a time.
Accordingly, the tentative maximum time for collecting the data from the whole
group is 12 hours, based on the subjects’ availability.

In short, the study design includes issues related to language in focus, learners
as subjects, and methodology. Pronouns in narratives performed by EFL learners at
four different university levels are to be studied. The data collection was
administered outside language classrooms with relatively natural conditions. In
addition, with dictionary permission and without content preparation and course
evaluation involvement, the subjects, as a result, are possibly more relaxing when

writing.
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3.2.4 Research Procedures

The following flowchart describes how the results were processed.

1) Selecting an essay type appropriate to the study

4
2) Selecting narrative topics:

Little Red Riding Hood, Snow White and Seven Dwarfs, and Cinderella
4

3) Piloting and adjusting where needed

4
4) Collecting and storing the data in a computerized form

(Non-detected data)

4
5) Detecting pronouns in the data, manually

(PRO data)

4
6) Tagging all pronouns, based on the designated pronoun tagset, manually

(XML tagged PRO data)

¢
7) Tagging all PRO errors, based on the designated error tagset, manually

(XML tagged PRO Error data)
{

8) Counting and concordancing tagged pronouns and tagged pronoun errors by

using WordSmith Tool

4
9) Analyzing the final data by statistical techniques and content analysis

In the research procedure above, steps (1) — (3) were explained in 3.1, piloting
and adjustment. After that, steps (4) — (9) were possible to arrange. Section 3.2.5,
research instruments, presents procedures in item (4). Later, in section 3.2.6, data

analysis & analytical techniques, focuses on the rest steps.
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3.2.5 Research Instruments
The choice of research instruments is determined by the research questions.
Table 3.5 explains relationships between research questions and instruments eliciting

data as expected.

Table 3.5 Relationships among Research Questions, Instruments, Data elicited, and

‘question 1%

task with pictures

by the stories

Data Coding
Instrument(s) Data Elicited Data Coding
Research 1} Narrative writing 1) Essays prompted =Non-detected PRO

data
= PRO tagset for

accuracy rates

Research

question 2%

1) Narrative writing

task with pictures

1) Essays prompted by

the stories

= PRO error tagset

Research

question 3*

1) Narrative writing

task with pictures

1} Essays prompted by

the stories

= PRO tagset
=PRO error tagset

*RQ1) How are pronouns produced by Thai university English majors in narrative writings?

RQ2) What are the differences of pronoun errors occurring in the narrative writing produced

among the students in different four groups?

RQ3) What developmental patterns of prenoun acquisition can be seen to occur over time?

The instrument in this study included:

Narrative writing task consisted of three picture story telling: Little Red

Riding Hood, Snow White and the Seven Dwarfs, and Cinderella. The students were

assigned to write at least 250 words a story (for research questions 1-3). The total

tokens of each story written by 231 students were at least 57,750 words and the whole

tokens are approximately 173,250 words (see appendix B).
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The Narrative Writing: Picture Story Telling

The narrative writings provided in the study consisted of three famous fables,
Little Red Riding Hood, Snow White & the Seven Dwarfs and Cinderella. Before
writing, the subjects watched a short animation of the stories so that they were able to
recall them. Also, to help recalling and to reduce interference of vocabulary
limitation, additional pictures of the stories arranged in sequence and some essential
terms were given.

Data Collection:

The instruments were chosen and developed in consideration of the writing
topic, time duration, coding and analyzing methods. The first page conforms to the
guidelines suggested by ICLE, a project coordinated by University of Louvain
(http://cecl.fltr.ucl.ac.be/Cecl-Projects/icle/icle.hml), (see appendix B).

The instrument eliciting the data was a picture story-telling task prompted by
three popular fables: Little Red Riding Hood, Snow White and the Seven Dwarfs, and
Cinderella. The subjects were assigned to wrile three stories sequencing according to
the given pictures. With dictionary permission and essential vocabulary attached, the
subjects did not encounter word expression problems when writing. They were
allowed to write within an hour for a story. In addition, animated CDs of the three
fables were provided at the beginning to facilitate students recalling the stories with
least difficulty as possible

After collected, the texts written by the students were archived in electronic
forms requiring every single data originally obtained. This step took time since the
researcher had to type each story; however, the next steps truly involved time-

consuming and troublesome tasks, pronoun tagging and pronoun error tagging.
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When stored in electronic forms, the data were detected for pronouns
occurring in the students’ writings. Later, they were annotated with pronoun tagset as
planned. In this step, it is noted here that pronoun omissions could not be tagged.
They would be tagged in the next step, pronoun error tagging. In this step, two inter-
raters were needed to provide reliability of the tagging. One was the researcher and
the other one was a native speaker of English who is an American holding bachelor
degree in business management with Spanish as his minor. Before tagging both
pronouns and pronoun errors, the raters had to be trained in order to maintain
reliability of the tagging. Besides, whenever there were any different ideas of
tagging, the discussion would be made online or on phone with some suggestions and
comments from other native speakers in linguistic or applied linguistic fields.

All tagged pronouns and pronoun errors were categorized as the research plan;

they were counted and analyzed with the statistical techniques discussed below.
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Table 3.6 provides a quick overview of the data analysis that was conducted.

Table 3.6 Relationships among the data coded, counting, and analytical techniques

Coded Data

Counted data by WS

Quantitative analysis

(SPSS)

Qualitative analysis

1) Non-detected PRO

data

2) PRO accuracy rates

=PRO (numeral data)

= PRO accuracy rates

{numeral data)

= PRO in contexts

= Descriptive results

(means / percentages)

= Descriptive
(means/ANOVA)

= Text analysis

- 1) Tagged PRO errors

< PRO error: in each
group, within groups

{numeral data)

= PRO errors in

contexts

= Descriptive results

{mean/ANOVA)

=Texi analysis
{coding PRO errors in

context)

1} Tagged PRO errors

of six error types

= Six PRO error
types: in each group
and within groups

(numeral data)

= Six PRO error types

in contexts

= Descriptive results

(mean/ANOVA)

= Text analysis
{coding PRO errors in

context)

Numerical data was statistically calculated and compared, while the data in

contexts was explored by text analysis and concordance-based technique for the

qualitative part.
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In short, this section gives overview of how the written data were managed
due to the research questions. The data were stored in electronic form and tagged,
which will be discussed in the next section.

3.2.7 Data coding and tagging processes

1) Manual detecting for the occurrence of English pronouns in the data

obtained

2) Manual error tagging of the errors regarding to error types

3) Word-Smith version 5.0 was the software used for counting and detecting

errors occurring in the subjects’ narrative writing

The data was tagged in two steps:

1) XML text formatting: categorizing the pronouns occurring in the task as

planned in the pronoun tag-set

2) FreeText & Tono set tagging: annotating the errors according to the error

taxonomies {syntactic and discoursal errors) as predetermined.

The data obtained was typed in Microsoft Word format and were converted to
XML text format (Ide, 2000) so that they can be used for corpus processing software.
The format appears like this:

<3PP_S>1u</3PP §>
XML tags have been proposed by Ide for part of speech categorizing. To convert the
data to XML format, some formatting (e.g. fonts and margin) is lost; but some data
remain, such as font style and paragraph breaks. Codes are inserted after the
converting of pronouns produced in the essay writing.

In the present study, only English pronouns were tagged as P for personal

pronouns in both subject and object cases, and PS for a possessive pronoun. The
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numbers 1, 2, and 3 preceding the initial set of letters inform personal case features (1
is first person, 2 is second person and 3 is third person). The letters S and P following
the initial P or PS (that is, the third position for personaf pronoun or the forth position
for possessive pronouns) provide the numerical value of the pronoun: S is for singular
and P is for plural. Finally, the letters in the last position inside the angle brackets
provide the functions or relative positions of the pronoun in the sentence: S is for a
subject and O is for object, direct and indirect. The pronoun tagset employed in the
present study is shown below.
Data coding in the present study are designed as following:

Pronoun Tagset

PRO  Subject position PRO  Object position

I <IPS_S>1 </1PP_S> me <1PS_O/> me </IPS_O>

We <1PP_S> we </1PP_S=> us <1PP_O> us </IPP_O>

You <2PP_S> you <f2PP_S> you <2PP_O=> you <2PP_O=

They <3PP_S> they </3PF_S> them <3PP_O> them </3PP_O>

He <3PSM_S> he </3PSM_S> him <3PSM_O> him </3PSM_O=>
She <3PSF_S> she </3PSF_S> her <3PSF_0O> her </3PSF_0Q>

It <3PS_S=> it </3PS_S> it <3PS _O=> it </3P8_O>

mine <1PSS_S> mine </1PSS_S> mine <1PSS_O> mine </1PSS_O>
ours <1PSP_8> ours </1PSS_S> ours <IPSP_O> ours </IPSS_0O>
yours <2PSS_8> yours </2PSS_S> vours  <2PSS_O> yours </2PSS_O>
yours  <2PSP_S> yours </2PSP_S> yours  <2PSP_O> yours </2PSP_O>
theirs  <3PSP_S> theirs </3PSP_S> theirs ~ <3PSP_O> theirs </3PSP_O>

his <3PSS_M_S> his </3PSS_M_S> his <3PSS_M_O> his </3PSS_M_O>
hers <3PSS_F_S>hers </3PSS_F S> hers <3PSS_F_O> hers </3PSS_F_0O>
its <3PSS_S> jts </3PSS_S> its <3PSS_0> jis </3PSS_O>

(adapted from McEnery, Xiao, and Tono, 2006: 254)
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Some examples of the tagged data, originally performed by a year 1 pilot

subject, are presented below.

Once upon a time, there is a pretties girl who wears a red cloak everybody
cailed “Red Riding Hood”. <3PSF_S> She </3PSF_S> lives with her mother at
the edge of the forest...... After that, Little Red Riding Hood set off her path to
her grandmother house. <3PSF_S> She </3PSF_S> walls along the way and
<3PSF_§> she </3PSF_S> is happy with the nature around <3PSF_O> her
</3PSF_0O=>.... Then <3PSM_S> he </3PSM_S> dressed himself with her night
cloth and lie down on her bed. <3PSM_S> He </3PSM_S8> is waiting for the
Little Red Riding Hood. The Little Red Riding Hood arrived the cottage.
<3PSF_S> She </3PSF_S> knocks at ‘the door “Tock Tock Tock.” “Little Red
Riding Hood grandma™ said Liftle Red Riding Hood. “Come in™ said the wolf.
<3PSF_S> She </3PSF_S> goes inside and go to the bed. “What big ears
<2PP_S> you </2PP _S> have” said Little Red Riding Hood. “The ears to hear
<2ZPP_S> you </2PP S> with” said the wolf. “What big eyes <2PP 8> you
</2PP_S> have” said Little Red Riding Hood. “The eves to see <2PP_O> you
</2PP_O> with” said the wolf. “What big mouth <2PP_S> you </2PP_S> have”
said Little Red Riding Hood. “The mouth to cat <2PP_O> you </2PP_O> with”
said the wolf. After finished his words, <3PSM_S> he </3PSM_S> ate
<3PSF_O=> her </3PSF_O> up. <3PSM_S> He </3PSM_S> sleeps on the bed
and he snores so loud. He goes info the cottage and he sees the ugly wolf lies
down on the bed. He takes the knife and he cuts his bully. Then the Ligtle Red
Riding Hood and her grandmother came out. The hunter puts the stones in the
wolf’s bully and <3PSM_S> he </3PSM_S> saw <3PS _S> it </3PS_S>. The
wolf wakes up and <3PSM_S> he </3PSM_S> runs away, but his body is too
Leavy. <3PSM_8> He </3PSM_S> falls down and die.

The process mentioned earlier makes the data appropriate as input in the POS
corpus-processing software, WordSmith Tool version 5.0. The output is called a non-
error tagged corpus (Muehleisen, 2006); in this case, the emphasis is on pronoun
accuracy in the data obtained. In error tagging, Tono (2002: 804) stated that most

kinds of errors cannot be identified awtomatically; but program will have been

developed for some simple kinds of errors possibly occurring in particular context, for
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example overuse of a pronoun in a single clause. In addition, a particular error like

omission calls for human judgment only.

The present study includes some errors that are likely to occur in Thai EFL

learners’ essay writing and provides error annotation tagsets adapted from FreeText

format and NICT JEL (Negrillo and Dominguez 2006; McEnery, Xiao, and Tono

2006) as follows:

Error type
ERO1: Omission

ERQ2: Overuse

ERO03: Case error

HRO4: Gender error

EROS: Number error

ERO6:Mis-coreference

Sub-Tagset
<*ER_>

<A/ER_>

<MF- C/ER_>

<MF-GEN/ER_>

<MF-NUM/ER_>

<Co/ER >

Example(s)

- If *want to talk to stranger.

- Little Red Riding Hood she is a small
and pretty girl.

- A little girl, who she is called Little
Red Riding Hood.

- Mother asked she to visit her grandma.
-Little Red Riding Hood, liked flowers
and he; wanted to pick some for
grandma.

- The girl picked some flowers; and gave
it; to her grandma.

- Little Red Riding Hood; and her
grandma; went away from the wolf’s
tummy. After that, they«;s celebrated

with food and wine 1n the basket.

(adapted for Thai EFL learners from McEnery, Xiao, and Tono, 2006: 254)
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The present study follows the guidelines of McEnery et al (20006) that
omissions are omitted subjects/objects are in account of errors when they are found

in sentences or fragments with a predicate; fragments without a verb phrase will be
ignored.”

As mentioned in chapter 2, a significant limitation in any Error Analysis
approach occurs in unclear error categories. To resolve blurred categories, some
possibly overlapped categories were managed before the actual tagging. When
tagged, malformation errors consisting of ER04 (number error), EROS5 (gender error),
and ER0S (number error) were at times similar to ER06 (mis-coreference). It was hard
to make decision which category the error was under. When they encountered such
difficulty, the taggers followed these guidelines:

1} When finding an error possibly under ER0O3 to ERO06, the tagger has to

figure out its antecedent in the previous sentence;

2) If the possible antecedent is discovered, the error might be under

malformation, ER03-ERO5; and

3) If not, the error might be under ER06, mis-coreference, due to an

excessively remote antecedent.

For examples:

“Little Red Riding Hood locked at flowers and <3PSF>she</3PSF_S>
sure grandmother liked <ME-NUM/ER_3PS_O>them#it</3PS_O>.
<3PSF>She</3PSF_S> walked around and picked them. <Co/ER_3PSM_S>The
wolf#He</3PSM_S> went to her grandmother’s house quickly. Still
<3PSF>she</3PSF_S> picked <Co/ER_3PP_O>the flowers#them</3PP_O>
and sang song...”

(an excerpt from LRH written by Y1 student#07 )
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Three errors were tagged in this excerpt. The first one is an error of number
since ‘i’ refers to ‘flowers’ in the previous sentence. In this case, the possible
antecedent can be found in the previous clause or sentence, so the error is grouped
under ‘ERO5’, number error. In a different way, the third error in the excerpt is under
ER06, mis-coreference, because the pronoun ‘them’ referring to ‘flowers’ is located
too remote from its antecedent. Consideration of the distance of the antecedent helps
to make more clear-cut the line between malformation and mis-coreference. The
error tagset includes error descriptions can ensure more reliable manual tagging.

The error tagset was designed to describe error types and also provide correct
and appropriate word(s) for each error instance. It was added into the first POS tagset
with Free-Text format providing error types and correction into the tagset (Negrillo
and Dominguez, 2006). The first letter set (e.g. X/ER) identifies type of error and the
rest is in parenthesis is the original POS tagset. Correct and appropriate word(s) are
then presented (YY) and closes the tag with #. Although pronoun omissions had not
been POS tagged earlier, pronoun omissions were tagged with possible intended
pronouns in accordance with the error position. The tagset applied in the present study
is shown below.

Pronoun Error Tagset

PRQ Subject position PRO Object position

1 <X/ER_IPS_S>]</IPP_S> me  <X/ER_IPS_O/>me </IPS_O>
We  <X/ER_IPP_S>we </IPP_S> us  <X/ER_IPP_O>us </IPP_O>
You <X/ER 2PP_S>you </2PP_S> you  <X/ER_2PP_O> you <2PP_O>
They <X/ER_3PP_S> they </3PP_S> them < X/ER_3PP_O> them </3PP_O>

He  <X/ER _3PSM_S>he </3PSM_S> him  <X/ER_3PSM_O> him </3PSM_O>



She

It

mine

ouUrs

yours

yours

theirs

his

hers

its
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< X/ER_3PSF_S> she </3PSF_S> her < X/ER_3PSF_O> her </3PSF_O>

< X/ER_3PS_S> it </3PS_S> it < X/ER_3PS_O= it </3PS_0O>
<X/ER_1PSS_S> mine </1PSS_S> mine < X/ER_1PSS8_O> mine </IPSS_O>

< X/ER_1PSP_S> ours </1PSS_S> ours <X/ER_IPSP_O> gurs </1PSS 0>

< X/ER_2PSS_S= yours </2PSS_S> yours <X/ER_2PSS O> yours </2PSS O>

< X/ER_2PSP_S8> yours </2PSP_S> yours < X/ER 2PSP_O> yours </2PSP_O>

< X/ER_3PSP_S> theirs </3PSP_S> theirs < X/ER_3PSP_O-> theirs </3PSF 0>

< X/ER_3PSS_M_S> his </3PSS_M _S> his <X/ER_3PSS_M_O> his </3PSS_ M_O>
<X/ER_3PSS_F_S> hers </3PSS_F_S> hers  <X/ER_3PSS_F_O> hers </3PSS_F_O>

< X/ER_3PSS_S> its </3PSS_S>

its

< X/ER_3PS5_0=> its </3PSS_O>

(adapted from http://latl.unige.ch/frectext/en/publication.html)

For reliability, two annotators were empioyed to implement the error tag-set

scheme: the researcher and a native speaker of English. Both were trained before

tagging and they were able to discuss any disagreement during tagging. This

technique, referred to as intra-coder, improves the reliability of the tagging process.

