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This study suggests a framework for a psycholinguistic 

theory of second language learning. Three theoretical com­

ponents--a nativist's view of language acquisition, a GT 

grammatical model, and an EA-strategy of language teaching-­

have been posited. Empirical data from an error analysis of 

English compositions written by adult Thai speakers were 

collected. The results of the analysis of Thai speakers' 

errors indicate development toward target language compe­

tence. 

The data obtained indicate that second language learn­

ing by adults is analogous to children's first language ac­

quisition. Furthermore, the data provide specifie pedago­

gical implications for Thai English language teachers, cur­

riculum planners and textbook writers. 
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CHAPTER 1 

BACKGROUND 

1.1 Introductory Remarks 

People who study a second language make numerous mis­

takes and errors as they try, with the aid of teachers or 

specialists, to develop facility with their new code. If 

a better framework can be developed within which to explain 

their mistakes and errors, perhaps we could improve our 

understanding of the language learning process and, at the 

same time, our language teaching methods. 

The process of second language learning has been in­

vestigated by applied linguists who have typically been more 

concerned with language teaching rather than with formulating 

a theory to explain the language learning process. As a per­

son with practical experience in both learning and teaching 

a second language, it seems to me that something more, or 

something new, is badly needed in this field. 

At the present time, contrastive analysis (CA) and 

error analysis (EA) represent two distinct approaches used 

by linguists interested in second language teaching. The 

CA approach is essentially an interference model while the 

EA approach examines the student's development toward target 

>---
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language competence. In this study, l will examine criti­

cally the claims of EA, propose a ten.tative model for second 

language learning, collect data, and then apply these data. 

1.2 CA Approach 

CA was really born of classroom experience. As early 

as 1941, Whorf called attention to the importance of the 

contrastive study of languages. However, the appearance 

of formal 'contrastive linguistics' is relatively recent. 

The groundwork for its pedagogical applications was actually 

laid only a de cade or so ago. 

Intensive interest in CA, particularly for bilingualism 

and second language teaching, began to develop in the 1950's 

(cf., Lado, 1957; Weinreich, 1953). Since then, the ap­

plication of CA to second language teaching has been widely 

recognized. Recently, both Nemser and Slama-Cazacu (1970) 

and Wardhaugh (1970) have reviewed current work in the 

field. nipietro (1971) also provided a very well-documented 

historical account of CA. Furthermore, he incorporated cur­

rent developments in linguistic theory into the traditional 

procedures of CA. 

CA involves, essentially, a systematic search for po­

tential sources of interference between the mother tongue 

and the target language. According to Nemser and Slama-

• 
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Cazacu (ibid: 4): 

The emergent discipline, called contrastive 
linguistics, is defined as the sub-discipline 
of linguistics concerned with drawing the im­
plications of structural similarities and 
dissimilarities between languages, with the 
principal objective of facilitating the learn­
ing of one of these languages--the "target" 
language--by speakers of the other--the "base" 
language •••• The procedure for ascertaining 
these relationships is called 'contrastive 
analysis. ' 

The fundamental concepts underlying CA are the notions 

of 1 transfer, 1 1 facilitation, 1 and 1 interference' (see Lado, 

1964). 

There seemsto be widespread agreement that CA provides 

a tool for predicting problem areas in second language learn-

ing and teaching. CA helps, to some extent, to establish an 

inventory or potential difficulties. For example, the use 

of articles and tense-inflections are difficult for Thai 

students of English because they do not exist in Thai gram-

mare Thai speakers tend to omit articles altogether (e.g., 

'Dog bite man l
), and to substitute ~ (e.g., 'He ~ to 

school ' ) for aIl inflectional forros: goes, going, went, 

and gone. The types of mistakes due to such interference 

can often be accurately predicted by CA. However, CA does 

have obvious limitations because we cannot predict with 

certainty a large nuffiber of errors which seem not to have 
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any connection with interference (e.g., 'It was happened,' 

'8he cannot cornes,' 'You are drive too fast'). French (1949) 

therefore has argued that not all errors are due, as sorne 

authorities maintain, to cross-association; cornmon errors are 

found across differing language backgrounds. 

Recent1y, the value of CA has been questioned by 

psycho1inguists who have observed that many of the errors 

committed by students of a second language cannot be accur­

ately predic"ted by CA (cf., Catford, 1968; Hamp, 1968; Lee, 

1968). They have grave doubts about its 'predictive power,' 

and are dissatisfied because it has been imposs".b1e to es­

tab1ish a 'hierarchy of difficulty' for the predicted errors. 

They be1ieve that we should observe and analyze ~ow language 

1earners cope with their difficulties. This dissat~sfaction 

seems to suggest using another approach, perhaps that of EA. 

1.3 EA Approach 

To begin with, a mistake and an error must be dis­

tinguished. corder (1967), in particu1ar, makes this dis­

tinction in terms of 'performance' and 'competence,' res­

pective1y. He insists that the learners' mistakes are 

characteristical1y unsystematic, and of no significance to 

the language learning processi but that systematic errors 

revea1 the under1ying know1edge of the 1earner to date 
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(i.e., his transitiona1 competence). Richards (1970) has 

ca11ed errors of this nature 'intra1ingua1 and deve1opmenta1 

errors. 1 This carefu1 distinction between 'mistake ' and 

lerror l is quite crucial, and will be observed throughout 

the present investigation. 