Examples of pronouns tagged in the previous part and retagged with error tag-

set are shown below. Words in parentheses after the tagged data identify the noun

referents. (LRH = Little Red Riding Hood)

Once upon a time, there is a pretties girl who wears a red cloak everybody
called <*/ER_3PSF_O> her#* </3PSF_O> “Red Riding Hood”. <3PSF_S> She
</3PSF_S> (LRH} lives with her mother at the edge of the forest..... After that,
Little Red Riding Hood set off her path to her grandmother house. <3PSF_S> She
</3PSF_S8> (LRH) walks along the way and <3PSF_S> she </3PSF_S8> (LRH) is
happy with the nature around <A/ER 3PSF _O> herself or O#her
<A/ER_/3PSF_O=. Then the wolf appears and said “Where are <2PP_S> you
</2PP_S> going Little Red Riding Hood.” “I am going to visit my grandmother
who lives in the forest” <3PSF_S> she </3PSF_S> said. The cunning wolf tricks
<3PSF_O> her </3PSF_O> (LRH) out off her way. Little Red Riding Hood is
happy with the colorful flowers. <3PSF_S> She </3PSF_S> picks up and put
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<*/ER_3PP_O> them#* </3PP_Q> in the basket. <3PSF_S> she </3PSF_S>
thinks her grandmother would like <MF-NUM/ER_3PS_O>them#it </3PS_0> .
The wolf arrived grandmother house. The wolf knocks at the- door “Tock Tock
Tock.” “Who is there” said grandma. “Little Red Riding Hood” the waolf
distinguished his voice. “Come in” <MF-C/ER_3PSF_S> she#her </3PSF_S>
said. The greedy wolf go straight on to her bed and eat <3PSF_O> her </3PSF_0O>
up. .....After finished his words, <3PSM_S8> he </3PSM_S> ate <3PSF_0O> her
</3PSF_O> up. <3PSM_S> He </3PSM_S> (the wolf) sleeps on the bed and
<3PSM_S> he </3PSM_S> snores so loud. <Co/ER_3PSM_S> He </3PSM_S>
goes into the coftage and <3PSM_S> he </3PSM_S> sees the ugly wolf lies down
on the bed. <Co/ER_3PSM_S> He </3PSM_S> takes the knife and <3PSM_S> he
</3PSM_S> cuts his bully. Then the Little Red Riding Hood and her grandmother
came out. The hunter puts the stones in the wolf's bully and <3PSM_S> he
</3PSM_S> saw <Co/ER_3PS_S> NP#it </3PS_S>. The wolf wakes up and
<3PSM_S> he </3PSM_S> runs away, but his body is too heavy. <3PSM_S> He
</3PSM_S> falls down and die.

The inter-raters coding the text into the error tagset designed had been irained
before beginning manual tagging. In the event of any discrepancy, the taggers
discussed and arrived at consensus, thus greatly increasing the reliability of the
analysis and interpretation (see Cresswell, 2005).

After processing and counting with Word-Smith Tool version 5.0, results of
the tagsets were analyzed quantitatively with both statistical analysis and content
analysis.

Word-Smith Tools:

Word-Smith Tools (WS) by Scott (1998) is an integrated set of programs for
observing the ways words are performed in texts. It consists of three main programs:
Concord, Word-List, and Key-Word. The first program, Concord, provides the users
accessibility to see any word or phrase in context, so that the users can see what type

of context it keeps. The second program is Word-List letting users view a list of all
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the words or word-clusters in a text studied, alphabetically or frequently reported as
set by the users. The other, Key-Word, supports searching the key words in a text.
The WS version 5.0 was applied in the present study.

WS version 5.0 was applied in the study because of its availability and ability
to conduct follow-up concordance searches. It can be installed and run on removable
drives such as flash drives and USB hard drives. Finally, it is able to convert from
.PDF, .DOC, removing all mark-up, etc.

Word-Smith was applied in the study mainly to count frequency of pronouns
that occur in the writings and to understand the contexts in which pronoun errors
occur. This information was applied afier the errors were tagged. The results were
quantitatively summarized and then statistically analyzed as described in the next part.

3.2.8 Data Analysis

The present study employs data analysis in two ways: statistical analysis and
text analysis for the best appropriate answers to the research questions.

Statistical analysis:

The converted and coded tag-sets were analyzed using the Statistical Package
for Social Science (SPSS program) for pronoun accuracy and inaccuracy rates,
percentage values and the means. After that, comparisons of the results in focus were
subjected to f-test, ANOVA and Scheffe’s tests to determine levels of significance of
differences across the groups (P <0.05).

Text Analysis:
The data from the essay writing was subjected to text analysis. The sentences

with pronouns were emphasized, categorized and conceptualized (Cresswell, 2005) to
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help determine how and why the Thai EFL learners produced the pronouns they did
and in the contexts they did. Examples of interesting pronoun uses will be discussed.
For examples, results from the study were analyzed in terms of text analysis.
Some interesting data among groups are underlined for pronouns used and errors.
The subjects in group 1, 2, and 3 tended to produce more frequent pronouns in their
writings, while the subject in group 4 were inclined to use both pronouns and other

noun phrases to replace the referents. For instances, a subject from group 2 wrote:

‘<3PSF_S> She </3PSF_S> brought a food basket to her grandma’s house in a
forest. <3PSF_S> She </3PSF_S> walked through the forest. And <3PSF_S> she

</3PSF_S> met the wolf on the way to the house.”

A subject from group 4 wrote:

‘Little Red Riding Hood held a basket with food, fruits and wine. While the fittle
girl walked and sang along the way to the cottage, <3PSF_S> she </3PSF_S>
was greeted by a wolf. ’

With similar narration, the two students used pronouns differently. More sentences,
from the actual study, might lead to a clearer picture and better interpretation for
language developmental patterns.

Additionally, there was a team of 3 text coders as inter-raters of the qualitative
data so that the analysis and interpretation are more reliable. The raters included Mrs.
Lagkana Waters (holding bachelor degree of English and work as an instructor for
Regina School, Iowa City, lowa, the US), Mr. Chanon Jintawet (holding a master
degree of applied linguistics), and the researcher. They had to be trained how to code,
categorize and conceptualize the text. Consensus among the raters was ideally
expected; however, two third of the raters would be in majority agreement if any

different coding took place.
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3.3 Summary of the Chapter

The chapter consists of two main parts: pilot study report and the present
study. The pilot study was briefly reported to reconfirm that the research plan would
be doable and analyzable. The plan was adjusted after piloting and analyzing the pilot
data to redesign the present study.

The present study was designed according to the research questions by
applying criterion proposed by Tono (2003) and suggested by Granger (2008) which
provides three main criterion consisting of issues related to language (mode, genre,
style, and topic), learners or subjects (internal cognitive, L1 background, L2
enviromment, and institutional status), and methodology (method of data collection,
data elicitation, use of reference, and time limitation).

The present study planed to investigate language, personal pronouns in
particular, in written mode as a narrative essay with general topic without writer
preparation produced by Thai university English majors from yezir I to year 4, 18-22
years old, who learn English as a foreign language (EFL) by employing crossectional
data collection method in natural setting with dictionary permission and within an
hour for each essay. The subjects were assigned write three narrative essays: Little
Red Riding Hood, Snow White and the Seven Dwarfs, and Cinderella.

After collecting the data in handwriting format, the original data were typed in
computerized format so that the researcher could continue the study procedures:
manual pronoun tagging and error tagging. The tagging systems employed in the
present study had been designed according to McEnery, Xiao, and Tono (2006) with

considerations of suggestions given by Granger (2003 and 2008) that the effective
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tagging system must be informative, reusable, reusable, and consistent error tagging
rules between annotators.

Finally, the tagged pronouns and tagged pronoun errors were counted for
statistical analysis: means and percentages of each group and multi-comparisong
(ANOVA) within the four groups to figure out pronoun development over time
according to the research questions. In addition, text analysis was employed at the eng
to investigate how the students in each group produced pronouns in context and how
pronoun errors occurred in contexts. This process employed WordSmith Tool to
capture the language in focus and arrange in contexts.

In conclusion, the chapter reports the piloting before adjusting to the present
study research design. The subjects in the present study were English majors from
Year 1 to Year 4; all of them are Thais with EFL environment. The instruments
eliciting the subjects’ data were three narratives. All raw data were transformed from
written texts to computerized texts so that the data analysis would be possible. After
the data were tagged with the tagsets designed as planned, the tagged data were both

quantitatively and qualitatively analyzed. The results will be discussed in the next

chapter.



CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

This chapter provides results of pronoun use as produced in narrative writings
by different four student groups, differences of pronoun errors across the four groups,
and how the students’ pronoun use changes over time. These results will be analyzed
according to the research questions:

RQ1) How are pronouns produced by Thai university English majors in

narrative writings?

RQ2) What are the differences of pronoun errors occurring in the narrative

writing produced among the students in four different groups?

RQ3) What developmental patterns of pronoun acquisition can be seen to

occur over time?

Accordingly, both quantitative and qualitative results will be reported. A
combination of quantitative and qualitative results will be employed for answering the
first and second research questions, while the answers for the third research question
will be entirely qualitative ones. All results are presented based on the research plan.

The study aims to investigate pronouns produced by Thai University English
majors in narrative writings. Pronouns here include personal pronouns in subject (I,
we, you, they, he, she and it), object (me, us, you, them, him, her and it) and

possessive (mine, ours, yours, theirs, his, hers and its) cases.
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The study hypotheses state that the subjects will produce pronouns with
greater accuracy and fewe; pronoun errors over time (data occurring from the end of
year 1 to the end of year four) possibly due to first language transfer as the main
culprit, along with over-generalization and unsuccessful teaching materials and
methods. The data were collected from three narratives (Little Red Riding Hood, Snow
White and the Seven Dwarfs, and Cinderella) and managed as the research
methodology (see chapter 3).

In accordance with the research methodology, 231 subjects from four different
groups wrote three narratives. The pronouns used in the narratives were manually
detected and annotated with a pronoun tagset designed for all pronoun cases. Later,
the errors were manually annotated with the error tagset for all six error types.
Consequently, all tagged data were counted and analyzed with statistical techniques
for both individual group results and comparative results.

To answer each research question, the quantitative results will be presented
below in a form of tables and graphs with statistical explanations of the resuits.
Firstly, the tables and reports begin with the whole picture of the data obtained:
tokens, pronouns occurring, and errors, including comparisons across the four groups.
Next, errors will be reported in comparisons across the four groups; all results of the
six error types will be presented. Finally, comparative results with developmental
graphs will be reported. Qualitative results will be reported as text analysis and some

examples in contexts by using WordSmith Tool at the end of each research question.
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4.1 Results for Research Question 1: How are pronouns produced by Thai
university English majors in narrative writings?

4.1.1 Quantitative Results:

The organization of the results will start with descriptive and comparative
information of (a) tokens and pronouns and (b) pronoun accuracy and errors, in
sequence.

(a) Tokens & Pronouns

Before reporting pronoun information in the narratives, overall
information of the writings will start here as a background. Overall information of
tokens in the narratives produced by Thai university English majors is shown in table
4.1. Although the students had been assigned to write at least 250 words each
narrative, the average tokens of each narrative is 330. Total tokens, therefore, are
more than what was anticipated, about 175,000 words.

Table 4.1 Tokens obtained in three narratives by the four groups

Narrative 1 Narrative 2 Narrative 3
- Total Tokens
Slibj ec Little Red Riding Hood Snow White Cinderella
Year1
17,988 17,504 17,537 53,029
(n =70)
Year?2
19,033 16,937 18,882 55,033
(n = 356)
Year3
19,620 18,652 18,696 56,968
(n=756)
Year 4
21,184 21,022 21,372 63,578
(n=49)
All
77,825 74,115 76,487 228.608
(N =231}
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As shown in table 4.1, all groups could produce approximately 76,000 tokens
for each narrative; the total token for the learner corpus in the present study is
228,608. Roughly, group 4 was able to write using the highest number of words,
followed by group 3, group 2 and group I, respectively. The raw data, however,
cannot tell us anything specific for now; statistically analysis will be present hereafter.

After collecting raw data and counting tokens of each narrative by each group,
pronouns were detected and tagged. Later, the pronouns were checked for accuracy
and errors. The correct pronouns were not retagged; while the pronoun errors were
retagged with the error tagsets22 including possible corrections. Finally, the tokens
and tagged pronouns were calculated for means as shown in table 4.2 below. Some
abbreviations are used here after: LRH as Little Red Riding Hood, SNW as Snow

White and the Seven Dwarfs, and CDR as Cinderella’s
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Table 4.2 Means and percentages of tokens and pronouns in narrative writings by the

English majors (Year 1 to Year 4)

Tokens Pronoun

x X %

LRH 302.63 30.50 10.1
Year 1 SNW 300.31 35.07 11.7
(n=70) CDR 305.31 33.99 I1.1
Total 908.26 99.56 11.0

LRH 321.21 28.62 8.9
Year 2 SNW 312.57 31.16 10.0
(n=156) CDR 313.16 32.30 10.3
Total 946.95 92.90 9.8

LRH 350.36 29.61 8.5

Year3 SNW 333.07 30.38 9.1
(n=156) CDR 333.86 31.30 9.4
Total 1017.29 91.29 9.0

LRH 392.12 35.35 9.0

Year 4 SNW 345.65 29.67 8.6
(n=49) CDR 385.35 33.16 8.6
Total 1123.12 98.18 8.7

LRH 337.69 30.86 9.1

TOTAL SNW 320.84 31.84 9.9
(N=231) CDR 331.11 32.75 9.9
Total 989.65 95.45 9.6

LRH: Litile Red Riding Hood / SNW: Snow While and the Seven Dwarfs / CDR: Cinderella

Table 4.2 shows means and percentages of tokens, pronouns, and pronoun
accuracy produced by the subjects in each group (Year 1, Year 2, Year 3 and Year 4)
and in total. After being tagged and counted, pronouns were calculated for
percentages out of the whole set of tokens occurring in the narratives. In addition,
results from each individual narrative by all four groups are included. On average, the
students could write more than 250 words as assigned; the mean of total word of all
three narratives is 989.65. Year 4 students could write the highest number of words

both across all narratives and individually: 1,123.22 mean score in total; 392.12 mean



136

score of LRH; 345.65 mean score of SNW; and 385.35 mean score of CDR. Among
the four groups, Year 1 students scored the lowest both in total narratives and each:
908.26 mean score in total; 302.63 mean score of LRH; 300.31 mean score of SNW;
and 305.31 mean score of CDR.

Although Year 1 students produced the lowest mean of total words in the
writings (302.63), they produced the highest mean of total pronouns (99.56) or 11.0%,
Interestingly, the number is close to the mean of pronouns produced by Year 4 group
(98.18), which produced the highest number of tokens in the four groups; however,
when considered in terms of the percentage of pronouns out of all the tokens, Year 4
produced the least, 8.7%, among the four groups. In addition, percentages of pronouns
out of the tokens are ranked from Year 1, Year 2, Year 3, and Year 4, respectively.
These rankings alone might not provide enough information; comparisons of tokens
and pronouns across the four groups possibly reveal a better picture of the data.

Table 4.3 to 4.6 will show comparative results of tokens before moving to
comparative results of pronouns in table 4.7 to 4.10 among the four groups.

Mean comparisons of tokens, pronouns, pronoun accuracy, and pronoun errors
in each type were analyzed with f-test ANOVA and tested with Scheffe’s to figure out
significant differences between a pair within the groups. Though the numbers of
tokens and pronouns occurring are not actually emphasized in the study, they will be
reported as background information of comparisons across the four groups.

Tokens produced by the four groups were analyzed with f-test and tested with
Scheffe’s. The results reveal highly significant differences in the means of tokens

among four groups (p < 0.01). Consequently, multi-comparisons across groups have
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been tested with Scheffe’s to investigate which pairs have statistically significant
differences (higher or lower) from one another, in both total and individual narrative.
Multi-comparison of tokens produced by the four groups (ANOVA) revealed
statistically significant differences across these groups; Scheffe’s test, therefore, was
used to see which pairs had significant differences. Tables 4.4-4.6 reveal results

from the test.

Table 4.3 Multi-comparisons of total tokens in Liftle Red Riding Hood tested with

Scheffe’s
Year I 2 3 4
x 302.63 321.21 350.36 392.12
1 302.63 - 187 .000** 000
2 321.21 X 015% 000**
3 350.36 - 000%*
4 392.12 -

* Significantly different at p < 0.05; ** Significantly different at p < 0.01

This table shows comparisons of tokens produced in Little Red Riding Hood
across the four groups. Year 4 group could produce significantly higher numbers of
tokens compared to other three groups (p < 0.01). Also, a comparison between Year 3
and Year 1 show a significantly higher mean of tokens performed (p < 0.01); Year 3
showed a significantly higher mean score than Year 2 could, at 0.015 (p < 0.05).
However, Year | and Year 2 could produce no statistical differences of the number of

tokens in Little Red Riding Hood.
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Table 4.4 Multi-comparisons of total tokens in Snow White and the Seven Dwarfs

tested with Scheffe’s
Year 1 2 3 4
X 300.31 312.57 333.07 345.65
1 300.31 - 301 000** .000**
2 312.57 - .028* L000%#
3 333.07 - 357
4 345.65 -

* Significantly different at p < 0.03; ** Significantly different at p < 0.01

Comparisons of tokens produced in Swow White and the Seven Dwarfs reveal

four pairs with significant differences. Year 1 group wrote with a significantly lower

mean number of tokens than Year 3 and Year 4 groups (p <0.01). Plus, Year 2 group

used a very significantly lower mean number of tokens than Year 4 group (p <0.01)

and the group bad a significantly lower mean number of tokens than Year 3 group (p

<0.05). On the other hand, two pairs without statistically different mean scores of

tokens are between Year 1 and Year 2 and between Year 3 and Year 4.

Table 4.5 Multi-comparisons of total tokens in Cinderella tested with Scheffe’s

Year 1 2 3 y

X 305.31 313.16 333.86 385.35

1 305.31 - .689 000 000+

2 313.16 - 028% 000%*

3 333.86 - 000
4 385.35 i

* Significantly different at p <0.05; ** Significantly different act p <0.01

According to table 4.5, Year 4 group wrote a very significantly higher number

of words than the other three groups (p < 0.01) in Cinderella. Year 3 group had a
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significantly higher mean score of tokens than Year 1 (p <0.01); Year 3 group did
significantly higher mean of tokens than Year 2 group (p < 0.05). However, a
comparison between Year 1 and Year 2 groups reveals no statistical differences.

Table 4.6 Multi-comparisons of total tokens in all narratives tested with Scheffe’s

Year 1 2 3 4
x 908.26 946.95 1017.29 1123.12
1 908.26 - 218 .000** 000**
2 946.95 - 005%* 000**
3 1017.29 - L000%*
4 1123.12 .
|

** Significantly different at p <0.01

Table 4.6 shows five pairs within the four groups who wrote significantly
different numbers of total tokens (p < 0.01). Year 4 group produced significantly
higher numbers of tokens in three narratives than Year 3, 2, and 1 did. Other two
groups producing very significant lower mean scores of token than Year 3 are Year 1
and Year 2. The other pair, Year 1 (with 908.26 mean score) and Year 2 (with 946.95
mean score), produced no statistical differences in comparisons.

Overall, due to the tests of comparative tokens with Scheffe’s, Year 4 group
produced significantly higher numbers of tokens measured as mean scores than the
rest. Group 3 could write more tokens than the others group in lower year with shorter
exposure to English in classroom. However, group 1 and group 2 produced no

statistical differences in total tokens.
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The next section provides comparative information of the pronouns produced
by the four groups. It begins with multiple comparisons before analyzing these results
with Scheffe’s test.

After comparing pronoun mean scores found in total and in each narrative
written by the four groups, ANOVA or multi-comparison test was completed to figure
out if any statistical differences within the four groups. The results from ANOVA test
showed significantly different mean scores of pronouns performed across the four
groups. Later, analysis with Scheffe’s was tested, comparative results across the four
groups in each narrative are showed in tables 4.7-4.9 and ones of all narrative are
showed in table 4.10 below to show pairs with significant differences of pronoun
mearn scores.

Table 4.7 Multi-comparisons: total pronouns occurring in LRRH tested with

Scheffe’s
Year 1 2 3 4
b 30.50 28.61 29.61 35.35
1 30.50 - 000%* 576 L000%*
2 28.61 - .540 .000**
3 29.61 - 000%*
4 35.35 -

** Significantly different at p < 0.01

When individually considered in Little Red Riding Hood, each pair across the
four groups turns out as follows. Year 4 had higher mean scores than the others (p <

0.01), and Year 1 produced significantly higher numbers of pronouns than Year 2 did.
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However, comparisons between Year 3 and Year 1 and between Year 3 and Year 2

show no significant differences.

Table 4.8 Multi-comparisons: total pronouns occurring in SNW tested with Scheffe’s

Year 1 2 3 y

x 35.07 31.16 30.38 29.67

1 35.07 - .000** 000%* 000%*

2 31.16 - 611 110

3 30.38 } 716
4 29.67 _

** Significantly different at p <0.01

In accordance with table 4.8, Year 1 produced significantly higher mean

scores of pronouns in Snow White and the Seven Dwarfs than the other three groups

(p = 0.01).

differences of pronouns produced in the narrative.

Comparative results of the other pairs do not show any statistical

Table 4.9 Multi-comparisons: total pronouns occurring in CDR tested with Scheffe’s

Year 1 2 3 4
X 33.99 32.30 31.30 33.16
1 33.99 - 145 004%* 751
2 32.30 - .630 754
3 31.30 - 136
4 33.16 -

** Significantly different at p < 0.01
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Table 4.9 shows the results of pronouns produced in Cinderella across the four
groups. The table shows only one pair with a significant difference of pronoun mean
scores; Year 1 produced a larger number of pronouns than Year 3 could (p < 0.01).

No other statistical differences were found.

Table 4.10 Comparisons: total pronouns occurring in all narratives tested with

Scheffe’s
Year 1 2 3 4
x 99.56 92.09 91.29 98.18
99.56 - 000%* L000%* .868
92.09 - 971 006%*
91.29 - 001*
4 98.18 -

** Significantly different at p <0.01

In table 4.10, all pronoun frequencies across all narratives and all four groups
are collated. , Year 1 had the highest mean score of pronoun frequency in total; the
result of Year 1 and Year 4 are very significantly higher than Year 2 group and Year 3
group (p <0.01). However, no statistical differences are showed between Year 1 and
Year 4 and between Year 2 and Year 3.

Notably, none of the possessive pronouns were found in the students’ writing;
when showing possession, the students normally used possessive determiners.

In addition to the umbers and frequencies of pronouns produced by the four
groups, pronoun accuracy and errors will be reported to further address the first

research question.
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Information of pronoun accuracy and errors will be presented firstly

with descriptive information before moving to comparative analysis. The descriptive

results show means and percentages of pronoun accuracy out of the pronouns tagged;

the descriptive results of pronoun errors, means, will follow in sequence. Later,

comparative results will be revealed.

Table 4.11 Means and percentages of pronouns and pronoun accuracy in the

narratives produced by the four groups

Pronoun Accuracy Errors®
Subjects
x b % x
LRH 30.50 20.23 66.3 12.14
Year 1 SNW 35.07 23.99 68.4 13.14
{n=70) CDR 33.99 22.59 66.5 13.01
Total 99.56 66.80 67.1 38.30
LRH 28.62 18.70 65.3 11.57
=Year 2 SNW 31.16 2221 71.3 10.66
{(n=156) CDR 32.30 22.96 71.1 10.48
Total 92.90 63.58 68.8 32.71
LRH 29.61 21.70 94.8 8.68
Year 3 SNW 30.38 22.61 75.4 7.86
{n=56) CDR 31.30 23.00 73.8 §.29
Total 91.29 67.41 73.8 24.47
LRH 3535 28.08 79.4 7.90
Year 4 SNW 29.67 2290 712 6.84
(n = 49) CDR 33.16 25.53 77.0 7.73
Total 98.18 76.51 71.9 22.47
LRH 30.86 21.88 709 10.26
TOTAL SNW 31.84 22.99 72.2 9.92
(N=231) CDR 32.75 23.43 71.5 10.13
Total 95.45 68.30 71.0 30.32
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This data was generated during the tagging process. After pronouns had been
tagged and categorized (according to person, number, gende;, and case), the tagged
pronouns were corrected; if any errors were found, they were tagged with the
appropriate error tagset as planned. Pronoun errors were tagged into five categories,
which will be discussed in the next section; however, some errors such as omissions
were detected in the later step. While the other pronoun errors could be found in the
jnitial step (pronoun tagging), omissions could not.

Total average mean score of pronoun accuracy by all groups is 68.30 out of
95.45 mean score of pronoun produced. In other words, the accuracy percentage of
all groups is 71.6% of all pronouns produced. When compared among the four
groups, mean score of Year 4 is the highest, with a 76.51 rate of accuracy, while the
mean score of Year 2 is the lowest one, with a 63.88 rate of accuracy. Based on
percentage comparisons, however, Year 1 could do the lowest pronoun accuracy
(67.1%) and the other groups as Year 2, Year 3, and Year four could do better with
accuracy percentages of 68.8%, 73.8%, and 77.9%, respectively. That means group
I produced the lowest rate of pronoun accuracy out of the whole population of
pronouns found in their writings.

After detecting and tagging pronouns occurring in the narratives, correcting
and error tagging were managed as planned. Ermror mean calculations are shown in
table 4.3; however, the errors could not be calculated for percentages of total
pronouns since pronoun omissions were not included at the first stage. The results
reported in the table tell that all groups produced pronoun errors with a mean of
68.30. In addition, the results of the errors conform to the accuracy data in that Year

1 produced the highest errors (with a mean of 38.30), followed by Year 2 (with a
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mean of 32.71), Year 3 (with a mean of 24.47), and Year 4 (with a mean of 22.47),
respectively.

By testing with ANOVA for multi-comparison of pronoun accuracy mean
scores produced by the four groups in total and in individual narrative reveal very
significant differences in both total and individual narrative (p < 0.01) within the four
groups, significant differences within the four groups were found. Testing with
Scheffe’s, therefore, is essential here to see which pairs are statistically different (See
tables 4.12-4.15).

Table 4.12 Multi-comparisons: total pronoun accuracy in LRH tested with Scheffe’s

Year 1 2 3 4
x 20.23 18.70 21.70 28.08
20.23 - 047% 063 000
18.70 - 000%#* 000
21.70 - 000%*
4 28.08 -

* Significantly different at p < 0.05; ** Significantly different at p < 0.01

In Little Red Riding Hood, Year 4 produced significantly higher rates of
pronoun accuracy than the other groups (p <0.01). Year 3 had higher mean rates of
pronoun accuracy than Year 2 group (p < 0.01); however, their mean score is not
statistically different from Year 1. In addition, the table shows significantly different
mean scores of pronoun accuracy between Year 1 and Year 2 (p < 0.05) in the

narrative,
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Table 4.13 Multi-comparisons: total pronoun accuracy in SNW tested with Scheffe’s

"~ Year 1 2 3 4
23.99 22.21 22.61 22.90
1 - 007+ 058 226
2 - 906 667
3 - 963
4 -

T Significantly different at p < 0.01

Table 4.13 looks at “Snow White.” The comparisons of pronoun accuracy

presented in table 4.13 indicates that only one pair of groups showed any difference in

mean rates of pronoun accuracy. Year 1’s mean score is statistical higher than Year

2’s (p < 0.01). None of the other group data show any significances of pronoun

accuracy in the narrative.

Table 4.14 Multi-comparisons: total pronoun accuracy in CDR tested with {-test,

Year 1 2 3 4
22.59 22.96 23.11 25.59
1 - 942 862 000*=*
2 - 997 002%*
3 - .004%%
4 -

#4 Significantly different at p <0.01
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Table 4.14 reports that Year 4 group’s mean rate of pronoun accuracy in
Cinderella is significantly higher than the other groups (p < 0.01); however, within
those groups, there is no difference in pronoun accuracy produced in the narrative.

Table 4.15 Multi-comparisons: total pronouns accuracy in all narratives tested with

Scheffe’s
Year 1 2 3 4
x 66.80 63.88 67.41 76.51
66.80 - 184 975 .000**
63.88 - 096 000%*
67.41 - 000**
76.51 -

** Significantly different at p <0.01

When all results are collated in Table 4.15, Year 4 group showed a higher rate

of correct pronouns than the others in total narratives (p <0.01).

In short, comparative results within and between groups verifies that Year 4’s
level of pronoun accuracy was the highest among the four groups, but no differences
were significant between or among the other groups. The nature of pronoun errors

will be reported in the following sections.
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Table 4.16 Means and percentages of errors produced by the four groups

ER{ ER( ERO ERO ERGO | . ERO
1 % 2 % 3 % 4 o 5 % 6 % 'I‘OLTA
b4 X X x x x
14.6 12.9 10.8 204 | 53.7 : 38.0
Y1 5.38 4,93 4,14 i1 2.89 | 1.86 | 4.89
6 6 8 4 2 5
13.7 10.3 208 | 63.8 | 32.7
Y2 4.3 3.38 212 | 648 | 0.64 | 196 1.2 3.67
5 3 8 1 2

204 | 825 | 247
Y3 | 093 1 376 | 211 | 852 ; 091 | 3.68 | 0.06 | 024 § 03 1.2]

202 ¢ 90,1 | 224
Y4 | 076 | 338 | 076 | 3.38 | 045 | 2.00 | 0.06 | 0.27 | 0.18 | (.80

7 7 8
10.6 205 | 67.6 | 303
TT | 3.24 298 | 983 ¢ 2.09 | 689 | 053 | L.75 | 097 | 3.20
9 1 3 2

The results in table 4.16 display the tag information of errors. The single most
common error type is tagged as ER06, mis-coreference, which occurred about 20%
from among all tagged errors across all of the narratives. All groups did
approximately the same percentage of the error type, 20%. The rest most common
errors among the four groups are ERO1 (pronoun omission), ER02 (overuse), and
ERO3 (case error), respectively.

In terms of group comparisons, generally Year 1 group did the highest error
mean scores of 5 error types: ERQ1 (omission), ER02 (overuse), ER03 (case error),
ERO4 (gender error), and ERO5 (number error).  All groups did almost the same
mean scores of ER06 (mis-coreference). In addition, Year 4 group did the lowest
mean scores of all pronoun error types among the four groups. Table 4.16 roughly

tells about how many pronoun errors were produced by the four groups; however, to
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figure out statistical comparisons in details, the results need to be tested with
ANOVA, a statistical multi-comparisons for more than 3 groups. Also Sheffe’s test
will be employed if any significant differences within the four groups are found.

To sum up the information in this section, group 4 could do the highest mean
scores among the four groups when compared in terms of tokens and pronoun
accuracy, while group 2 did the lowest mean score of pronoun accuracy. Other than
tokens and pronoun accuracy, the trends go in different ways. When considered
pronouns produced by each group, group 1 produced the highest pronouns in the
writings. Group 1 has the highest mean scores of error types 01 to 06; while group 4
has the lowest mean scores of errors. Although these results approximately inform
the better pronouns are produced due to longer time exposure to English, statistically
comparative analysis within the groups will inform better comprehensible results of
how each group differs from peers. The results are interesting that how Year 4
students differently used pronouns form the other three and what kinds of words they
used to replace noun phrases which were old information in the contexts. Qualitative
results in section 4.1.2, therefore, may complete the jigsaw puzzle of how pronouns
are produced.

4.1.2 Qualitative Results:

The qualitative results in this section emphasize how pronouns were produced
in context. The first step is to use the analytical software program WordSmith to
derive concordances of the tagged tokens in focus in order to see how and when
pronouns occur. Then, the texts were examined manually where the software
program was limited. In particular, the researcher would see the types of substitutions,

such as noun phrases, that would be used to replace a personal pronoun. The
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following points are from the researcher’s observation for examining pronoun
choices, pronoun accuracy, and pronoun errors.
(a) Pronoun characteristics found in the student writings
As mentioned earlier that means of pronouns produced by students with
shorter time exposure to English in the university were more than ones produced by
students with longer time exposure to the target language in the university, it is
interesting that how the students in different groups used pronouns in the narratives.
Students with shorter exposure to formal L2 study (in this case, English) at the
University level were more likely to replace a noun with pronouns and proper names;
while students with longer exposure to formal University level study of English were
likely to replace a noun phrase with a variety of forms: a new similar noun phrase, a
definite noun phrase (the same noun phrase with the added article ‘the’), and a
personal pronoun. The following sentences are examples from the students in lower
year.
“Once upon a time, Cinderella was her name. Cinderellz she used to
have mother but her died. Father married new wife. They had two daughters.
After that she killed him and took all money and house to own. They gave her
little food and ragged clothes. And she must to worked for all everything in

house for them. They lived like millionaire but Cinderella _s_IE‘lived like

slave....

One day everyone got invitation letter to a party from king. He

announce if lady she...”

{Cinderella, original texts by Year]
student #05}

This Year 1 student normally used a personal pronoun after initially mentioning

a noun phrase or a proper name, in this excerpt, such as ‘Cinderella’, ‘mother’, ‘father
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and new wife’, 'father’, and ‘lady’. The student replaced these noun phrases with a
personal pronoun, such as replacing ‘Cinderella’ with ‘she’; ‘mother’ with “her’;
father and new wife’ with ‘they’; and ‘father’ with ‘him’. After initially using the
proper noun, Cinderella, however, the proper noun was hardly seen after that.

Similar examples were found in the excerpt from Year 2 student’s narrative as

shown below.
“Once upon a time Cinderella was a girl who she lived with her parents.
After her mother died. She was sad and her father married again with a bad lady
who she had two children. They did not like her. Then he died too. They let her
do everything in house. She was sad because she must to live in a kitchen. And
she wore old dress but they wore new and beautiful dresses. She must to work all

day but they were convenient....”

{Cinderella, original texts by Year2 student#0:8)

As seen in the excerpt, once the student mentioned a proper noun (Cinderella)
and noun phrases (a bad lady, two children, and father) personal pronouns (she, they,
her, and he) were used to replace the mentioned noun phrases. ‘Cinderella’ was
replaced with “she’ and *her’. ‘a bad lady’ was replaced by ‘she’ The personal
pronoun ‘fhey’ in line 3 could refer to “father and a bad lady’, ‘two children’ or ‘a bad
lady and two children’. The pronoun ‘he’ takes a place of ‘father’. It is noted here
that the student keep using personal pronouns although the antecedents become

remote.

Even with the same length of writing, students with longer exposure to English

produced pronominals differently.

“Once upon a time, Cinderella was a pretty girl. She lived with her family
happily. But after her mother passed away her father married again with a wicked
lady who had two daughters. The ladies were very cruel. They treated her like a
slave. Cinderella lived in a small bedroom closed to the kitchen. While the
stepsisters lived in house with happiness. They dressed beautifully but she
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dressed very old and ragged outfit every day. This pretty girl had to do all

housework alone ...”

(Cinderella, original texts by Year3 student#02)

According to the excerpt above, the Y3 student substituted ‘Cinderella® with
pronouns ‘she’, and ‘her’, the proper noun ‘Cinderella’ when it might be ambiguous,
and with a definite noun phrase ‘this pretty girl’. In addition, the student took the
place of “the wicked lady and two daughters® with a pronoun ‘they’ and a definite
noun phrase ‘the ladies’. However, it is rather ambiguous here whether ‘the ladies’
refers to ‘the wicked lady and two daughters’ or ‘two daughters’. Also, the student
replaced ‘two daughters’ with a pronoun ‘they’ and a definite noun phrase *the step
sisters’.

The following excerpt is from Year 4 student; her writing reveals similar results.

“Once upon a time in a house, Cinderella lived unhappy. Her mother was
dead. Her father had married another woman, a widow with two daughters. And
they didn't like her. Cinderella was lovely and nice but she dressed was ragged
and old. Her face was dusty gray from coals. While the stepsisters wear dresses
splendid and elegant their clothes, they are still ugly. They lived in the house
comfortably, but Cinderella was not. The young girl worked hard all the day.