Perhaps the first mi1estone in the deve10pment of EA 

was the appearance of French's book Common Errors in Eng1ish 

(1949). EA, according to Richards, (1971: 12) "may be de­

fined as dea1ing with the differences between the way people 

1earning a language speak, and the way adu1t native speakers 

of the language use the 1anguage. u Both French and Richards 

have ca11ed attention to the uniformity of 1earners ' errors, 

irrespect ive of their mother tongues. French (ibid: 6), 

for instance, noted, "the plain fact is that Japanese and 

Bantu a1ike say IYes, l didn't,' and they have scores of 

other errors in common." Richards (1970, 1971) has argued 

that simi1ar errors occur frequent1y across languages. 

Eng1ish errors of the sort*'I did not said anything, 1 

*'what you are doing,' *'I can to speak French, 1 *'did he 

comed,' etc. are prevalent among mother tongue speakers of 

Burmese, Chinese, Czech, Greek, Indian, Japanese, Maori, 

Po1ish, Tagalog, and Thai (cf., Arabski, 1968; Bhaskar, 

1962; Chaiyaratana, 1961j Du~kova, 1969; Estacio, 1964; 
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French, 1949; Kerr, 1969; Richards, 1968). 

In this study, the term EA will be used to refer to 

an explicit description of developmental errors which re­

flect the system of the language that the learners have 

achieved at successive stages, i.e., their underlying know­

ledge which, in turn, illustrates sorne general characteris­

tics of the language learning process and eventually should 

form part of a theory of second language learning and 

teaching. 

In the past few years, a great deal of research in­

terest has focussed on the topic of EA, most notably the 

work done by Aguas (1964), Burt and Kiparsky (1972), Corder 

(1967), Du~kova (1969), George (1972), Jain (1969), and 

Richards (1970, 1971), who have aIl analyzed common errors 

in English language learning across languages. 

1.4 Psycholinguistic Perspectives on EA 

From a psycholinguistic perspective, EA seems to con­

tribute new information about the language acquisition pro­

cess. The introductory remarks by Richards (1971), on the 

current findings of EA in second language learning, make 

this quite clear. He implies that the "errors" made in 

second language learning are similar to those made by 

children learning English as their mother tongue. They 
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ref1ect ru1e 1earning and are systematic. Thus, errors in 

second language 1earning may a1so be important, and shou1d 

be considered by language teachers. 

In recent years, fo11owing the deve10pment of genera-

tive transformational (GT) theory, there seems to be a strong 

case for a transformational-psycholinguistic approach to the 

prob1em of second language learning (cf., Jakobovits, 1970bi 

Rutherford, 1968; Thomas,1965). A nurober of ambitious 

efforts have been made to apply GT theory in EA (e.g., Aguas, 

1964; Jacobson, 1966). The model of EA I~y be genera1ized 

within the GT frarnework along the 1ines of CA. According 

to niPietro (1971: 29-30), there are three procedures to 

fo11ow: 

1. The first step is to observe the differ­
ences between the surface structures of 
two languages. 

2. The second step is to postu1ate the 
under1ying universa1s. 

3. The third step is to formu1ate the 
deep-to-surface (rea1ization) rules .•• 

EA can be based on a GT approach because errors essen-

tial1y involve ru1e interna1ization. A second language 

1earner, striving to achieve full native competence, pre-

sumab1y devises grammatical rules from a large number of 

ana10gical structures. If this approach is adopted, the 

emphasis in teaching shou1d be on the exp1anation of ru1es 

rather than sheer 'practice, mimicry, and ana1ogy.' 
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CHAPTER 2 

TOWARD A PSYCHOLINGUISTIC THEORY OF SECOND LANGUAGE LEARNING 

The present study represents an attempt to sketch a 

theoretical framework for formulating a psycholinguistic 

theory of second language learning with empirical data ob-

tained from an error analysis of English compositions writ-

ten by adult Thai speakers. 

Three major theoretical components appear necessary 

for postulating such a theory: (1) language acquisition 

hypotheses, (2) grammatical mode1s, and (3) second language 

teaching strategies. If we accept this hypothesizing (see 

Gefen, 1966) as tentative1y correct, it should lead to one 

or more relevant psycholinguistic theories of second lan-

guage learning which may be represented schematical1y as 

follows: 

1 PSYCHOLINGUISTIC THEORIES 

J 1 
LANGUAGE ACQUI- GRAMMATICAL MODELS, SECOND LANGUAGE 
SITION HYPOTHESES, e. g. , Structural-, TEACHING STRATE-
e.g., Behavioris- Transformational- GIES. e.g., CA-, 
tic-, Nativistic- Model, etc. EA-S tra tegy , etc. 
Hypothesis, etc. 

organization of Psycholinguistic Theories 
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The app1icabi1ity of this mode1 rests on the assumption 

that a chi1d's second language 1earning may, by its nature, 

be simi1ar to his first language acquisition. Recent studies 

of the chi1d's acquisition of syntax support this assumption. 

On the basis of his Norwegian son's acquisition of Eng1ish 

syntax in a second language environment, Ravem (1968: 184) 

conc1uded that, "second language acquisition in an environ-

ment where no forma1 instruction is given seems to be a crea-

tive process not un1ike that of first language acquisition. Il 

He found, for examp1e, that sorne syntactic regu1arities of 

negative and interrogative sentences were interna1ized as 

ru1es for the generation of sentences, e. g., * "I not sitting 

on my chair," *"1 don't sit on the chair,1I *"Drive you car 

to-yesterday? , Il *"Did you drive car to-yesterday?, Il *"Why 

we not live in Scot1and?,11 *"What d'you did to-yesterday?," 

and *"When d'you went there?" 

Moreover, according to Stoddart and Stoddart (1968: 

68), immigrant chi1dren 1earning Eng1ish use what they 

ca11ed 'pidgin' forms 1ike *IIMe cut paper no" or *"Ghu1am 

no give me glue. Il These seem simi1ar to the types of utter-

ances produced by native chi1dren, described by K1ima and 

Be11ugi (1966: 192, 194), e.g., *"Wear mitten no," and *"He 

no bite you." 
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Given what has been discussed, there would seem to be 

sorne analogy between the child's first and second language 

acquisition. The similarities reside in the fact that child 

language is highly systematic and that grammar emerges in a 

natural order. In Tucker and d'Anglejan's (1971: 165) words: 

IICertain rules that are shared by all languages are the first 

to emerge .••• These are linguistic universals and arise from 

the child's innate knowledge of the language. Other rules 

requiring more exposure to linguistic information emerge at 

later stages in the child' s development. Il with regard to 

second language teaching Cook (1969: 211), has suggested 

that IIrf the analogy holds, then far from deploring these 

errors, we should be commending the children's progress to­

wards native competence along the same road followed by the 

Engl ish child. Il 

In terms of development, error, and grading, Cook has 

made sorne interesting observations. For examp1e, she askes: 

why is a second language learner required to conform to the 

rules of full native competence from the very beginning 

stages of his study? Why is he not allowed to formulate 

interim hypotheses about the language he is learning? Why 

is he not allowed any freedom to err so that he can test 

his hypotheses? Why are lIerrorsll considered so extremely 
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harmful in second language learning while they constitute an 

integral part of the process of first language acquisition? 

Let us now turn to our model and discuss in sorne de­

tail each component to see whether we are yet in a position 

to be able to formulate a psycholinguistic the ory of second 

language learning. 

2.1 Language Acquisition Hypotheses 

The learning of language is essentially a problem for 

psycholinguistics. Broadly speaking, there are two major 

theories of language acquisition: the 'learning-theory 

mode l 1 and the 'nativistic-universals model. ' The first 

is based on behavioristic principles of S-R learning theory 

(cf., Brain, 1963a, b, 1965i Jenkins & Palermo, 1964i 

Mowrer, 1950, 1954, 1960i Skinner, 1957). The second as­

sumes that the child is genetically equipped with certain 

linguistic universalsi and that he therefore has an innate 

capacity to acquire any natural language. This implies that 

the same intrinsic structural framework underlies all lan­

guages. Lenneberg (1967) clearly suggests that the univer­

sally shared features of human languages stem from our bio­

logical endowment per~. We are all born with a 'built-in 

mechanism,' i.e., the so-called LAD or Language Acquisition 

Deviee that aids us to learn languages (cf., Chomsky, 1962, 

'-
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1965, 1966, 1967, 1968, 1969: McNeill, 1966, 1970i Miller, 

1962, 1964). 

However, the first theory appears relatively weak; 

the second theory remains to be proven. Carroll (1971) has 

recently challenged Chomsky on the notion of 'rule-governed 

behavior. ' He maintains that, psycholinguistically, the 

notion of 1 habit 1 is much more fundamental than the notion 

of 'rule.' In this bewildering controversy of issues, a 

more balanced view is perhaps needed for second language 

teachers. Hebb, Lambert and Tucker (1971) have proposed 

a more moderate position. They propose that language is 

as much learned as innate. 

At this point, it is important to distinguish from 

the outset between.'universal grammar l and 'particular 

grammar. 1 According to nipietro (1971: 22), the former 

"comprises all essential characteristics of human language, Il 

while the latter "covers the unique ways in which each lan­

guage interprets these essentials. 1I 

Speculations about language universals are becoming 

more marked. Chafe (1970: 6), for example, affirms that: 

"the theoretical acceptance of extensive likeness among 

languages seemed ••. to be increasingly confirmed ••• while 

the differences between languages began to seem more and 

.i 
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more superficial. Il From the teaching point of view, Wardhaugh 

(1967: 24) also remarked that, IImore and more persons concerned 

with secorid-language teaching are now seeking opportunities 

to make use of these developments Ci.e., linguistic un~ver-

sals) and insights in their work. Il This may seem rather 

obvious, but l think it needs stress. For one thing, it 

leads us to look more closely into the issues of first lan-

guage acquisition and second language learning by children 

and adults. 

In sum, the dominant view behind the theory of language 

acquisition assumes the presence of innate universals. But 

more importantly, given the innate capabilities of individuals 

and the structure of linguistic communities, the most impor-

tant questions--ones very seldom raised in the literature--

are these: How is the language learning process related to 

the innateness hypothesis? What role does the verbal en-

vironment play in language acquisition? Can the common 

view about the speed and ease in acquiring primary linguis-

tic data be justified? Recently, Snow (1971: 2) has at-

tempted to answer sorne of these questions. From her ex-

periments, she maintains that IIlanguage acquisition requires 

more time than most theorists have suggested,1I and IIdiffer-

ences in the quality of the linguistic environment affect 
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both the time course of language acquisition and the quality 

of language performance. 1I 

However, the central questions in psycholinguistics, 

i.e., the acquisition, production, and comprehension of lan­

guage (see Saporta, 1967) have yet to be accounted for. If 

language acquisition is seen from the behaviorist's viewpoint, 

learning essentially involves linguistic stimuli and the 

shaping of responses by appropriate reinforcements. If, on 

the other hand, the nativist's position is adopted, the focus 

of attention gears toward the child's innate capacities and 

linguistic universals as rule-oriented behavior with a hypo­

thetical language-generating device. This study advocates 

the latter. 