She lived alone...”

(Cinderella, original texts by Yeard student#14)

The student replaced noun phrases like Cinderella, and two daughiers with
more varied choices of pronominal forms. The student took the place of a proper noun
‘Cinderella’ with a pronoun ‘she’; a proper noun ‘Cinderella’ when the antecedent is
rather distant; and a definite noun phrase ‘the young girl’. In the same way, the
student substituted a pronoun ‘they’ possibly for ‘her father and a widow’ or ‘a widow
and two daughters’. Additionally, ‘two daughters’ is replaced with a pronoun ‘they’

and a definite noun phrase ‘the step sisters’ when its antecedent is remote.
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From the excerpts, it can be seen that more pronominal forms such as
proper nouns, pronouns, and definite noun phrases were produced by students who
had greater exposure to University level English instruction; while pronouns were

frequently used by students with shorter exposure to the target language.
(b) No possessive pronouns produced in the student writings

Though a lot of personal pronouns both in subject and object cases were found
in the students’ writings, no pronouns in the possessive case were found. Instead, the
students commonly used ‘possessive determiners’ when they wanted to express
possession in the narratives no matter how many time they had mentioned the

possession before, for example:
...She can fit the shoe because it was her shoe...

...she asked “why do your teeth are very sharp and long? “My teeth very

Instead of using possessive pronoun %ers’ in the first example and “Mine’ in the
second example, the learner writers used possessive determiner (her and my) before a
noun. Even still, these possessive determiners were not found frequently in these

narratives.

This section looked at how pronouns were produced by the students in
general. With qualitative analysis, other features used for replacing a noun phrase
were found more in writings of Year 3 and Year 4 students; while personal pronouns
and proper nouns were commonly used among students in Year | and Year 2. Itis

interesting that these Thai EFL learners did not produced any pronouns in possessive
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case; once they had to express possession they normally use possessive determiners.
However, due to the low levels of possession in the narratives, the data is insufficient
to draw any conclusions.

4.1.3 Conclusions

In brief, students in Year 1 and Year 2 often used pronouns to replace a noun
or a noun phrase while students in Year 3 and Year 4 used pronouns, proper nouns,
and definite nouns to take the place of the antecedents. Although Year 2 students had
the lowest mean score of pronoun accuracy, Year lhad the highest mean rate of
errors. This phenomenon occurs because Year 1 errors included more omissions
which were not counted as pronouns at first. A more rigorous analysis of the nature of

the errors is presented next in section 4.2.

4.2 Results for Research Question 2: What are the differences of
pronoun errors occurring in the narrative writing produced among

the students in different four groups?
4.2.1 Quantitative Results
The table below shows the mean scores and percentages of pronoun errors in
six different types produced by students in Year 1 to Year 4 and by the whole group.

In addition, the information is presented both in total and in each narrative.
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When compared among the four groups, each error type was ranked from the

highest mean to the lowest mean as follow:

ERO1-Omission: Y1l > Y2 >Y3 > Y4
ER02-Overuse: Y1 > Y2 > Y3 > Y4
ER03-Case Error: Y1 >Y2>Y3>Y4
ER04-Gender Error: Y1 > Y2 >Y3 =Y4
EROS-Number Error: YI > Y2 > Y3 >Y4
ER06-Mis-coreference: Y2 >Y3>Y1>Y4

In rough comparisons, table 4.17 presents the mean scores of each pronoun
error type by all four groups in both total and each narrative. The errors produced by
the four groups are also reported with standard deviation for consideration of the data
distribution. The errors have been categorized into six groups: Error type 01 (ER0I)
or omission; Error type 02 (ER02) or overuse; Error type 03 (ER03) or case error;
Error type 04 (ER04) or gender error; Error type 05 (ER05) or number error; and
Error type 06 (ER06) or misco-reference. In total, the students’ average error mean
score is 30.32: Year 1 had the highest error rates (38.05), followed by Year 2 (32.72),
Year 3 (24.75), and Year 4 (22.48), respectively. Mean scores of Error 01 to Error 05
were obviously gradually lower when the students are assumed to have more exposure
to the target language. However, means of Error 06, mis-coreference, made by all

groups were not lower over time; instead, they are rather stable.
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As mentioned earlier, the rankings of error types produced by the group
contributed similar trends; further comparisons across the four groups were essential
here to see if any were statistically different (a significant difference is at p < 0.05,
and a very significant difference 1s at p < 0.01). The means of errors produced by
each group were tested with f-test ANOVA. There were some significant differences
at p < 0.01; Scheffe’s test was processed after that to identify different pairs. The test
results indicated very significantly different means of error types 01, 02, 03, 04, 05,
and in total across the groups (p < 0.01). However, no significant differences were
found among the groups for error type 06, mis-coreference. The following tables
(table 4.21- table 4.26) are comparative results of six pronoun error types tested with
Scheffe’s to figure out which groups are statistically different from another one.

Table 4.18 Multi-comparisons: total pronoun errors tested with Scheffe’s

Year 1 2 3 4
b3 38.30 32.71 24.82 22.47
1 - 000%* 000%* 000%*
2 - .000** 000**
3 - 563
4 -

** Significantly different at p <0.01

Scheffe’s test for all error types of pronoun reported in table 4.22 reveals that
Year I produced very significantly higher mean rates of the error than Year 2, Year 3,
and Year 4 (p <0.01). In the same way, Year 2 produced very significantly higher
means than Year 3 and Year 4 (p <0.01). However, comparative result of error mean
scores between Year 3 and Year 4 does not show any statistically significant

differences.
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Table 4.19 Multi-comparisons: pronoun errors type 01, omission, tested with

Scheffe’s
Year 1 2 3 4
b3 5.83 4.50 0.93 0.76
1 - 000+ L000** L000**
2 - 000%* 000**
3 - 963
4 -

*#* Significantly different at p <0.01

Comparisons of pronoun omission or error type 01 across the four groups are

presented in table 4.19. Year 1 produced very significantly higher omissions than

Year 2, Year 3 and Year 4 (p =0.01). Also Year 2 produced very significantly higher

mean rates of omissions than Year 3 and Year 4 (p <0.01). Interestingly, no statistical

differences of omissions were found between Year 3 and Year 4.

Table 4.20 Multi-comparisons: pronoun errors type 02, overuse, tested with Scheffe’s

Year i 2 3 4
x 4.93 3.38 2.11 0.76
1 - .000** 000%* .000**
2 - 000%* 000%*
3 - 000%*
4 -

** Significantly different atp < 0.01
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Comparative results of pronoun overuse across the four groups reveal very
significantly different rates between all pairs. Year 1’s mean of pronoun overuse is
significantly higher than Year 2°s, Year 3°s and Year’s 4 (p £0.01). In the same way,
the mean for Year 2 is significantly higher than that for Year 3 and Year 4 (p <0.01).
Finally, the comparative result between Year 3 and Year 4 shows the former is
significantly higher than the later one (p <0.01).

Table 4.21 Multi-comparisons: pronoun errors type 03, case error, tested with

Scheffe’s
Year 1 2 3 4
by 4.14 2.12 0.91 0.45
1 - 000*= L000** L000**
2 - 000 000%*
3 - 181
4 -

** Significantly different at p = 0.01

Comparative results of pronoun case error in table 4.21 show Year 1 produced
very significantly higher case error mean scores than Year 2, Year 3 and Year 4, Year
4 (p £0.01). Also Year 2 produced very significantly higher mean score of case errors
than Year 3 and Year 4 (p <0.01). However, no statistical differences of omissions

were found between Year 3 and Year 4.
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Table 4.22 Multi-comparisons: pronoun errors type 04, gender error, tested with

Scheffe’s
Year 1 7 3 3
¥ 1.10 0.64 0.12 0.06
1 1.10 - 000 L000** 000+
2 0.64 - 000 000**
3 0.12 . 973
4 0.06 )

** Significantly different at p <0.01

Comparative results of pronoun gender errors in table 4.22 show Year 1

produced very significantly higher gender error mean scores than Year 2, Year 3 and

Year 4 (p <0.01). In addition Year 2 produced very significantly higher mean scores

of pronoun gender errors than Year 3 and Year 4 (p <0.01). On the other hand, no

statistical differences of omissions were found between Year 3 and Year 4.

Table 4.23 Multi-comparisons: pronoun errors type 05, number error, tested with

Scheffe’s
Year 1 2 3 4
x 1.86 1.20 0.30 0.18
i 1.86 - 000%* 000 000%
2 1.20 - 000%* 000
3 0.30 - 899
4 0.18 ;

#* Significantly different at p <0.01
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Comparisons of pronoun error type 05, number error, across the four groups
are shown in table 4.23. There were no statistically different mean results between
Year 3 and Year 4. However, the other pairs resulted in very significantly different
mean scores of pronoun number errors (p <0.01). Year | produced very significantly
higher number error mean score than Year 2, Year 3 and Year 4 as well as Year 2
produced very significantly higher mean scores of pronoun number errors than Year 3
and Year 4.

Table 4.24 Multi-comparisons: pronoun errors type 06, mis-coreference, tested with

Scheffe’s
Year 1 2 3 4
¥ 20.44 20.88 20.45 20.27
20.44 - 710 1.00 975
20.88 - 747 511
3 20.45 - 977
4 20.27 -

Finally, table 4.24 with comparative results of error type 06 or mis-
coreference reveals no statistically different mean scores of the error type 06. The
approximate number of the mean of each group is about 20.

In brief, comparisons of tokens, pronoun products, pronoun accuracy and
pronoun errors across the four groups from Year 1 to Year 4 were analyzed with f-
test, ANOVA; later, reports of pair comparative analysis with Scheffe’s have been
employed and presented. Rather high means of the use of pronouns and pronoun

errors of types 01 to 06 produced by Year 1 and Year 2 are statistically close to each
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other; as may be expected, their mean scores of pronoun accuracy are the lowest of
the four groups. In contrast, lower means of pronouns and pronoun errors in types 01
to 06 produced by Year 3 and Year 4 are statistically close to each other; their means
of pronoun accuracy are higher than the other two groups’.

When considering differences across the groups by each type of error, Year 3
and Year 4 had lower error rates than the other two groups at error types 01 to 06.
Results of the error types 01, 03, 04, and 05 produced by Year 3 and Year 4 showed
no statistically significant differences between the two groups, thus showing similar
results in these 4 types or errors. In error type 02, Year 4 did significantly better than
Year 3. The results of the final error type, mis-coreference, revealed all four groups
had comparable errors. To examine the students’ errors, errors in contexts will be
reported in the next section.

4.2.2 Qualitative Results

To give more comprehensible results of errors, the data in contexts will be
presented here with some examples excerpted from the student writings.

(a) Error Type 01: Omissions generally found in cases of subject and object of

the verb, but not in object of preposition

The underuse of pronoun occurred in both subject and object cases; however,
when considered by text analysis, pronouns used as the object of prepositions were
never omitted. The following are some examples of pronoun omissions found in the
students’ performance. It is noted here that the examples were excerpted from Y1 and
Y2 papers since most of omissions were tagged in their writings. The first group is the

omission in subject case.
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... carried a food basket. <*/ER_3PSF_S>She#*</3PSF_S> very happy..
...ready to go. And then <*/ER_3PSF_S>She#*</3PSF_S> get a food...
....the flowers so pretty. <*/ER_3PSF_S>She#*</3PSF_S> picked some..
... to go now”. After that <*/ER_3PS_S>it#*</3PS_S> ran to her grandma
.Knock! Knock! Knock! <*/ER_3PS_S>it#*</3PS_S> called loudly “Hil.
.the hunter must left . So <*/ER_3PSF_S>She#*</3PSF_S> felt scared..
.....After the Queen died <*/ER_3PSM_S>He#*</3PSM_S> marry again
....her father was killed. <*/ER_3PSF_S>She#*</3PSF_S> had many...

...hated her very much. <*/ER_3PP_S>They#*</3PP_S> like to spite her

Next, omisstons in object case will be exemplified.

...basket. The girl took <*/ER_3PS_ O>it#*</3IPS_O> to grandma’s house
...grandmother and bit <*/ER_3PSF_O=her#*</3PSF_O> fiercely. And..
.... the door and found <*/ER_3PS_O>it#*</3PS_O>. Hunter and dog ...
.... did not want to tell <*/ER_3PSF_O>her#*</3PSF_O>. Then.....
...a garden Soldier hit <*/ER_3PSF_O>her#*</3PSF_0O> very hard
...back home and saw <*/ER_3PSF_O>her#*</3PSF_O> in their beds.
..... because they sent <*/ER_3PSF_O>herf#*</3PSF_O> to live in a...

.....ran and forgot tell <*/ER_3PSF_O>her#*</3PSF_O> because time..

Lastly, pronouns as object of preposition were not omitted in the student

writings. The pronouns go behind prepositions which collocate with some verbs, e.g.
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talk with, talk to, marry to, cook for, dance with, look at, look after, and others. Some

examples excerpted from the student data are given below.

..she</3PSF_S> talked to <3PS_O>it</3PS_0O> and forgot every..
.. field there and looked at <3PP_O>them</3PP_O> and smiled...

.. the witch got angry with <3PS_O>it</3PS_O=> very much. Later
..the house and married to <3PSF_O>her</3PSF_O> and then back
.50 Cinderella cooked for <3PP_O>them</3PP_O> every day.....
..sisters wanted marry to <3PSM_O>him</3PSM_O> and became..

Due to the results, objects of preposition seem omissible for the students.

(b) Error Type 02: Some overuse of pronoun found in relative clauses

Although some heads and objects were overused with pronouns afier a noun
phrase, some of them were found in relative clauses. According to the data produced

by students Year 1 and Year 2, some overuses were found in relative clauses. For

examples,

.. the girl who <A/ER_3PSF_S>*#she</3PSF_S> was living with..
... wolf which <A/ER_3PS_S>*#it</3PS_S> was very hungry and..
..grandma who <A/ER_3PSF_S>%#she</3PSF_S> tailored her dress
..the lady who <A/ER_3PSF_S>*#she</3PSF_S> was a bewitch...

...dwarfs who <A/ER_3PP_S>*#they</3PP_S> were small and..

...house which <A/ER_3PS_S>##it</3PS_S> was in deep forest



166

...the lady who <A/ER_3PSF_S8>*#she</3PSF_S> had two

danghters
...a prince who <A/ER_3PSM_S>*#he</3PSM_S> was very clever
...an lady who <A/ER_3PSF_S>*#she</3PSF_S> can fit the shoe

Overuse of pronouns in relative clauses was frequently produced by students in

Year ! and Year 2.

(c) Error Types 03, 04, 05: Some malformation of case, gender, and number

possibly just mistakes, produced by Year 3 and Year 4 in particular

Before looking through the examples of malformation, it is noted here that
these types of error were found more in Year 1 and Year 2 student writings; but rarely
found in Year 3 and Year 4 groups. From text analysis by considering data from the
same students, particularly ones in Year 3 and Year 4, making malformation errors,

the error types were not systematic in the student writings.
Error 03: Case Errors

The students misused pronoun object forms by placing subject forms, e.g.
“she’ for ‘her’, ‘they’ for ‘them’. In addition, the student misused a pronoun subject

form by placing an object form like ‘her’ for ‘she’.

wanted to fool <MF-C/ER_3PSF_O>her#she</3PSF_O> to spend..

....went to pick <MF-C/ER_3PP_O>themi#ithey</3PP_O> in the gar..
... queen hated <MF-C/ER_3PSF_O=>her#she</3PSF_O> so much..
..pushed and hit <MF-C/ER_3PSF_O>her#she</3PSF_O> before ..

....and told that <MF-C/ER_3PSF_S>she#her</3PSF_S> do work in
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...remembered <MF-C/ER_3PSF_O>hertishe</3PSF_O> at all. So..
Remarkably, overall case errors were found more in object case; ones found
in students in Year 3 and Year 4 were also in object case. Very few were found in

subject case and they were produced by Year | students.

Error Type 04: Gender Error

This error type was not usually found in the narratives written by all four
groups; the errors almost disappeared among Year 3 and Year 4 students. The
examples excerpted are in contexts so that the antecedent can be seen. The antecedents
will be underlined in the exampies.

Little Red Riding Hood. written by Year 3 studentf#44:

“..picked enough flowers and <3PS_S>it</3PS_S> was late now. The
girl walked to her grandmother’s house and <MF-GEN/ER_3PSF_S>

sheffhe </3PSF_S> though that the house was very quiet....”

From this excerpt, the error produced by the student might be a misspelling of the

word ‘he’ since there was not such error found in her writings.

Little Red Riding Hood, written by Year 4#08

“The hunter tried to followed it for along time until <MPF-
GEN/ER_3PSM_S>heftshe</3PSM_S> a dog stopped at the

house..”

The student wrote ‘she’ to refer to ‘the hunter’ instead of ‘he’ which is the
correct form; however this error did not reoccur in other narratives written be the same

student, thus the conclusion that it was just an example of momentary carclessness.
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Cinderella. written by Year 3 student #23:

“Every ladies wanted to attend the dance party. Cinderella received
letter too. <MF-GEN/ER_3PSF_S>She#He</3PSE_S> also want
to go but <3PSF_S> she </3PSF_S> did not have any new dresses

and-.”

Instead of using ‘She’ for replacing ‘Cinderella’ in the previous sentence, the
student wrote ‘He’ which is malformation for the antecedent in terms of gender.
However, when considered the other pieces written by the same student, no other such

errors were found.

Error Type 05: Number Error

The errors of number in Year | narratives occasionally occurred; while the
occurrence went gradually down in Year 2. This error type almost faded away in Year
3 and Year 4 students. The following are examples occurring in contexts from the
student writings; the possible antecedents are underlined.

Little Red Riding Hood, written by Year 4 student#25:

“...the little girl enjoy picking flowers. <3PSF_S>She</3PSF_S$> knew

that grandma like <MF-NUM/ER_3PP_O>them#it</3PP_O>.”

The antecedent is ‘flowers” but the student replaced the term with ‘. The

correct form is ‘them’ for substituting a noun in plural form.