In summary, information about how people learn or ac­

quire language will comprise an essential component of any 

psycholinguistic model. A useful theory of second language 

teaching requires a detailed knowledge about the language 

acquisition process. 

2.2 Grammatical Models 

The second component of the model concerns what it is 

that people have to learn or to know to m~ster a language. 

When speaking about the learning of grammar, a well defined 

view should t.ake into account three kinds of grammars: 

'-
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linguistic, psychological, and pedagogical. Briefly, a 

'linguistic grammar'--especially the Chomskyan type--is a 

model of 'competence~' a 'psychological grammar' is a model 

of 'performance~' and a 'pedagogical gr ammar, is a 'teach­

able' model. Obviously, a pedagogical grammar is not merely 

the application of a linguistic grammar, but rather the re­

sult of a synthesis of linguistic and psychological grammars. 

The model used in the present study is generative­

transformational. It is based upon recent developments in 

modern linguistic theories initiated by Chomsky (1957, 1965) 

and Katz and Postal (1964) which provide us with three under-

lying grammatical models~ (1) Finite State (FS) , (2) Phrase 

structure (PS) , and (3) Transformational (T). 

To date, the impact of Chomsky's GT theory on psycho­

linguistic models of language acquisition has been striking. 

Until recently no experimental evidence has existed to sub­

stantiate the claim of its superiority. However, the impor­

tant question to be asked is whether a GT grammar offers 

real and adequate implications for the theory of second lan­

guage learning. No doubt it has contributed significantly 

to a better understanding and new insights, i.e., that lan­

guage is characteristically rule-governed behavior. The 

following experiments help to make this clear. 

· i 
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A sma11-sca1e experiment in teaching Eng1ish to foreign 

1earners using a GT mode1 offers modest support for the theory. 

In my own research (Brudhiprabha, 1971), based 1arge1y on 

Thomas (1962) with the application of Chomsky's kerne1 sen­

tences, we have found that students can be taught to derive 

a11 other sentences from a group of kerne1s using transfor­

mations. In this experiment, sorne twenty foreign students 

attending special Eng1ish classes before they entered high 

schoo1 were pretested and divided into experimenta1 and con­

trol groups according to their performance on a test. A GT 

programmed 1esson was tried out, and a post test was admini­

stered to estab1ish a new 1eve1 of proficiency. There were 

significant differences in performance between the experi­

mental and control groups. 

Another experiment by Ney (1965) a1so indicated that 

the use of GT grammar in a c1ass of senior Eng1ish majors 

at the Japanese language university of the Ryukyus resu1ted 

in a significant improvement in the students' abi1ity to 

produce we11-formed sentences. Students were taught to 

write sentences using the PS and T ru1es fo11m'ling the 

works of Roberts (1962), Chomsky (1957), and Lees (1960) 

respective1y. Then, they moved on to study Fillmore (1963) 

and Lees and K1ima (1963). Fina11y, Ney maintained that 

,-
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the use of GT mode1 yie1ded positive resu1ts never accounted 

for by any previous grammars. He inferred that this trans-

formationa1 approach permitted Japanese students to derive 

nove1 sentences more effective1y after they had 1earned the 

transformations. 

In second language 1earning, it seems to me, the point 

of departure is the sum of the differences between the two 

interna1ized grammars. In other words, an adequate descrip-

tion of the grammar of a second language (GSL) requires an 

adequate description of an interim grammar (GI ) vis-à-vis 

a deve10ping competence grammar (Gc)--a description which 

must be based on EA. A mode1 of interna1ized grammars is 

given in a diagram of inter10cking circ1es be1ow: 

A Mode1 of Interna1ized Grammar of a Second Language 
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2.3 Second Language Teaching Strategies 

It is important in my opinion to distinguish between 

'learning' and 'teaching ' here. unfortunately, there has 

always been a confusion between the two terms. 'Learning ' 

in the present context refers to the process through which 

a second language is learned in artificial settings such as 

the classroomi and 'teaching' is, in effect, used to refer 

to the process or the methods used to teach a second language 

(see also Mackey in his Foreword to Jakobovits, 197~ iXi 

and Selinker, in press, note 2). 

A second language teacher needs to know on what par­

ticular strategy or strategies to base his teaching. It is 

hardly necessary to add that there is no single methodology 

that is acceptable by all teachers. Different theoretical 

positions have different goals and lead to different class­

room practices. For example, the Lado-Fries position advo­

cates a CA approach which concentrates on drilling contras­

tive patterns based on the audiolingual habit theory. 

At this point, one may ask, what teaching methods 

should be used? There are several alternatives, and l 

think that it would be pretentious on the basis of existing 

data to claim the superiority of any method. 

Stern (1969) has cautioned that the important questions 

,-
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to be asked in language teaching are these: what does the 

1earner find hard? What does he finè easy? What confuses 

him? What puzzles him? What he1ps him? What causes his 

success or fai1ure? If a second language teacher can answer 

these and simi1ar questions, that is a11 he needs to know. 