Snow White and the Seven Dwarfs. written by Year 3 student#23:

“...After work the seven dwarfs came home happily because Snow White
did bed and cooked for <MF-NUM/ER_3PSM_O> him#them
</3PSM_O> every day... ”
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The student replaced ‘the seven dwarfs’ with a singular third person ‘hin?’
instead of using ‘them’ which is the correct form. However, only once did the error

occur in the student’s narratives.

Cinderella, written by Year 3 student#06;

“.the palace servants let all ladies to try the shoe but no one could ware

<MF-NUM/ER_3PS_O>it#them</3PS_O>  perfectly fit.  Until

<3PP_S>they </3PP_S> arrived at Cinderella’s place. She opened...”

As seen in the excerpt, the student replaced a singular noun ‘the shoe’ with a
plural third person ‘them’ which is incorrect. She should have used ‘i’ for the shoe.
The student, however, no longer produced such errors in the same and the other

narratives.

These three error types were seldom produced by the students in Year 1 and

Year 2; but they were rarely produced by the students in Year 3 and Year 4.
(d) Mis-coreference commonly found in the student writings:

Providing the possible antecedents are remote from the pronouns, mis-
coreference will occur in the contexts. This error type commonly occurred in the
student writing in the present study. Different groups produced similar mis-

coreference cases. For examples:

Little Red Riding Hood, written by Year 1 student#06

*(1) Once upon a time, there was a little girl. (2) Her name was
Little Red Riding Hood. (3) <Co/ER_3PP _S> People#They
</3PP_S> called <MF-C/ER_3PSF_O> her#ishe </3PSF_O> that,
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because <3PSF_S> she</3PSF_S> always went out with the red
cape that her grandmother had sewn for <3PSF _O>

her</3PSF_O>"
The excerpt consists of three sentences. The antecedent of the pronoun ‘they’
in sentence (3) cannot be figured out in the previous sentence. Plus, to correct the

error a common noun should have been placed to make the sentence clearer.

Little Red Riding Hood. written by Year 3 student#12

“(1) Because of the wolf’s snore was very loud, <3PS_S>it</3PS_S>
made a hunter who always comes to have conversation with the
grandmother knew that there might be something wrong with his friend.
(2) <3PP_S>They</3PP_S> are very good friends. (3)
<3PSM_S>He<>/3PSM_S> decided to enter the cottage and saw
<Co/ER_3PS_S>NP#it</3PS_S> is sleeping on his friend’s bed. (4)
<3PSM_S>He<>/3PSM_S> used a scissor to cut the wolf and could
help <Co/ER_3PP_O>NP#them</3PP_0O>"

It can be seen in the excerpt that the student used a pronoun ‘i’ in sentence
(3) to refer to ‘the wolf’ in sentence (1), which is rather remote due to the length of the
sentence. To make the writing clearer, a definite noun phrase might be more
appropriate here. Also, the student unexpectedly placed a pronoun ‘then’ in sentence
(4) possibly referring to ‘Little Red Riding Hood and her grandma’. The sentence
looks confusing since the antecedent cannot be anticipated. The better way to repair

this error would have been for, the student to have used a definite noun phrase.

Snow White and the Seven Dwarfs, written by Year 2 student#16

“(1) Once upon a time ago in a great castle. {2) Snow White is
princess. King married new queen. (3) Snow White is a body that
<A/ER_3PSF_S5>*#she</3PSF _S> looks very beautiful girl. (4)
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<3PSF_S>She</3PSF S> like singing and dancing because
<¥/ER_3PP_S>they#*</3PP_S>help her always cheerful. (5) Until
<Co/ER_3PSF_S>NP#she</3PSF_S> jealous because
<Co/ER_3PSF_S>NP#she</3PSF_5> very beautiful.  (6)
<Co/ER_3PSF_S>NP#She</3PSF_S> was furious and, wild with

Jjealousy, began plotting...”

Once mis-coreference occurs, other mis-coreferences can be continued in the
subsequent sentences since the possible antecedent might be ambiguous. The student
mentioned the antecedent ‘mew queen’ at the very beginning of the story and she
placed ‘she’ in sentence (5). With no clues, it is too tricky to figure out where the
possible antecedent is. The definite noun phrase, possibly ‘the new gueen’ or ‘the

stepmother’, should have been placed there for better understanding of the readers.

Snow White and the Seven Dwarfs. written by Year 4 student#09

“(1) Long time ago, Snow White was the princess who was very
beautiful. (2) Her skin was white as snow and her lips were red like
blood. (3) Later the queen passed away. <Co/ER 3PSM_S>
NP#He</3PSM_S> married again with a witch.
<3IPSF_S>She</3PSF_S> hated the girl because of her beauty. (4)
Every time <3PSF_S>she</3PSF_S> asked a magic mirror,
<3PS_S>it</3PS_S> would say the girl was the most beautiful. (5)

So <Co/ER_3PP_S>NP#they</3PP_S> planned to get rid of her.”

The student, without prior notice, used ‘He’ in sentence (3) to refer to ‘the
king’. In addition, the student placed ‘zhey” in sentence (5) but its antecedent is not

possible to be found in the previous sentence. The possible correction is to replace
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the pronoun with a definite noun phrase if it is old information in the story or a

common now if it is new information of the story.

Cinderella, written by Year 1 student#36

“(1) Once wupon a time Cinderella <A/ER_3PSF_S>
*#she</3PSF_S> had one step mother and two step sisters. (2)
<3PP_S>They</3PP_S> were very cruel and sometimes <3PP_S>
they</3PP_S> ordered <3PSF_O=>her</3PSF_O> to work all day
long. (3) <3PSF_S>She</3PSF_S> was pretty woman. (4)
<3PSF_S>She</3PSF_S> cooked and cleaned for
<Co/ER_3PSF_0O> NP#her</3PSF_0O> everyday. (5) But
<Co/ER_3PP_S> NP#they</3PP_S> did not good to Cinderella.
(6) <Co/ER_3PP_S> NP#They</3PP_S> gave <3PSE _O> her
</3PSF_O> old and ragged dresses and dirty shoes. (7)
<Co/ER_3PSF_S> NP#She </3PSF_S> did not let her went out

except when go to market, ”

The excerpt showed that the student replaced ‘her’ in sentence (4); its
antecedent is unpredictable from the context. Plus, the student writer mixed up the
story with pronouns ‘ffiey’ in sentences (5) and (6) and ‘she’ in sentence (7); however,
the possible antecedents are rather unclear. To make the sentences clearer, the student

should have placed a definite noun phrase or a common noun.

Cinderella, written by Year 4 student#

“ (1) A couple had a little baby whose name was Cinderella. (2) The
girl was very pretty and generous. (3) Later, her mother passed away
and her father married to a beautiful widow who had got two
daughters. (4) Still, <3PP_S>they</3PP_S> had been together
happily until  <3PSM_S>he</3PSM_S> passed away. (5)
<Co/ER_3PSKF_S> NP#She </3PSF_S> jealous because Cinderella
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was very attractive so <Co/ER_3PP_S> NP#they </3PP_S> did not
take care of <3PSF_O>her</3PSF_O> well.

Without prior notice, it is difficult to figure out the antecedent of the pronoun
‘she’ in sentence (5). A definite noun phrase or a noun phrase will be suggested here.
Also, a pronoun ‘they’ in the second clause of sentence (5) could be better

understandable if replaced with a definite noun phrase or a noun phrase.

Many of the errors found in the student writings in the present study were mis-
coreference because of run-on ambiguity of the pronouns used. Once the pronoun is
not clear which antecedent it refers to, continued errors are likely after that, A
definite noun phrase is essential if it 1s old information; a common noun is needed if it
is new information of the story. However, possible corrections are optional.
Repeated proper noun might be a good choice in some situations.

4.2.3 Conclusions

Briefly, in the student writings, errors were found most frequently in Year 1
students’ narratives. Error type 06, mis-coreference, were produced the most among
six types or pronoun errors and occurred at rather similar rates among the four groups.
The comparative results usually revealed significantly lower means of errors in Year 3
and Year 4 writing than the others. The two groups had no significant differences
between each other. Qualitative results revealed more insightful perspectives of how
students produced errors and what differences among groups there were. Firstly,
ERO1 (omission) errors were found in both subject and object cases, but not in object
of preposition. Next, ER02 (overuse) errors were found more in Year 1 and more
ofien in relative clauses. Thirdly, malformation consisting of ER03 (case error),

ER04 (gender error), and ERO5 (number error) showed the errors might be the result
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of careless writing, particularly produced by Year 3 and Year 3, since they did not re-
occur. Lastly, ER06 (mis-coreference) errors were found often in all groups. Once

niis-coreference occurs, ambiguity will be run-on, and more errors are likely to occur,

4.3 Results for Research Question 3: What developmental patterns of

pronoun acquisition can be seen to occur over time?

Some developmental trends are partially presented in the previous section;
however, to give emphasis of the trends the whole picture of pronoun developmental
trends will be presented in a form of graphs to show changing of the features in focus
over time. To contextualize the word ‘over time’ based on cross-sectional research
method employed in the present study, results of pronouns produced by four groups of
university students in different years will be assumed as the results due to time
exposure to English. Accordingly, the results from each year will be viewed in
timeline pictures, from Year 1 to Year 4. Total information of tokens, pronouns, and
pronoun errors in each type will be included in the report. In addition, text analysis
results will be attached.

The following figures are information of tokens in narratives, pronouns, and
pronoun errors produced by the students in four groups. The six types of pronoun
errors are omission (ER01), overuse (ER02), case error (ER03), gender error (ER04),

number error (ER0S5), and mis-coreference (ER06).
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Figure 4.1 Total tokens and total pronouns produced in the narratives over time

According to the trends in figure 4.1, the trend of total tokens in the narratives

moderately boosts, while the trend of pronouns produced in the narratives is rather

steady from Year 1 to Year 4. In other words, as time passed the students could write

more words to narrate stories; however, their pronoun use does not grow together with

the token trend.
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Figure 4.2 Total pronouns and total pronoun errors in the narratives over time



176

While pronouns had been relatively steady over time, totally pronoun errors
had decreased. However, in details pronoun error results revealed different pictures in

some ways.

Comparisons of errors
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Figure 4.3 Six types of pronoun errors in the narratives over time

Figure 4.3 informs that pronoun error types 01 fo type 05 start relatively low
and over the period of four year they gradually fall down. It might be implied that the
students cannot overcome the error type 06 or misco-reference in contexts.

To give more pictures of how pronouns and pronoun errors occurred over time,
characteristics of pronouns used by the students over time will be described below.
Characteristics of Pronouns Used by the Students over Time

As mentioned in the results of the research questions (1) and (2) that the
students used fewer pronouns over time; 5 error types decreased while error type 6 or
mis-coreference seemed steadily exist over time. When pronouns decreased, other
pronominal forms were expressed. The followings are examples or the pronominal

used due to saliency of each story.
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Pronominals
Noun phrase
Year | Year2 Year 3 Yeard
Little Red Riding | 1) she 1) she 1) she 1} she
Hood
2) Little Red 2) Little Red 2) Little Red 2} Little Red
Riding Hood Riding Hood Riding Hood Riding Hood
30 No 3) The little girl 3) The little girl
4) The girl 4) The girl
5) The innocent 5} This girl
girl
6) The poor girl
Snow White 1) She 1) She 1) She 1) She
2) Snow White 2) Snow White 2% Snow White 2} Snow White
3O k)% 3) The pretty girl | 3) The lovely girl
4) The pretty girl | 4) The girl 4) The gir] 4) The poor lady
5) The pretty 5) The beautiful
princess lady
6) The cute lady 6) The pretty and
nice lady
Cinderella 1) She 1) She 1) She 1) She
2} Cinderella 2) Cinderella 2) Cinderella 2} Cinderelia
349 k) YY) 3) The pretty lady | 3) The poor lady
4) The lady 4) The beautiful 4) The beautiful 4) The generous
girl girl girl
5) The poor girl 3} The lovely girl
6) The gitl 6) The girl who
wearing rugged worked hard
A wolf 1) It DIt 1t 1) It
2) The wolf 2} The wolf
3) The evil 3) The cruel wolf

4} The bad wolf

4} The bad wolf
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The students tended to use fewer pronouns to substitute noun phrases over
time. At the beginning they tended to use pronouns and full names; during Year 3 to
Year 4 they replaced the noun placed with other forms of pronominals such as short
definite description (e.g., the girl, the lady, the evil, the wolf); long definite
descriptions (e.g., the poor girl, the pretty lady, the beautiful girl, the generous girl,
the lovely girl, and the cruel wolf); and a noun phrase with modifier (i.e., the girl
wearing rugged)

This seems good news based on more variety of pronominals used in the
students’ writings; however, when looked through the pronoun errors, some mis-
coreference pronoun errors occurred still. The whole picture of how pronouns and

pronoun errors produced by Thai university majors over time.

Characteristics of Pronoun Develepment Over Time

-Frequent pronouns used for taking the places of noun phrases/proper names
-Some omissions, overuses and case errors
Year 1

-A few of gender and number errors

-Mis-coreference = approximately 20% of overt pronouns

-Occasional pronouns used for taking the places of noun phrases/proper names
-A few omissions and overuses
Year 2

-Very few malformation

- Mis-coreference = approximately 20% of overt pronouns
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-Optionally pronouns used for taking the places of noun phrases/proper names

-A few omissions

Year 3

-Almost zero of overuses and malformation

- Mis-coreference = approximately 20% of overt pronouns

-Optionally pronouns used for taking the places of noun phrases/proper names
Year 4 | - Almost zero of omissions, overuses, and malformation

- Mis-coreference = approximately 20% of overt pronouns

The descriptions of pronoun used by students in each group imply better use
of pronouns in terms of form (case, gender, and number) and some surface rules (non-
pro drop and no overuse of pronouns). However, pronouns used in contexts need to
be reviewed and redesigned for better effective teaching materials and methods to
reduce the error of pronoun mis-coreference.

In summary, the results in this section are rather simple when Year 4 could
produce the highest pronoun accuracy and the least pronoun errors in overall. Even
though Year 2 students did the lowest mean score of pronoun accuracy, Year I
students did the highest mean score of errors. The trend is likely to be that the
pronouns produced by the students in the narratives were better over time. However,
in details results of errors show differently somehow. While Error types 01 to 05
tended to be down over time, error type 06 was still almost the same. This implies

that Thai EFL learners have got a problem of pronoun co-reference when writing.
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4.4 Summary of the Chapter

In conclusion, the chapter provides information in three parts to respond the
research questions. First, information of how pronouns in subject, object, and
possessive cases were produced in narratives by Thai university English majors. In
addition, results of pronoun accuracy and errors are included. The results showed the
highest pronoun produced in the narratives by Year 1 group. Year 4 group did the
highest mean of pronoun accuracy while Year 2 group did the lowest one. When
compared, Year 4 produced the highest tokens but the lowest percentage of pronouns
in their writings; while Year | produced the lowest tokens but they used the highest
pronouns. Text analysis reveals how the students form four groups used pronouns
differently. Year [ and Year 2 groups tended to used pronominal forms of personal
pronouns and proper noun when repeating old information in contexts. However,
Year 3 and Year 4 groups tended to used more variety of pronominal forms such as
personal pronouns, proper nouns, and definite noun phrases. Additionally, pronoun
accuracy information is included in this section. The results showed Year 2 did the
lowest mean score of pronoun accuracy. Based on the accuracy rate, Year 2 should
have produced the highest errors; Year 1 did the lowest mean score of errors since
they produced the highest omissions, tagged later. Details of errors will be presented
next in order to complete the picture of how pronouns are actually used.

Second, information of error differences among the four groups reveals results
of six error types (EROI = Omission, ER02 = Qveruse, ER03 = Case error, ER04 =
Gender error, EROS5 = Number error, and ER06 = Mis-coreference). As a whole, Year
1 did the poorest results while Year 4 did the best among the groups. However,

comparative results in details exposed different outcomes in some ways. Year 3 and
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Year 4 did no significantly different means of errors in types 01, 02, 03, 04, and 05.
In other words, they produced very similar and low means of the errors in these five
types. In particular, error types 04 and 05 were below 1.0 produce by the two groups
on the average. On the other hand, Year 1 and Year 2 did rather higher means of the
five errors. Lastly, ER06 resulted that all four groups could not figure out when they
appropriately use pronouns in contexts.

Finally, imnformation of pronoun development over time elaborates
developmental trends of pronouns among the four groups according to their exposure
time to the target language in the university. Totally, the trends seem simple since the
developmental lines follow the exposure time to English. In other words, the students
could do better pronouns and do lower errors over time. However, thoroughly
considered, the trend of error type 06 resulted differently. No progress occurs in
terms of mis-coreference over time.

The present chapter includes information of what happened in pronouns
produced by Thai university English majors both in quantitative and qualitative
perspectives; however, the information of why the happening was so has not been yet
included. It will be further discussed in the next chapter before going to conclusions

and implications of the study



CHAPTERS

DISCUSSIONS

This chapter mainly includes discussions of the results. There are
explanations in accordance with the results occurring and reported in the previous
chapter. The explanations are generally based on the research hypotheses that the
culprits related to the pronoun used by Thai university English majors could be first
language transfer, overgeneralization, ineffective teaching materials and methods, as
well as ignorance of restriction, incomplete application of rule and false concept
hypothesized.

If the explanations go along well with anticipated results, the hypotheses are
retained. On the other hand, in case the results cannot be clarified by the

anticipations, the hypotheses are rejected and other possible views will be taken in.

5.1 Discussions

The discussions of pronoun results are separated into three parts: pronouns,
pronoun errors, and language development of pronouns. Based on the research
hypothesis, first language transfer might be the main interference of pronoun used by
the Thai university English majors. However, other potential causes can be related in

some points of view.



183

5.1.1 Discussions of Pronouns Produced in the Study

Two issues underlined in the results that (a) more pronouns used by Year 1
and Year 2 students than ones used by Year 3 and Year 4 students; and (b) all
pronouns in object of preposition were not omitted.