However, the present study incorporates EA into its 

framework. In the 1ight of GT theory, the notions of Isur­

face structurel (88) and Ideep structurel (DS) give much 

insight into the structural description of sentences. The 

ro1e of D8 and 88 in language teaching as discussed by 

Jacobson (1966: 153) offers relevant implications for EA. 

According to him the grammatical ana1ysis based on IIthe 

surface structure a10ne and the 1ack of a deeper ana1ysis 

often become a 1earning prob1em, because the 1earner finds 

it impossible to make meaningfu1 genera1izations. 1I He main­

tains that--due to the large number of over1apping construc­

tions of Eng1ish--non-native speakers superficia11y produce 

the fo11owing i11-formed strings: 

(1) *He gave a book for me 

(2) *He made a suit to me 

(3) *He asked a question to me. 

To demonstrate the va1idity of this assertion, l de­

vised a test for sorne Thai students studying in Montreal; 

J 



20 

and these errors were made by four informants: *'She bought 

the paper to him (25.a~/o),' *'The doctor prescribed medicine 

to the child (75.0~/o),' and *'Tom asked a question to me 

(lO~/o).' This, in effect, offers proof that common errors 

made by second language learners resulted from deducing 

rules from identical structures. 

Sentences (1), (2), and (3) above are evidently strings 

containing: 

NP! + Vtr + NP2 + ( H;r) ) NP3 

unfortunately, however--at the PS level--they might 

erroneously be thought of as following the identical struc­

tural description: 

NPI + Vtr + NP2 + NP3 

( 4) He gave me a book 

(5) He made me a suit 

( 6) He asked me a question. 

But--at the T level--(4) , (5), and ( 6) are, in fact, 

derived from different transformational histories of which 

the prepositional phrases Ito me,l 1 for me,l and lof me l 

are generated in their DS's. These syntactic concepts were 

proposed by several linguists (cf., Chomsky, 1955; Fillmore, 

1963; Katz & Postal, 1964; Lees, 1960); and the underlying 
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to-, for-, and of-phrase constructions are relevant to this 

study. Of the three under1ying strings, (4) is derived from 

the application of the indirect object transformation to: 

(7) He gave a book to me 

and (5) and (6) have resu1ted from the insertion of a dummy 

device into the strings: 

(8) He made a suit + â~ He made a suit for me 

(9) He asked a question + 6.=!)- He asked a question 
of me. 

At this point, as we have a1ready seen, the durnrny 

device generated optiona11y at the PS 1eve1 can be omitted. 

But, at the T 1eve1, it is transformed ob1igatori1y into a 

prepositiona1 phrase whereby the semantic trait alone deter-

mines the choice of specific lexical items for or of. 

However, on1y (7) is a kerne1 sentence where 'to me' 

is an integra1 part. By dropping the prepositiona1 phrase 

from the string, its gr ammat ica lit y is deteriorated, thus: 

(10) He gave a book 

Given what has been discussed so far, surface identity 

is obvious1y an illusion. More often than not, a second 

language 1earner fai1s to make va1id genera1izations from 

SS's. 

In sum, the notions of DS and SS are very important 

for the second language 1earner. Obviously, one can on1y 

c1aim to know a language when one has the generative power 

,-
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to produce and understand an infinite number of sentences 

never encountered before. This also implies the recognition 

of ungrammaticality. None of these abilities could have re-

sulted from imitation, practice, and reinforcement alone. 

But from DS we can discover the underlying structure of the 

. language and can relate a semantic representation of a sen-

tence to its spoken or written words. Thus, a second lan-

guage learner who can only recite a number of sentences is 

no better than a well-trained parrot! 

Adults' second langua.ge learning represents an unex-

plored area. There is no experimentation, to my knowledge, 

of how adults learn a second language, in the bilingual 

milieu, or in the language classroom situation. 

However, my own acquisition of English may give sorne 

hints. Although l have succeeded in mastering aIl the 

English question transformations, l still have difficulty 

at times producing included questions. This often results 

in ill-formed strings as follows: 

*Do you know why are errors considered so harmful? 

*Would you please tell me what time is it? 

*please tell me what should l say? 

This, of course, is due to overlearning the underlying 

structures of English YES/NO and WH interrogative transfor-
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mations. 

Moreover, by observing carefully one of my Thai friends 

who is studying in this country, l have found that she keeps 

saying: 

*Why you said that? 

*Why you didn't tell me? 

*How you do it? 

*What l should say? 

This indicates that the learning of a second language 

by adults, is to a certain extent, analogous to children's 

first language acquisition. Cooper (1970: 31) indeed ob-

served that: IIS omehow, both have to abstract the linguistic 

rules underlying the language ••• Il And Tucker and d' Anglejan 

(1971: 167) noted that: 

••• the processes of native-language acqui­
sition and second- or foreign-language 
learning are essentially analogous: but 
that language teaching methodologies fail 
to exploit and, in fact, frequently ignore 
these similarities completely. 

However, it should be remeffibered when speaking about 

learning a second language in the unreal world of the class-

room (e.g., Thai speakers learning English in Thailand) , 

that consideration must be given to the mother tongue where 

feasible. As Nickel and Wagner (1968: 237) have observed: 

.. i 



••• the process of acquiring the second 
language differs in sorne important respects 
from that of learning the first language: 
rules of the mother ton gue are matched with 
those of the second language, they are ex­
panded, additional rules are learned, and 
the rules of the mother ton gue are discarded 
to be invalid in the target language. 
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Moreover, one thing l find disturbing about this is 

the generalization most people seem to make, i.e., that an 

adult cannot be on ~ par with a child in acquiring a second 

language (see, for example, DeVito, 1970). l submit that, 

ceteris paribus, he would. But there is naturally no ex-

perimental evidence so far--ncne that is familiar to me at 

least, or to Macnamara (1970: 10), who wrote that "there 

are almost no grounds for the genera1 fatalism about adults· 

ability to learn languages. II For we cannot logically say 

that a man of fort y is less ski11ed in language learning 

than an infant. And he quotes Smith and Braineis experi-

mental evidence (in press) that adults are better than chil-

dren in the acquisition of a miniature artificial language. 