(a) Frequency of Pronouns Used in the Student Writings

The results revealed different pronoun use among the four groups of English
majors. The Thai EFL learners with shorter time exposure to English tended to more
frequently used pronouns in their narratives than ones with longer time exposure to
the target language. In addition, text analysis showed that the subjects in Year 1 and
Year 2 groups usually used pronouns to replace noun phrases or proper names they
initially mentioned.

At the same time, Year 3 and Year 4 students used more pronominal forms to
replace noun phrases or proper names initially mentioned in the stories. They
interchangeably used pronouns, proper names, and definite noun phrases in the
narratives. The high number of pronoun used among the beginner and pre-
intermediate students showed limited choice of referent in communication; while
lower number of pronouns with other pronominal forms used in contexts by the
students in Year 3 and Year 4 showed more choices including ‘pronouns’ as one of
cohesive devices in the discourse.

To maintain cohesion across units in which the referent occurs, senders
(writers or speakers) attempt to coordinate with their receivers (readers or
interlocutors) to produce a coherent discourse (e.g., Clark, 1996; Grosz et al., 1995).

People do not produce strings of unrelated sentences. Rather, they tend to talk about
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the same things for extended periods of time. Consequently, people refer more often
to referents that have been recently mentioned than to referents that have not.

To explain why pronouns were differently used between the student writings
is possibly explained with Referent Hierarchy consisting of a list of referent
expressions in accordance with the topic status of the referent. The most two
applicable lists proposed in discourse hypotheses are Givon’s Gradation of Referring
Expressions (1980) and Areil’s Accessibility Hierarchy (1990). The others e.g. Chafe
(1994} and Gundel et al. (1993) are similar to Ariel's Accessibility Hierarchy, but are
not as comprehensive.

‘The Accessibility Hierarchy™ proposed by Areil (e.g. 1988; 1990; 1994), one
of the most comprehensive in proposals of referent will be used for for discussing the
results of the present study. Areil suggested different distribution patterns for
different forms of reference, which she termed "accessibility markers" as shown in
Chapter 2. Her full Accessibility Marking Scale is presented in the figure 5.1 below
with some examples of English accessibility markers partially retrieved from the

narratives in this study.



Low

Marking Scale

(1) Full name + modifier

Examples
-Cinderella, the pretty lady
-Ella Charlie

(2) Full ('namy’) name

(3) Long definite description -The pretty and gorgeous lady
(4) Short definite description -The lady

(5) Last name ~Charlie

{6) First name -Cinderelia
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(7} Distal demonstrative + modifier -that shoe she forgot last night

(8) Proximal demonstrative + modifier -this shoe she forgot last night
(9) Distal demonstrative + NP -that house

(10) Proximate demonstrative +NP -this house

(11) Distal demonstrative -that

(12) Proximate demonstrative -this

(13) Stressed pronoun + gesture -SHE (pius gesture)
(14) Stressed pronoun -SHE

(15) Unstressed pronoun -she

(16) Cliticized pronoun -(no examples in English)

(17) Extremely High Accessibility Marker - Gaps, including pro, PRO and wh

Figure 5.1: Examples of Pronouns Occurring in Association with Areil’s

Accessibility Hierarchy (1990: 73)

Both Givon’s and Areil’s suggested the lists of referent forms which are
chosen in accordance with the sender’s evaluation of accessible degree of the referent
from low to high accessibility. In other words, the sender will consider which referent
and when to use it in communication; accessibility degree means how much the
referent continues understanding to the receivers. These lists are a lot in common
except that Givon’s included indefinite NPs, a form frequently used in initial mention

but was left aside by Areil.
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As the review in chapter 2, other scholars have proposed similar scales of
accessibility, such as Chafe (1994) or Gundel et al. (1993). These scales are similar to
Ariel's Accessibility Hierarchy, but are not as comprehensive. Therefore, to give
explain why the subjects, between Year | and 2 & Year 3 and 4, in the present study

used pronoun differently, Ariel’s Accessibility Hierarchy will be employed.

It means that Year 1 and Year 2 students might have considered ‘pronouns’ as
the easiest for readers to understand. However, Year 3 and Year 4 students probably
considered more choices of referents to continue their narratives: pronouns (item 16),
first names (item 6), and short definite descriptions (item 4) to use in the narratives
though items (6) and (4) are graded as low accessibility degree in the scale. Only is
the scale, however, not able to fully explain why the students used pronouns in
different ways. Other factors, not just evaluation of accessibility degree, will affect

the students’ decision making when expressing referents including pronouns.

Areil (1990) proposed four factors related to Accessibility status of the

referent.
a) Distance: The distance between the antecedent and the anaphor
(relevant to subsequent mentions only)
b) Competition: The number of competitors on the role of antecedent.
c¢) Saliency: The antecedent being a salient referent, mainly whether
it is a topic or a non-topic.
d) Unity: The antecedent being within vs. without the same

frame/ world/point of view/segment or paragraph as the
anaphor.

(Areil, 1990: p. 28)
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The first two factors are about distance of the possible referent in contexts,
Statistical evidence in written texts investigated by Areil confirmed that the role of
accessibility in determining referential choice. With a breakdown of anaphoric
expressions along with the distance of the distance of the reference from its
antecedence, pronouns (High Accessibility Markers) were found to focus on short
distances (in same sentence and previous sentence), demonstratives (Intermediate
Accessibility Markers) were found to focus on intermediate distances (in previous
sentences and the same paragraph), but definite noun phrases (Low Accessibility
Markers) were found to focus on long distances (in the same paragraph or across
paragraph).

Artel's third factor, "Saliency", addresses the difference between topical and
non-topical antecedents. Her discussion reflects an assumption that "topic" is defined
in terms of the grammatical subject. She also mentioned Levy's (1982) claim that
topicality is influenced by the number of anaphoric references to an entity, in
particular pronominal references. Although the Accessibility hierarchy is inherently a
graded scale, it appears that "topic" is treated as an all-or-nothing phenomenon,
implying that an entity either is the topic or not, and that a given discourse segment
has one and only one topic.

The fourth area that Ariel lists is that of "Unity". This factor reflects the effect
that discourse structure can have on "Working Memory", and thus reference form.
Ariel suggests that choices in reference form are influenced by the discourse structure,
which can be influenced by things like the passage of time within the discourse or
paragraph breaks in written text. She links this factor to Fox's (1987) claim that in

English, 'by using a pronoun the speaker displays an understanding that the preceding
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sequence has not been closed down' (1987:18). Thus, pronouns are more natural for
references to things from the same discourse segment, and fuller forms are used when
the referent was last mentioned in a different segment.

These factors might have been considered when the students in the present
study decided to express pronouns in their writings. Pronouns produced by the
students in Year 1 and Year 2 might have been more affected by Saliency than
Distance and Competition expressed previously, since they tended to use pronouns
along the narratives no matter how remote the initial noun phrase or proper name

mentioned, for examples:

“Cinderella’s parents died after that she with stepmother
and her daughter. They ordered her do housework and work
such as cleaning and washing dishes. So sad and very pity. She
does not have friends. She played with birds and small animals in
kitchen. While they are very happy. She told her to take care of
them. She cooked food and wore rugged clothes. They treated

she very bad. Tell her to work, iron, clean room.... "

(Cinderella, original texts by Year] student#24)

On one occasion in the excerpt, the student in Year 1 mentioned ‘Cinderella’
and later the noun phrase is replaced with ‘she’ and ‘her’; however, there were some
referent candidates in between, “step mother’ and ‘her daughter’. This might make
ambiguity to readers. After the student talked about ‘stepmother and her mother’, she
might have replaced the noun phrase with pronouns ‘they’ and ‘she’. The student
usually used personal pronouns for substituting any mentioned noun phrases no matter

how far the referents are.
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“Once upon a time Cinderella was a girl who she lived with
her parents. After her mother died. She was sad and her father
married again with a bad lady who she had two children. They did
not like her. Then he died too. They let her do everything in house.
She was sad because she must to live in a kitchen. And she wore old
dress but they wore new and beauttful dresses. She must to work all

day but thev were convenient....”

{Cinderella, original texts by Year2 student#08)

Once the student brought up a proper name ‘Cinderella’ as new information in
the story, she replaced the proper name with “she’ along the paragraph which might
be fine if there were not interferences in between. However, in the student writing
she also mentioned ‘a bad lady’, the antecedent could be ambiguous. Though the
proper name was the head in terms of Salience, the Unity of the story seemed ignored
due to other pronouns expressed in between.

However, some examples from students in Year 3 and Year 4 show different
paths of pronoun use. In other words, the students tended to use more forms of
pronominals instead of solely using pronoun. The examples below are excerpted
from performance of the students in Year 3 and Year 4.

“Once upon a time, parents had a child. They named the girl
as Cinderella. She was very pretty and attractive. They passed

away and she had to live with cruel stepmother and two_step

sisters. The step sisters are very mean to her. She forced her to
work all day so she had to stay in the kitchen. The poor girl grew
up with suffer but she was very pretty and kind. Because of this
they hated her more and more. She told her to take care of her

daughters and they tried to haze Cinderella...”

(Cinderella, original texts by Year3 student#08)
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From the excerpt above, the student in Year 3 expressed some more variety of
pronominals if compared to the earlier ones in Year 1 and Year 2. She used pronouns,
long definite description, and short definite description, and first name to replace the
mentioned noun phrases. Ior examples, the student used a pronoun ‘they’ for
replacing a noun phrase ‘parents’; used ‘she’, ‘her’, ‘the poor girl’, and ‘Cinderella’
for replacing ‘Cinderella’ which was mentioned at the beginning of the narrative; and

used ‘the step sisters’, ‘they’, and ‘her daughters® for replacing ‘two step sisters’.

In addition, the students in Year 4 tended to take Distance into considerations
when writing. In the excerpt below, the student initially mentioned ‘Cinderella” and
repeated the proper name, instead of using a pronoun ‘she’ which though in the
highest degree of accessibility, when the referent was remote with some competitions
in between. In addition, the unity of the sentences in between did not focus only on

the same person, Cinderelia.

“Once upon a time in a house, Cinderella lived unhappy.
Her mother was dead. Her father had married another woman, a
widow with two daughters. And they didn't like her. Cinderella
was lovely and nice but she dressed was ragged and old. Her face

was dusty gray from coals. While the stepsisters wear dresses

splendid and elegant their clothes, they are still ugly. They lived in

the house comfortably, but Cinderella was not. The voung sirl

worked hard all the day. She lived alone...”
(Cinderella, original texts by Yeard student#14)
Although a definite noun phrase ‘the young girl’ was evaluated in Low Accessibility
Marker, it was expressed right after ‘Cinderelle’ was mentioned in the previous

sentence. However, the referent expression was not ambiguous according to the
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single competition and unity in the former sentence. Based on the factors employed
when expressing referents, Year 3 and Year 4 students were likely to express more
referent forms with various factors taken into considerations. However, no specific
patterns can be found in each group; the concluding of the students® pronoun use can
be that the beginners, Year 1 and Year 2, tended to use personal pronoun to substitute
noun phrases mentioned with little consideration of referent accessibility concerns,
while the others with longer exposure to L2, Year 3 and Year 4, tended to use more
variety of pronominal choices. The later ones might have considered more about
referent accessibility of the readers; they, therefore, used better understandable
pronominals to refer noun phrases, ones in long distance position in particular.

The resuits of the present study are not really supportive for the previous
studies (Aikawa, 1991; Kang, 2004; Kim, 1994; Nogushi, 1997; and Siewierska,
2004;) employing Areil’s Accessibility Marking Scale of referents since the studies
normally investigated pronoun resolution or referring expressions as discourse device
in both spoken and written communication. Such studies explored how readers
mnterpret referents including pronouns in contexts. However, backtracking of how and
why the senders make decision when expressing referent might be meaningful to
explain why different referent occurred in the student writings.

In conclusions, the students with different time exposure to English differently
expressed referents including pronouns in the narratives possibly due to their
evaluation of accessibility degree of the referents with issues affected to the
expressions.  According to Ariel’s Accessibility Scale and factors (distance,
competition, salience, and unity) influencing the referent status in the student

writings, the students with less English exposure tended to have limited choices when
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evaluating referents according to easiness to understand for the readers; while ones
with more exposure to English tended to better evaluate degrees of accessibility.
Pronouns and other referents expressed in the narratives by the students in Year 3 and
4, therefore, sounded more comprehensible for readers than ones expressed by the
students in Year 1 and Year 2. This information should be suggested to instructors of
English to cope with the potential problems for making effective referent choices in
communication; however, error information with explanations must be included.
5.1.2 Discussions of Errors Occurring in the Study
Apart from the explanations of pronouns, explanations of error information are
also in focus. In accordance with the research hypothesis that first language transfer
possibly is the main interference; however, degrees of interference to all four groups
when producing pronouns in writing are rather different. Three main errors possibly
related to first language transfer are omission, overuse, malformation (case, gender,
and number errors) and mis-coreference. Additionally, some other factors like
overgeneralization, ineffective teaching methods and materials, and others might also
influence the students’ pronoun use in the study.
5.1.2.1 First Language Transfer Influenced Pronoun Erros
In chapter 2, the review of English and Thai pronoun forms and use
showed some differences which might be difficult for Thai learners of English to
acquire English pronouns rules; the learners might occupy first language rules of
pronouns when expressing in English. First language transfer previously reported in
the literature review is probably related to omission, overuse and mis-coreference.

The transfer really plays important roles related to errors produced by Year 1 students
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in particular. Later, it faded as shown in decreasing such errors produced by students
with longer time exposure to English in university.

Omission:

Due to the previous studies (Cambell, 1969; Hatton, 1987, Hoonchamlong,
1991} of Thai pronouns, pro-drop or zero pronouns is acceptable in both spoken and
written language. The other linguists (Arconmanakun, 2000; Muansuwan, 2001;
Pingkarawat, 1989) investigated Thai pro-drop characteristics and their findings
support the previous study that Thai pro-drop can occur whenever senders and
receivers are aware of the “actors” and ‘goals’ involved i the discourse. However,
the omission in Thai will be avoided when there is uncertainty or ambiguity in the
choice of referent.

Pue to first language transfer, pro-drop feature in Thai, more pronoun
omissions occurred in Year 1 students’ narratives in English. Later, the errors
produced by Year 2 were significantly falling; first language transfer decreasingly
influenced the students’ pronoun use. Moreover, the errors produced by Year 3 and
Year 4 were even down under 1.0. The examples below are omissions in subject and
subject positions produced by Year ! and Year 2 students:

... carried a food basket. <*/ER_3PSF_S>She#*</3PSF_S> very happy..
...ready to go. And then <*/ER_3PSF_S>She#*</3PSF_S> get a food...
...the flowers so pretty. <*/ER_3PSF_S>She#*</3PSF_S> picked some..
..Knock! Knock! Knock! <*/ER_3PS_S>it#*</3PS_S> called loudly “Hil.

Omissions in object position:

...basket. The girl took <*/ER_3PS O>1t#*</3PS_O> to grandma’s house
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...grandmother and bit <*/ER_3PSF_O>her#*</3PSF_O> fiercely. And..
.... the door and found <*/ER 3PS O>it#*</3PS O>. Hunter and dog ...

.... did not want to tell <*/ER_3PSF_O>her#*</3PSF_O>. Then.....

The different results of omissions among the students might imply first
language transfer influenced students® writings in different degrees. In other words,
the results get along with the hypothesis in the way that Year 1 was the most
influenced by first language while Year 3 and Year 4 were almost not influenced by

the language transfer.

It is interesting that pro-drop in Thai never occurs in a case of object of
preposition; none of omissions were found when the students expressed pronouns in a

case of object of preposition. For examples:

“...she </3PSF_8> talked to <3PS_0>it</3PS_0> and forgot ...’

‘.. field there and looked at <3PP_O>them</3PP_O> and smiled..”
*.. the witch got angry with <3PS _O>it</3PS > very much...’
*..the house and married to <3PSF_O>her</3PSF_0O> and then..’
‘..50 Cinderella cooked for <3PP_O>them</3PP_O=> every day...’

‘..sisters wanted marry to <3PSM_O>him</3PSM_O> and ...

Objects of preposition seem not omissible for the students; they add pronouns
right after the prepositions. This truly supports that similarity between two languages
makes second language learning easy since the learners do not have to adjust any

rules to learn the target language.
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Overuse:

As Raimes (2008) proposed that Thai does not allow ‘subject/object
restatement’ characteristic, first language transfer should not be the main cause for -
overuse of pronouns. However, the feature occasionally exists in Thai informal
written and spoken language. Thai EFL learners in the present study might have been
affected by first language transfer when writing in English. In other words, they
sometimes over expressed a pronoun right after the noun phrase or the proper name

which was its antecedent, for examples:
‘.new queen <A/ER_3PSF_S>*#she</3PSF_S> was a witch and very..”

The pronoun errors reoccurring in students’ writing might be affected by L1.
Although That pronoun overuse is practically allowed in some contexts
(Chaimongkol, 2007), the errors or pronoun overuse in English seemed decreased over
time. It is remarkable that some pronoun overuse remaining in the students’ narratives
frequently occurred in relative clauses, which will be discussed in section 5.1.2.2 since

first language transfer might not play important role in such errors.
Malformation: Case/gender/Number

Case errors occurred in the student writings were probably influenced by first
language transfer in the same way as what happened with ‘omissions’ explained in the
previous section. As reviewed in chapter 2, there is no case marking in Thai
pronouns. First language transfer possibly had an effect on case errors produced by in

Year 1 when compared to the rest groups. On the other hand, the transfer did not
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really affect Year 3 and Year 4 students due to almost zero case error in their

narratives on the average. For examples,

..wanted to fool <MF-C/ER_3PSF_O>herfishe</3PSF_O> to spend..
....went to pick <MF-C/ER_3PP_O>them#they</3PP_O> in the gar..
... queen hated <MF-C/ER_3PSF_O>her#she</3PSF_0O> so much..
..pushed and hit <MF-C/ER_3PSF_O>her#she</3PSF_0O> before ..