More detailed experimentation, therefore, is badly needed. 

In conclusion, we believe that there are inherent 

similarities between first language aCqJisition and second 

language learni~: by children and adults. We are impressed 

with the applicability of the GT model for second language 

teaching, and the relatively unexplored potential for the 
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application of EA as an instructional strategy. We hope to 

be able to formulate a tentative psycholinguistic theory of 

second language learning from our model. 



CHAPTER 3 

ERROR ANALYSIS AND SECOND LANGUAGE LEARNING 

Mistakes and errors are inevitable in second language 

learning. Whether we like them or not, their presence is 

to be expectedi and they are our age-old ~ogical concerns. 

Thus, phit pen khruu (errors are our teachers) goes the Thai 

folkwisdom. That is to say, one can learn by making mistakes. 

Therefore, it might prove fruitful to analyze typical mis-

takes and errors peculiar to Thai speakers of Englishi be-

cause without them it is virtually impossible to decide what 

data are relevant for formulating a psycholinguistic theory 

of second language learning. 

3.1 Typical Mistakes and Errors peculiar to Thai Speakers 

of English 

Most experienced teachers often take for granted that 

they know where the learners' errors lie. However, having 

had long experience with teaching English as a foreign lan-

guage to Thai students myself, l feel that this is not true 

--for superficial mistakes, yesi but for underlying er~ors, 

no. For example, a common " mistake" of Thai learners of 

English is the omission of articles in such sentences as: 

(1) *Thai students do not like to open dictionary. 



(2) *Adjective is used in front of noun. 

(3) *English language is difficult for Thai 

student. 
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It so happens that the Thai language possesses no 

corresponding system of English articles; therefore, Thai 

speakers simply omit them. This strikes me as a superficial 

problem of transference from the mother tongue to the target 

language which is generally predictable. 

On the contrary, a Thai student who has already 

learned the structure underlying such sentences as: 

(4) l have to go. 

(5) They want to read. 

(6) We need to know. 

may then generate ill-formed sentences like: 

(7) *He may to think. 

(8) *I will to marry. 

(9) *She can to cook. 

which unfortunately represent an incorrect application of 

the rule. This underlying error does not have its origin 

in the native tongue (see Wolfe, 1967), and is hardly ever 

predictable. 

Previous researchers (e.g., Corder, 1967; Duskova, 

1969; Jain, 1969; Jakobovits, 1969, 1970ai Richards, 
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loping competence,' e.g., overgenera1ization. 

Since superficia1 mistakes are of no theoretica1 sig­

nificance, they are simp1y cited in passing to support the 

first hypothesis which is a pre1iminary to the second or 

main hypothesis of this study. 

In addition to testing these hypotheses, the present 

study will provide data relevant to: (1) the language 

1earning process of Thai speakers 1earning Eng1ish as a 

foreign language, in particu1ar, (2) the second language 

1earning process, in genera1, and (3) a 'hierarchy of dif­

ficu1ty' of Eng1ish for Thai speakers. 

3.3 The Data 

In order to assess their under1ying know1edge of 

Eng1ish, Thai students were asked to write short composi­

tions. l de1iberate1y chose to work with a written samp1e 

because l be1ieve that writing provides an indication of 

the 1earners' competence which may be more va1id than their 

oral performance. Moreover, due to the very po or oral faci­

lit Y of Thai students, it would be difficu1t, if not impos­

sible, to col1ect an oral corpus. This pre1iminary study 

has, therefore, been conducted with the hope that a much 

more detai1ed longitudinal study of both written and oral 

English will be developed so that more information and 



· . i 

30 

insights about the nature and causes of errors can be obtained. 

One hundred and fifty compositions (totalling about 

37,500 words) written by Thai students of college age were 

u~ed as source-papers for this analysis. Naturally, the 

writers varied in their abilitYi but certain patterns of 

mistakes and errors occurred frequently in the compositions 

under discussion. This is to be expected, since their gen-

eral linguistic background was homogeneous. Thus, the com-

positions offer us a fair cross-section of the level of 

their English writing habits. In other words, these examples 

of mis use represent actual mistakes and errors which have 

persisted throughout the students' career in secondary school 

and college. The chief difference lies only in the degree 

of advancement and competence (or rather the lack of it) 

which they have achieved in English at successive stages 

of proficiency. 

The data included in the present study were drawn from 

the written materials of the following groups of students: 

(1) Twenty students who were enrolled in a pre-univer-

sity school ,following their seventh and eighth years of 

English. 

(2) Eighty students who were enrolled in a two-year 

teacher-training program following their seventh and eighth 
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years of Eng1ish. 

(3) Thirty students who were enro11ed in a four-year 

teacher-training program fo11owing their ninth and tenth 

years of Eng1ish (twenty of them are Eng1ish majors). 

(4) Twenty students who attended a special one-year 

teacher-training program after finishing from (1). 