....and told that <MF-C/ER_3PSF_S>she#her</3PSF_S> do work in

The other two malformation errors: gender and number errors were not really
affected by Thai case system due to the errors occurring in student writings in the

present study. Certainly, the transfer affected Year 1 the most; for examples:
(1) The gir] walked to her grandmother’s house and sheffhe though.
(2) The hunter tried to foll(l)wed it for along time until he#she a dog stopped..
(3) Cinderella received letter too. She#He also want to go..

In sentence (1) ‘he’ was used instead of ‘she’ for replacing the
mentioned noun phrase, ‘The girl’. In the same way, ‘she’, in sentence (2),
was used instead of ‘he’ for replacing the stated noun phrase, ‘The hunter’
which was clearly male according to the picture given. In sentence (3), ‘He’
was used for nstituting ‘Cinderellia’. The errors occurring in the students’
writing might have been affected from the first language; since for Thai

language, it is optional to use unisex pronouns like ‘&1 /kwaw/. However,

over time the type of error was hardly found in the students’ writings.
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Finally, the last pronoun malformation, number error, occurring in the
students’ essays was very few. First language transfer might not have

influenced these English majors as expected

However, the errors were very small number on the average. The
happening might be explained that gender and number systems exist in Thai;
these systems (though not exactly the same as ones in English) might help
Thai learners of English to acquire gender and number systems in English

with ease.
Mis-coreference

Apart from omission, overuse, and malformation of pronouns in the students’
writings, mis-coreference might have been influenced by the first language; since
Thai language allows omission with unclear rules. Even Thai natives are sometimes
confusing with Thai pronoun usage. When there is an ambiguous pronoun referent in
Thai, they have to ask for more information or clarification from the speaker as well.
However, in written mode they have no choices to make it clearer. Concerning with
the reader understanding among Thais might be rather low; when expressing
pronouns 1n English writing, their first language could be interference. For example,
once a noun phrase ‘Snow White’, later in long distance repeated mention the Year 1

student (#65) used ‘she’ though it might have been ambiguous for the readers.

‘...Snow White was a very beautiful princess and has many friends
birds, butterflies and insects. The gueen hated her because she was
very beautiful. She wanted to the most beautiful around the world.

Call for a hunter and began dreadful plan. A hunter waited and took
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to forest. He walked into deep forest. He did not want to kill

everybody and she cried a lot......

The excerpt above confirms that the student writer did not realize how much
the pronoun ‘she’ was far from its antecedent ‘Snow White’; and the student might
have thought that her readers would simply understand it. In addition, the student
might not have concerned that there was another candidate, the queen, possibly the
pronoun antecedent which could make ambiguity in the narrative. In this case, it
might be implied that the student might have considered saliency as her evaluation
principle of pronominal expression. In other words, the student tended to use

personal pronoun as pronominal when the referent was important or in focus.

Another example excerpted from Year 4 student (#19) writing. As mentioned
earlier that the students with longer exposure to English in the university decreasingty
used pronouns as a noun phrase substitution, the students used more choices of
pronominal to replace the noun phrase ‘Smow White’; however, some mis-

coreferences occurred.

‘....Snow White grew up with light skin as snow and her
lips were red as roses. The pretty lady was beloved but queen
hated her. She called a hunter to get rid of the girl. She wanted to
be the only beautiful lady in the world. Hunter came and took her

to big forest. They walked all day long and got tired...’

The student once wrote ‘Snow white” and he switch to other pronominals, e.g. the
pretty lady and her, after that. However, when he again replaced the proper noun with

‘her’, he might not have considered that the pronoun ‘fer” was relatively away from
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its antecedent, ‘Swow White’. The example confirms pronoun use of these Thai
University English majors that the student writers might have thought of saliency the
most among the others: distance, competition, and unity. The pronoun was not only in
long distant position from its antecedent, but also there was the other competition in
between that was ‘gqueer’. Using variety of pronominal forms in writing can be more

effective if the writer considers more about the audience’s comprehension.

Mis-coreference occurring among the students with Thai mother tongue might
be affected by first language transfer since Thajs tend to consider the topic as the most
important in the narrative most when using personal pronouns and omissions;
whenever Thai writers express personal pronouns without clues in the previous
sentence, the writers tentatively refer to the noun phrase which is a topic of the
writing. However, in English writing the writer cannot focus on topic only due to the
evaluations proposed by Areil (1990) that others (distance, competition, and unity)

also should be taken into considerations.

In short, the results in the present study support that first language transfer
plays an important role in language learning (Corder, 1981). Though, in the present
study, it really influenced students in Year 1 at the beginning stage of English major,
it did not much influenced students in Year 2, 3 and 4. The errors of omissions,
overuse, and malformation were evidently related to the students’ mother tongue.
However, some of the errors occurring in overuse are neither first language nor
second language characteristics; they might be influenced by overgeneralization,

ineffective teaching materials and methods, and others.
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5.1.2.2 Other Factors Possibly Influenced the Pronoun Errors
Even though first language transfer could be the main factor related to
pronoun use of Thai university English majors in narrative writing, other factors
proposed in the research hypothesis in chapter 1 might be partially related to the
pronoun use and errors. As mentioned earlier, overuse of pronouns in some sentences
with relative clauses could be found in the students’ writings; the errors might have
been caused by overgeneralization as Thai language does not allow such overuse.
Also ineffective pronoun teaching materials and methods could affect the students’
pronoun use. Other factors proposed in the research hypothesis such as ignorance of
rule restriction, incomplete application of rules, false concept hypothesizing
(suggested by Richard 1973); and carelessness and translation (Norris 1983) might
not be clearly seen in the present study.
Due to overgeneralization or learning new language data in learners’ mind and
then generating flawed rules for their language performance based on the evidence
{Corder, 1981}, some overuse of pronouns found in sentences with relative clauses.

For examples,

‘..old lady who <A/ER_3PSF_S>*#she</3PSF_S> was thin and poor..”
‘..the girl who <A/ER_3PSF_S>*#she</3PSF_S> was living with..”
‘...wolf which <A/ER_3PS_S>*#it</3PS_S> was very hungry and..’
‘..grandma who <A/ER_3PSF_S>*#ishe</3PSF_S> tailored her dress..”
*..the lady who <A/ER_3PSF_S>*#she</3PSF_S> was a bewitch...’
*...seven dwarfs who ﬁA/ERﬁ3PP__S>*#they</3PP_S> were small..’

*..small house which <A/ER_3PS_S>*#it</3PS_S> was in deep forest..”
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‘...the lady who<A/ER_3PSF_S>*#she</3PSF_S> had two daughters.’
‘... a prince who <A/ER_3PSM_S>*#he</3PSM_S> was very clever..’

‘...find lady who <A/ER_3PSFE_S>*#she</3PSF_S> can fit the shoe...’

As mentioned above that some overuses of pronouns in the study were found
in relative clauses. Hoonchamlong (1991) and Jenks (2011) proposed that always

relative clauses in Thai need a complementizer ‘thii’.

[NP n"akriani [RC th"ti THTI khruu khuan tii]} son m"aak
student teacher should hit naughty very

“The student that the teacher should hit is very naughty.

(Jenks, 2011: 139)

Considered with this rule, overuse of pronouns occurring might not be really affected

by language transfer but overgeneralization.

The other factor might have been related to the students’ pronoun use in this
study is ineffective pronoun teaching materials and methods. For example, pronoun

teaching materials possibly influenced mis-coreference in some ways.
Mis-coreference

Mis-coreference was the highest errors found in the student writings in the
present study. Plus, the error seems stable over time due to unfailing rate from Year 1
to Year 4. Although Thai pronoun use is truly different from English in many ways
and first Janguage transfer might affect expressing English pronouns in narratives,

mis-coreference might have been influenced by other factors. Based on my simple
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survey of some commercial EFL textbooks possibly used as main texts or
supplementary materials for Thai learners, the contents provided in pronoun chapter
usually emphasize forms, not usage in contexts. The evidences are provided in the
survey list below.

Table 5.1 Commercial Textbooks on Survey

Pronouns
Book Title Usage
Forms
in contexts

1} Basic English Grammar: by Azar and Hagen (2005) v 0]

Cambridge English Advanced Grammar in use (2" ed)
? : by Howings (1999) ’ 0

Focus on Advanced English C.A.E.: Grammar
3 | Practice v 9]

: by Walton (1999)

Grammar Practice for Upper Intermediate Students

: by Walker and Elsworth (2000)

5 | Oxford Practice Grammar: by Eastwood (2001) v %)
Test It, Fix It! Revised Intermediate: Grammar

° : by Bourke and May (2012) ’ 0
The Good Grammar Book

7 v 1)

: by Walter and Swan (2001)

These textbooks fully provide information of pronoun forms and surface usage
in a sentence level; however, none of them provide information of pronoun

interpretation or pronoun resolution in contexts or at least across sentences. Pronoun
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usage in contexts, therefore, should be pointed out as well as when and how native
speakers of English express pronouns in writings.

However, this is only supposition to why mis-coreference occurred in the
student writings; in reality the students have gained some knowledge of how pronouns
are used in contexts through some courses such as Writing Expressions 1-4 and
Introduction to Discourse Analysis (Sec Appendix A). It is remarkable that Discourse
Analysis is provided as a selective course that English majors commonly register
when they are in Year 2; the students of Year 3 and Year 4 had more choices of
pronominal referents in contexts. Unfortunately, errors of pronoun mis-coreference
still occur in the contexts. That means the students need more information of when to
express pronouns for replacing local and distance noun phrases or proper names.

In brief, some pronoun errors (pronoun omissions, overuse, malformation, and
mis-coreference) occurring in the narratives were possibly affected by first language
transfer. However, degree of the effect were rather different among the groups that
Year 1 was likely to be the most influenced while Year 4 was likely to be the least
influenced. In addition, the other possible cause related to pronoun overuse in relative
clauses might be overgeneralization. Finally, mis-coreference, which was the highest
error type found in the student writings, was probably influenced by ineffective
teaching materials due to the exits materials providing pronoun form and surface
usage. Though referent expressions including pronouns in students writing seemed
more variety, the pronoun mis-coreference was present among the four groups. In
other words, students of the four groups might be equally influenced by ineffective
teaching materials over time. However, it might not be concluded, since it is not

clear-cut whether the factors really affect pronoun errors found in the present study or
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not. More investigations such as in-depth interview to both students and instructors
might be essential to gain the concrete answers.

5.1.3 Discussions of Pronoun Developmental Trends

In accordance with the pronoun development trends previously presented in
chapter 4 as the respond to research question (3) that over time pronouns expressed by
the English majors were quickly improved during Year 1 to Year 3, however, the
improvement was rather slow down until almost stable during Year 3 to Year 4.

Undoubtedly, the students were English majors, the target language they have
exposed to in university level would support them better communicate in English over
time. Over time, the students were assumed to develop their pronoun use as
menttoned in described below.

Characteristics of Pronoun Development Over Time

-Frequent pronouns used for taking the places of noun phrases/proper
names

Year1 | -Some omissions, overuses and case errors

-A few of gender and number errors

-Mis-coreference = approximately 20% of overt pronouns

-Occasional pronouns used for taking the places of noun phrases/proper
names

Year2 | -A few omissions and overuses

-Very few malformation

- Mis-coreference = approximately 20% of overt pronouns
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| -Optionally pronouns used for taking the places of noun phrases/proper
names

Year3 | -A few omissions

-Almost zero of overuses and malformation

- Mis-coreference = approximately 20% of overt pronouns

-Optionally pronouns used for taking the places of noun phrases/proper
names
Year 4

-Almost zero of omissions, overuses, and malformation

- Mis-coreference = approximately 20% of overt pronouns

The descriptions of pronoun used by students in each group imply better use
of pronouns in terms of form (case, gender, and number) and some surface rules (non-
pro drop and no overuse of pronouns). However, pronouns used in contexts need to
be reviewed and redesigned for better effective teaching materials and methods to
reduce the error of pronoun mis-coreference.

Before moving to the conclusions of the study, challenges for creating a
tagged learner corpus will be presented so that the whole picture of the study can be
seen.

5.1.4 Discussions of Challenges in the Computer-aided Error Analysis

Study
Among existing corpora, very few error-tagged learner corpora have been

investigated due to challenges in nature for creating learner corpus (Lea cock et al,
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2010). The learner corpus-based studies employing Computer-aided Error Analysis
(CIEA) have been explored because of learner corpora projects restrictively accessible
for specific users such as Cambridge Learner Corpus, one of the largest error-tagged
learner corpora with more than 30 million words in size. The others two CLC projects
with error-tagged learner corpora are HKUST with 30 million words in size and
CLEC Corpus with 1 million words in size. Neither HKUST nor CLEC are available
for outsiders. Development of CEA studies, therefore, is still on the way since each
CEA project developed its own methods of detection and correction. The methods are
improved in various directions; they are not truly comparable to the others. This
means that the best performance of CEA have been under discussions.

The present study is described as a manually error-tagged learner corpus
crealed under criterion suggested by Tono (2003) and Granger (2008) (See chapter 3).
However, the study has got common difficulties in building learner corpus in terms of
data collecting, transforming data into a corpus, and PRO/error tagging.

First, collecting learner data is certainly more challenging than one from
native corpus which normally published. In addition, natural learner language is
preferable in this field of study; however, to collect the data from learners is normally
in class or during an examination. In such control, the learners producing language
might be sick of writing. To write for three hours sounds not boring and it might
affect learner corpus creation, in longitudinal research in particular. To continue
students’ motivation to write is essential for data collection methods.

The second difficulty encountered in the present study is transforming text
data into a learner corpus since it means time-consuming and troublesome tasks. In

general, learners in the present study were assigned to write on paper; then the texts
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obtained must have been stored in electronic form involving typing every single word.
A learner corpus was optionally included with the learner information such as age,
gender, first language and university study level. The data in electronic format is
manageable to store and access once they have been  electronically transformed.

Finally, PRO and PRO etror tagging is not very simple since revision of the
tagset designed is needed whenever an exception comes out. It was not very
complicated to detect and tag pronouns occurring in the student writings in electrical
format; however, PRO error tagging appeared in a different view. Detecting for
pronoun omissions must have been manually managed; it came up with two issues: 1)
what if omitted subjects/objects were found in fragments and 2) what if number and
gender errors were overlapped with mis-coreference. Both issues were reconsidered
and revisions of error descriptions were essential. The first issue was managed with
redefining omissions as ‘omitted subjects/objects are in account of errors when they
are found in sentences or fragments with a predicate.” The fragment without a
predicate for example, “In deep forest far way from the village.” or ‘On the way fo go
to grandmother’s house.” were left aside in the present study. The later i1ssue was
dealt in the same way, mis-coreference was tagged as the guideline providing how to
differentiate errors of number/gender from mis-coreference (See chapter 3, section
3.2.7). In addition, more than one tagger could be better promising for more
reliability of the error annotation in the present study; remarkably, this is very time-
consuming process.

At present the size of Thai learner corpus in the study is small with sub-corpus
tagged and tagged errors included; the other problems for example POS annotation

and copyright and mentioned in the previous studies (Nagata et al, 2011;
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Rozovoskaya and Roth, 2010; Tetreault et al, 2010) were not really encountered. In
the future, however, the issues will be taken into considerations when Thai learner
corpus is developed.

To be brief, researchers have to be cautious when creating a learner corpus
studies due to the challenging processes. First, collecting data should be in motivated
settings to best eliciting the learner data with less or without learners’ pressure.
Second, storing and transforming learner data into electrical format takes time;
however, once the data were kept they can be reuse in several ways. Lastly, parsing
and error annotation schemes should be trained and more than one tagger is suggested
for more reliability of tagging. Both time and team organization are very necessary for

conducting learner corpus-based research.

5.2 Summary of the Chapter

This chapter provides explanations of pronouns and errors occurring in the
student writings. Pronouns were produced most by Year 1 students followed by
Years, 2, 3, and 4, respectively. While the students with longer time exposing to the
target language, they produced less number of pronouns to substitute noun phrases,
they produced more number and forms of pronominals, which could avoid repetitious
pronouns in their writings. However, the Thai University English majors might not
have realized how to engage the readers to pronominal comprehension by using the
accessibility hierarchy principle proposed by Givon (1980) or by Ariel (1990).
Although the principle suggests when expressing pronominals a writer/speaker should
consider four main factors (distance, saliency, competition, and unity), the students in

the present study tended to mainly consider saliency the most.
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In terms of pronoun errors, the students tended to be influenced most by their
first language; omissions, overuse, malformation, and mis-coreference were caused by
Thai pronoun use by some ways. The students with less exposure to English tended
to be influenced by L1 most; ones with more exposure to the target language were
rather less affected by L1. Additionally, other factors might have been related to
some pronoun errors. Overgeneralization might have influenced overuse of pronouns
in sentences with relative clauses and ineffective pronoun teaching materials and
methods probably affected the students’ mis-coreference. It is remarkable that mis-
coreference constantly exists over time. The factors related to the students’ pronoun
errors should be reconfirmed with further investigation to have more reliable
conclusion.

Next, clarifications of pronoun development over time are included in order to
give a picture of pronoun changing during four years. The students produced fewer
errors of omission, overuse, and malformation; however, mis-coreference, which the
most frequently occurred, was found at the same degree (20% of the total pronoun
errors). The results possibly reflected effective pronoun teaching over time, but it
might not be sufficient to make the students realize how English native express
pronominals including pronouns. The supplementary information of pronoun use in
contexts should be taken into instructors’ considerations.

Lastly, challenges of computer learner corpus with computer-aided error
analysis are reported before making conclusions of the study. The challenges were
motivating students to write freely in three hours of the data collection; transforming

text data into a learner corpus which means time-consuming and troublesome tasks;
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and manual tagging requiring revising whenever the researcher found something
different from the tagset designed.

In summary, the learner corpus-based study with tagged PRO/error approach
is useful for language teaching and learning with its more reliable methods and better
data management (store, annotation, and reusability). It can be extended for larger

corpus size and with more language features in focus for further studies.



CHAPTER 6
PEDAGOGICAL IMPLICATIONS

AND CONCLUSIONS

The final chapter consists of three sections: pedagogical implications,
suggestions for future studies and study conclusion. The pedagogical implications are
proposed based on the previous information. Ideas for teaching methods and
materials derived from the study are proposed to support pronoun learning for Thai
EFL learners. Also, suggestions for further research are inctuded.