For composition questions, those who were in their 

seventh and eighth years of Eng1ish were asked to write 

paragraphs on the fo11owing five topics: (1) My Life, 

(2) My Fami1y, (3) My Future, (4) A Description of a Sunset, 

and (5) Summer Ho1idays. 

Those who were in their ninth and tenth years of 

Eng1ish were asked to wrlte on any ~ of the fo11owing: 

(1) Shou1d a Study of Eng1ish be Required? 

(2) Student's Life in Thai1and. 

(3) Fa11ing in Love. 

(4) Men and Women. 

(5) vietnam War. 

Thus, the topics of the compositions cover a variety 

of subjects. In addition, previous investigations by 

Chaiyaratana (1961), Dickason (1957), and Lekawatana et al. 

(1969) were consu1ted. 

,-
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3.4 Method of Tabulating the Data 

All errors made by the students were tabulated and 

classified. However, the errors that were collected cer­

tainly do not cover all grammatical points. Sorne types of 

errors in the compositions have very low frequency. For 

example, only one instance of the following types 

(1) *He doesn't has money 

(2) *Why they are fighting 

(3) *People let his son to learn 

(4) *I did not forgot him 

(5) *Thai student is interesting in English 

occurred among the 150 compositions under consideration. 

Intuitively, l believe that these particular structures 

are relatively difficult for Thai speakers and past experi­

ence has shown that they do indeed occur very frequently. 

However, for purposes of the present study, l have excluded 

any errors which occurred fewer than five times. That is 

to say, only recurrent systematic errors made by a number 

of learners will be examined and recorded herewith. In 

the Tables to follow, the numbers of errors for each gram­

matical point in question, the number of times each parti­

cular structure was attempted, and the corresponding per­

cent ages of errors will be given. 

j 



33 

It should be noted that a considerable number of errors 

cannot be readily traced to their origins: thus, they could 

not be explicitly classified. In this case, we shall group 

them together and discuss them as miscellaneous errors. How­

ever, from the teaching and learning point of view, these 

errors are relatively meaningless because no significant 

inferences can be drawn from them. 

3.5 Tentative Typology of Errors 

For convenience of presentation, errors were tabulated 

and classified within the framework used by Richards (1970): 

(1) overgeneralization, (2) violation of rule restrictions, 

(3) incomplete application of rules, and (4) hypothesizing 

of false concepts. Let us now discuss each category se­

parately. 

3.5.1 overgeneralization 

overgeneralization usually involves the use of under­

lying patterns previously learned as models of new patterns 

(e.g., having learned the underlying patterns such as 

' ••• Verb + to + Infinitive .•• ' and ' ••• Verb + ~ + Infini­

tive ••. ': the learners produce ill-formed strings like 

*' l will to teach,' and *' l like study English. ,). Or on the 

analogy of 'I will be glad' the form 'bel may be understood 
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to be part and parcel of 'will' or 'shall,' giving *'! will 

be study' and *'! shall be teach.' And by means of over­

extending, it gives rise to 'hypergeneralization' whereby 

a sentence such as *'! will be to study' is produced. 

Examples in Table 1 make this quite clear. 

3.5.2 Violation of Rule Restrictions 

This type of error is closely related to overgenerali­

zation. !t is associated with a failure to observe the 

restrictions of existing rules; thus, to apply them in­

correctly. For example, *'! likes music' violates the re­

striction of concord; *'They leaved home' violates the li­

mitation of '-ed' forros of the verb as may be seen in Table 

2. 

3.5.3 Incomplete Application of Rules 

Errors of this type indicate that, to a certain extent, 

rules are applied; but their applications are still incom­

pIete. !n other words, a partial grammar is underway--lead­

ing toward a full grammar of the target language. For exam­

pIe, not having completely mastered the formation of the 

present continuous, the learner therefore produces this 

ill-formed string, *'I am sleep.' Or having learned that 

the word 'now' indicates a continuous action leads to such 

J 
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Table 1 

overgeneralization 

A. ' toi instead of '%' after Total Occurrences 
modals, e.g. 150 

- l will to take a bath (15) No. of 

- l should to work (2) Errors per Cent 
- He may to think (l) 
- l must to learn ( 6) 35 23.33% 
- l can to go (ll) 

B. '%' instead of 'toi after Total Occurrences 
verbs, e.g. 123 

- l like play pingpong (23) 
- l want live in America ( l2) 38 30.89% 
- l hope go abroad (3) 

C. 'toi instead of '%' after 'like' Total Occurrence s 
and 'go' + '-ing' forros , e.g. 12 

- The woman like to sewing (4) 
- They go to bowling ( 8) 12 1000/0 

D. 'bel instead of '%' after Total Occur·rences 
modals, e.g. 47 

- l will be swim (12) 
- l shall be come back (7) 19 40.42% 

E. 'be'to' instead of ' jlJ' after Total Occurrences 
modals, e.g. 25 

- l will be to study (7) 7 28.000/0 

N.B.: Figures inparentheses refer to number of recurrences. 
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Table 2 

violation of Rule Restrictions 

A. wrong 'subject-verb' Total Occurrences 
agreement, e.g. 146 

- l lives with my father (5) No. of 
- l likes it very much ( 10) Errors Per Cent 
- l thinks ! will be the 

teacher ( 1) 26 17.81% 
- l teaches the pupils (2) 
- l wants to visit my parents ( 8) 

B. wrong , -ed' forros , e.g. Total Occurrences 
18 

- l was leaved Surin (2) 
- This maked me very sad ( 1) 
- l will be teached ( 1) 6 33.33% 
- They knowed English (1) 
- l writed a letter (1) 

N.B.: Figures in parentheses refer to nurober of recurrences. 
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a sentence as *'Now l speaking English. 1 According to 

Selinker (in press) this seems to be a case of 'transfer­

of-training' from the many course books and teachers which 

always present drills with NOW + the '-ing' form to indi­

cate action in progress (cf., Lado-Fries textbooks and 

SEAREP series). Examples are given in Table 3. 