Conclusions of the study are included to bear in mind what have been
completed in the study, what the outcomes were, and why did they happen so. In

addition, some difficultics of the study are additionally discussed.

6.1 Implications

Undoubtedly, the principal applications of corpus-derived learner data are in
materials and syllabus design and classroom methodology (Granger, 2004). The
information provided in this section will inform how to apply the results from learners
into classroom application. Plus, it includes applicable ideas for the further studies.

0.1.1 Pedagogical Implications

As the discussed earlier that teaching pronouns should include both forms and
usage. In addition, the usage is not only in sentence level but also across sentences

and paragraphs. The results of pronouns used by the students both correct and
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incorrect ones can be employed ‘positive evidence’ and ‘negative evidence’. Since
students cannot learn pronouns with only grammatical rules, they need to learn
pronouns as cohesive device in communication as well.

For example, Areil’s Accessibility Theory with the Accessibility Marker Scale
and the four factors (distance, competition, saliency, and unity) can be taken into
considerations so that the students have better choices of referent when writing. If the
students are aware of ‘which’ and ‘when’ to express referents including pronouns by
native speaker of English, they, hopefully, will more effectively use pronouns as noun
phrase substitution when communicating. In this view, mis-coreference as the main
problem in pronoun use for Thai EFL learners will be reduced.

Additionally, both positive and negative evidence are essential for the learners
to know both ‘Do’ and ‘Don’t” about pronouns. Excerpts from student writings can
be negative evidence to recontirm the students what is correct and what is not.
Moreover, some teaching and learning approaches go along well with materials for
learner data, ‘problem-based approach’, for example.

Savery (20006) defined that problem-based learning (PBL) is an approach that
challenges students to learn through engagement in a real problem. It is a format that
simultaneously develops both problem solving sirategies and disciplinary knowledge
bases and skills by placing students in the active role of problem-solvers confronted
with an ill-structured situation that simulates the kind of problems they are likely to
face as future managers in complex organizations. In this perspective, the data-derived
language learner seems perfect materials for the approach since it provides ‘a real
problem’ with the authentic errors produced by students; the approach encourages

learners to research and manage for accuracy. It is believed that the learners will
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gained both knowledge and skills of language at the same time. An example of

problem-based approach materials is below.

Directions: Discuss possible antecedents of the underlined pronouns in the story.
Are all underlined pronouns correct or incorrect? If they are incorrect, explain the

reasons and revise the incorrect ones.

“Once upon a time, Cinderella was her name. Cinderella she used to have mother but her died.
Father married new wife. They had two daughters. Afier that she killed him and took all money and
house to own, They gave her little food and ragged clothes. And she must to worked for all
everything in house for them. They lived like millionaire but Cinderella she lived like slave.

One day everyone got invitation letter to a party from king. [e announce if fady she come (o a
party and dace with the prince. He will marry to her. They were very excited about the party and they
prepared the best dresses for the night. But she did not have beautiful dress to go. She sobbed and

cried until fairy angel came. She said....”

{An excerpt from UBU student, Year 1)

A

The example above is a possible group work for pronoun leaming. Groups of
students will look through the story, discuss if the underlined pronoun correct or
incorrect based on native use. Later, the students give reasons why the pronouns are
correct or incorrect and the revised version of each will be proposed by the group.

The instructor has to make sure that the students have enough resource of pronoun
information; in this case, the instructor might have to prepare a pile of references for
the class so that the students can direct themselves 1o learn how pronouns are used.

The learner writings could be great resource for other learners with the same
mother tongue. The pronoun errors, how they occur, and how revise them in a manner
will become in focus. From the self-directed learning activity, the students are

expectedly successful when producing pronouns in contexts.
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In addition, ‘Accessibility Marking Scale® and factors should be supplemented

in class materials. For examples,

Little Red Riding Hood

(1) Once upon a time, there was g Jittle oirl, who lved in a village near the forest. Whenever
sheywent out, the liftle girl, wore ared riding cloak, so everyone in the village called her;
Little Red Riding Hood,.

(2) One morning, Liftle Red Riding Hood; asked her mothet; if she; could go to visit her
grandmother; as i, had been awhile since the girl; and her grandma: had seen each other.

(3) "That's a good idea." ier mother; said. So she, packed g nice bugkel; for Little Red Riding
Hood, to take to her grandmothery.

(4) When the baskhet; was ready, the little girl; put on her red cloak and kissed her mother;
goadbye.

{5) "Remember, go straight to Grandimay's house,” her mother; cautioned. "Don't dawdle
along the way and please don't talk to strangers! The woods are dangerous.”

Figure 6.1 Example of pronouns in contexts teaching material

According to the figure 6.1, instructors may let students analyze noun phrases
and their referents in the narrative. Accessibility Marking Scale will be applied here;
later, factors (distance, competition, saliency, and unity) influencing how the writer
expresses each referent will help the students better understand when and how to use
pronouns in contexts.

The narrative is separated into five parts and explanations will be attached.

(15) Pronoun

(1) Once upon a time, there was a little gitl, who lived in a village near the forest. Whenever
hegwent out, the lintle girl, wore ared riding cloak, so everyone in the village called

Little Red Riding Hood,. \ . .
(2) Full name (3) Long difinite description (1.5) Pronoun
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In the example part (1), a noun phrase ‘g /itfle girl’ with a modifier ‘who lived
in a village near the forest’ is initially mentioned. After that the noun phrase is
replaced with variety of pronominal expressions. The pronominal referents consist of
pronouns ‘ske’ and ‘her’ with the highest accessibility marking degree; a long definite
description ‘the little girl’ with low accessibility marking degree; and a full name
‘Little Red Riding Hood’ with low accessibility marking degree. The factor the most
influences referent expressing might be ‘distance’ and ‘saliency’ since there is not any
competitors in between. For example, the write uses ‘she’ right after the first sentence
containing the noun phrase the pronoun refers to; the readers could find the antecedent
of the pronoun ‘ske’ easily in the previous sentence.

(2) Full nam (15) Pronoun

(2) One morming, Lirtle Red Riding Hood; asked her mothes; if ould go to visit hgr
grandmother: as it, had been awhile since the girl; and her grandmas had seen each other.

(4) Shovt definite description ;}}eamd noun phrase

In part (2), a full name “Little Red Riding Hood’ is expressed again though it is
the topic of the writing; the writer might consider ‘distance’ between the initial noun
phrase ‘a little girl” with a modifier in part (1). In the same sentence but different
clauses, the pronoun ‘ske’ is expressed to refer to ‘Little Red Riding Hood', a topic of
the sentence which is predictable for readers. Later, the writer mentions two new noun
phrases ‘her mother’ and ‘her grandmother’ with the same number and gender as
‘Little Red Riding Hood . Instead of using the pronoun ‘she’, the writer express a short
definite description ‘tse girl® due to the two competitors in between which might make
the sentence ambiguous. In addition, the writer repeats the expression ‘her grandma’

to avoid ambiguity to the readers.
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Repeated noun phrase

(3) "That's a good idea," her nlother,- said. So she; packed a nice basket; for Little Red Riding

Hood, to take to her grimzdmotfwrg. (2) Full name

Repeated noun phrase

(4) Short definite description (3) Long definite description
(4) When thie basker; was ready, the linle”girl, put on her red cloak and kissed her mother;

goodbye. Repeated noun phiase

Repeated noun phrase Repeated noun phrase
(5) "Remember, go straight to Grandma;'s house," her mfﬁ%ef;; cautioned. "Don't dawdle
along the way and please don't talk to strangers! The woods are dangerous.”

In similar way, pronominal expressions in parts (3), (4), and (5) might be
explained as follow. Since the noun phrases ‘her mother” and ‘her grandma’ are not
the topic of the writing, the writer repeats the noun phrases instead of using a pronoun
‘she’. This is to avoid ambiguity or to help the readers to better understand the story.
Additionally, whenever the pronominals ate distant the writer will choose short or
long definite descriptions to make the sentences clearer for the readers.

The materials could be simply designed with an emphasis on how and what
factors influencing natives pronominal expressions, The information, hopefully,
encourages the learners to better understand when to use and not to use pronouns in
contexts.

Finally, the long-term goal of learner corpus study is to adjust syllabus design.
After presenting the results of the present study to English instructors, pronoun
teaching should more emphasize pronoun and co-reference across sentences and
paragraphs. Plus, in the course of Introduction to Discourse Analysis, pronouns as one
of cohesive device should be clarified for when to express pronouns and when to
express the other referents and how to make decision for the referent choices as

natives do.
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In summary, the resuits of the present study can be employed in classroom
teaching and materials. Analysis of pronoun use and pronoun errors in contexts can be
applied in classroom as exemplified above associated with the Accessibility Hierarchy
and the factors proposed by Areil (1990). In addition, syllabus adjustment on pronouns
is suggested for better communication in English, writing in particular.

6.1.2 Suggestions for Further Research

Although the present study is corpus-based, the size of corpus is relatively
small. In addition, the features in focus are rather narrow. Extending further studies
can be in many ways as follows:

(a) Corpus size:

The Thai corpus size can be larger by collecting more learner data. Directions
of subjects could be extended to learners in different levels (high school students or
graduates), learners in different fields (non-English majors), or teachers of English.
Plus, comparisons among the subjects will be challenging to investigate.

To expand learner corpus size will make the results and conclusions more
reliable. The suggestions from the studies with larger size of learner corpus will
inform more about Thai EFL performance, their language needs, and language
development. As a result, pedagogical implications will be more useful and
applicable.

(b} Language:

Since the tagsets designed in the present study are extendable; other parts of
speech (POS) can be tagged with error tagsets under each POS. Moreover, learner
corpus can be explored in specific linguistic features such as syntax, phonology, lexis,

or discourse; error descriptions must be clear-cut. For examples, some tagset can be
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added some symbols at the beginning and at the end of the tagset: with <S> for a
syntactic tagging and with <D> for a discoursal tagging.

To further investigate learner language, the puzzle picture of how particular
learners produce the target language will be discovered and completed the jigsaw little
by little with the same systematic tagset.

(c) Methodology:

To reduce one of the difficulties in CEA study, learner data could be collected
in electrical form at first place. In other words, computerized internet technology
should take parts here, for example, students type and send all writing via e-mail, or
they type on a diary blog or a facebook note can be accessible choice in reality.
Collecting data will be more authentic with less time-consuming of data
transformation.

In addifion, the researcher has to take the four characteristics of tagset
suggested by Granger (2003 and 2008) that the tagset should be informative and
manageable; reusable for variety of languages; flexible for addition or deletion of tags
at annotation and post-annotation stages; consistent error tagging principles between
annotators.

In brief, the further studies could support and expand value of learner corpus
based studies in terms of investigation of larger corpus size, broader language
features, and more applicable research designs in this field. The more data stored, the

more reliable learner language conclusions can be accomplished.
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6.2 Conclusions of the Study

The present study aims to investigate how pronouns are used on narrative
writings by Thai university English majors. In addition, it explores what types of
pronoun errors are commonly produced by the learners. Finally, developmental
patterns of pronouns over time are in focused if any.

The fundamental approaches of the study are Contrastive Analysis (CA), Error
Analysis (ER) and Interlanguage (IL). Hdwever, these approaches for studies in a
field of Second Language Acquisitions have some limitations as mentioned in
Chapter 2. Newer ways to manage with learner data associated with CA, EA, and IL
concepts are applied in the present study. Learner corpus-based studies commonly
occupied two approaches to examine the learner language: Computer Interlanguage
Analysis (CIA) Computer-aided Error Analysis (CEA); the present study mainly
makes use of CEA including tagging of the learner language after designing POS and
error tagsets of the feature in focus in the study, pronouns.

The research instruments to elicit learner data were three narrative writings:
Little Red Riding Hood, Snow White and the Seven Dwarfs, and Cinderella. After
collecting all written texts, the data obtained were transformed into electrical format
in order to store and tag with pronoun tagset. Later, manually error tagged was
processed by two taggers trained beforehand. WordSmith Tools was employed here as
a supportive tool for concordancing contexts pronouns and pronoun errors occurred.

The results showed that Year 1 produced the highest pronouns and errors;
Year 4 produced high pronouns but the least errors. In addition, pronouns were
commonly used by students in Year 1 and 2 for substitute mentioned noun

phrases/proper names; they were used interchangeably with other referenis such as
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definite noun phrases-and proper names by students in Year 3 and Year 4. Some
errors of omission, overuse, case, gender and number were found from writings of
Year 1 and Year 2; the errors produced by Year 3 and 4 almost entirely dropped.
However, errors of mis-coreference equally existed in the student writings.

The results can be partially explained with first language transfer. Omission,
overuse, and malformation were probably affected by first language transfer. In
addition, overuse in relative clauses might have been influenced by overgeneralization
since such overuse occurs neither in Thai nor in English. Lastly, due to the present
teaching materials for EFL learners, in general pronoun usage in contexis (across
sentences or paragraphs) is not included in textbooks.

With some challenging issues of creating a tagged Thai learner corpus: data
collecting, transforming, and tagging, learner corpus-based study with CEA had to be
cautiously processed. Moreover, other challenging issues might be found if the
corpus study is extended in the future. Learner corpus can be collected; later POS
tagsets and other error tagsets can be designed and employed to investigate in the way
of second language acquisition but with more effective approaéhes 1n terms of storing,
managing, and reusing the learner data. These advantages of study could be useful for
future pronoun language teaching and learning and research.

Finally, pedagogical implications as classroom teaching and materials
applications with some examples are presented. Also, the results of pronoun used in
contexts by Thai students in the present study could be additional information to
support improving English course syllabus. In addition, some further ideas for future

studies in this field are given. The researchers interested in this type of study might
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expand their investigations in terms of corpus size, language features, and learner

corpus based approach (both CEA and CIA).

6.3 Summary of the Chapter

The final chapter provides explanations of pronouns and errors occurring in
the student writings. Also clarifications of pronoun development over time are
included in order to give a picture of pronoun changing during four year of the Thai
university English majors.

Finally, pedagogical implications as classroom teaching and materials
applications with an example are presented for improving syllabus after getting the
results of pronouns used by Thai students in writings. In addition, some further ideas
for future studies in this field are given.

In summary, the learner corpus-based study with tagged PRO/error approach
is applicable and useful for language teaching and learning with its more reliable
methods and better data management (store, annotation, and reusability). It can be
extended for larger corpus size and with more features of language investigated in the

future.
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APPENDIX A

Curriculum Plan of English Majors,

Ubon Ratchathani University (UBU)
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APPENDIX B

Picture Story Telling Tasks

Picture-based narrative writing tasks

The main instrument of this study is picture-based narrative writing tasks
consisting of three popular fables: Little Red Riding Hood, Little Three Pigs, and
Cinderella. Each task begins with directions, in Thai, including pictures and number

in order to help the subjects writing with case.

Example:
Directions: Write a story based on the given pictures with 250 words or a page long.

Dictionaries are allowed when writing. (Time duration: 1 hour)

In addition, at the end of each story is vocabulary which might be unknown so

that the subject will not have any obstacles about word selections.
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Subject’s bio-data

At the beginning of the data collection the subjects have to fill in their own bio-data in

the same format as following:

Student’s information Code#
Name YearJ1 Od 20304
Gender [] Male O3 Female

Nationality U That O Other

Mother’s nationality [1 Thai [J Other
Father’s nationality [ Thai [0 Other
Mother tongue (d Thai O Other

Experience in English native speaking countries: 0 Yes [0 No
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The First Picture Story Telling Task:

Little Red Riding Hood
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26)

(29)

(pictures from http://sukumal brinkster.net/i_story/akasukin/akasukinO1.htm! literally
permitted to be used for academic purposes)
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? Hood

wuaenlay : to pick flowers s . a wolf

‘lj'i'lﬂg . to appear A1 : to knock

ASZNBN : acottage S © to imitate one’s
voice

HUINAQUHL - a nightcap ﬁjﬂ’; : frank

vy . a blanket nau : to gobble

a9y : to wonder 51 : to be full

A : tongue a5 109 : SCiSSOrs

UIEWT U : a hunter N : needle

o : cut &1ty : thread

Apud © rock(s) Y03 . stomach, belly

ﬁu : to wake up =y . t0 saw

Yan1i : to tumble into A ) V. : to be thirsty

¥ 1 ¢ . - -

Yo : apond amuqu%ﬁ’uqmﬁmﬂ Hto hide behind a
big tree

(AN : cake Hay : to fall down

azndwmals : a {ruit basket nan4 . to celebrate

Smalsl : fruit juice
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The Second Picture Story Telling Task:

Snow White and the Seven Dwarfs
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" (39)

{pictures from http://sukumal.net/i_story/shirayukihime/yukihime01.htm! literally
permitted to be used for academic purposes)
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: Snow White
. desire

: black as coal
: disguise

. infatuated with
: content

: command

: flee

. acotlage

: amine

: decide

: appear

: lifeless

: throw off
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: dwarf

. red as rose

. evil witch

. a magic mirror
: beauty

- jealous

: enjoy

: frighten

: wonder

: invite

: poisoned apple (s)
:lye

: a gold and glass
coffin
: decay/decompose

*Fpveenuunse 1dun Sleepy, Grumpy, Happy, Doc, Dopey, Sneezy, and Bashful
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The Third Picture Story Telling Task:

Cinderella
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(38)

(pictures from http://www.sukumal.com/forum/view.php?qID=87 literally permitted

to be used for academic purposes)
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: Cinderella

: stepmother

: splendid and elegant
: pretend

* treat

: invitation letter

: dress in rags

: weep/sob

: a fairy

: acoach

. aflick

: become/turn into

: a pumpkin

: glass slippers

: stare with open mouth
: doubt/wonder

: run away
: Royal Letter

it
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: passed away

: stepsister

: clumsy

s envy

1 servant

: an evening dress
: lumpy

: appear

. a burst of hght
: clog

: Pronounce an
incantation over
: the magic wand

: carriage/equipage
: the royal palace

: fall in love

: before midnight

: announce

: try on

. royal wedding
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