3.5.4 Hypothesizing of False Concepts 

The hypothesizing of false concepts reflects the gen­

eral characteristics of rule internalization. At various 

successive stages of rule learning, the learner makes a 

series of hypotheses which he tests and abandons or pre­

serves. At a particular point in the course, he may falsely 

hypothesize the forms 'was' or 'hadJ as markers of the past 

simple tense, thus producing *'I was walked' or *'I had 

worked.' The '-ed' forms of the verbs are also wrongly 

used after 'be,' e.g., *'I will be taught.' Examples are 

presented in Table 4. 

3.5.5 Miscellaneous Errors 

In the process of classification--putting aside the 

interference from the mother tongue--a great number of asys­

tematic errors have been found. The major difficulty, l 

believe, resulted from the students' insufficient knowledge 
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Table 3 

Incomplete Application of Rules 

A. Failure to use , -ing' forros Total Occurrences 
after 'be, , e._g. 82 

No. of 
- l am go to Chiengmai (25) Errors Per Cent 
- She is drink milk (1) 
- They are live in Korat (5) 31 37.80% 

B. 'Now' + '-ing' forms interpreted Total Occurrences 
as present continuous tense, e. g. 41 

- Now l learning (2) 
- NOW l studying (2) 5 12.19"/0 
- Now l living in Korat (1) 

N.B.: Figures in parentheses refer to number of recurrences. 
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Table 4 

Hypothesizing of False concepts 

A. IWas l and Iwerel interpreted as Total Occurrences 
past simple tense markers, e.g. 82 

No. of 
Errors Per cent 

- l was finished Prathom 7 (32) 
- You were knew (3) 35 42.56% 

B. 'Had ' interpreted as past simple Total Occurrences 
tense markers, e.g. 85 

- It had happened ( 1) 
- l had wanted (28) 29 34.11% 

c. Use '_ed ' forros of verbs after Total Occurrences 
1 be, 1 e.g. 34 

- l will be taught (13) 
- l shall be rested ( 4) 17 50.00% 

N.B.: Figures in parentheses refer to number of recurrences. 
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of the target language. Therefore, the learners, not knowing 

the correct structures, produced ill-formed strings using 

whatever strategies they had at their disposaI. Errors de­

riving from such efforts are inconsistent, and thus difficult 

to classify. Sorne examples from our data are given below: 

*I have being learnt English since Prathom 5. 

*I interested in children. 

*Thai's education was development. 

*I will swimming. 

*I desirous of education. 

*I watch to see television. 

*The children were very enjoy to swim. 

*I am looking much pleased. 

*I am not the time for reading. 

*They are many soldiers have died. 

*Vietnam is very cold and hot war. 

Since it is difficult to see any system in these 

errors, no recommendation can be given to the teacher. 

3.6 Common Mistakes 

Although this study is mainly concerned with underly­

ing errors, we cannot overlook superficial mistakes since 

these are so numerous in the written English of Thai speakers. 

They are mistakes in contact performance due to interference 

'-
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from the mother tongue. Of the 150 compositions (each of 

which contains approximately 250 words), about one third of 

each paper was scattered with these types of mistakes. How-

ever, no attempt was made to perform any statistical count. 

A few examples from our data will perhaps suffice. 

Old fashioned custom national mostly would 
not gave the women equal rights the men. 
But might have country allow gave the women 
equal rights the men. If we would turn come 
saw the life in the family. Would see get 
easy. The men live in the head of a family. 
Would no one gave the women live in the 
head of a family ••••• Society the women 
old fashioned would not outside the house. 
Politics the women old fashioned would not 
role in politics. 

This represents an attempt to superimpose Ll compe-

tence upon L2: and the result is a complete word-for-word 

translation! They are definitely not English sentences: 

but mere strings of English words within Thai constructions. 

Unlimited instances can 'be citec1 from var ious compositions. 

Here are a few more: 

(1) *I come learn here. 

(2) *Everybody will must diligent. 

(3) *They can study continue if they want. 

(4) *Such as l which study in the teacher college. 

(5) *I interested the lady which pretty. 

All of these mistakes are obviously equivalent to 

.1 



the fo11owing Thai sentences: 

(1) /ch~n maa rian thtinti/ 

- d C:cl 
~ 'lUl1 b'5'"~ cu. ",cu. 

~ .. y 
(2) /thuk-khon cat~~ khajan/ 

v v A ,~v A 
(3) /khaw saamaat rian t~~ thaa khaw t~qkaan/ 

~~_ dieu ~ 
1.'U·rKl~~fll;'nl'U"'êf1'lI.'U')~'8~11' 
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(4) /ch~n ch~n sy~ rian thti (*naj) wit-tha-jaa-1aj 

khruu/ , 
1 cv.cac:.d d *'Q &:>. Q,.I 

",;:u.1l. \1. ~ I.lfgcu, '1 ( LU) 'J" ~111 ~ PI't cu 

Those who know Thai and Eng1ish, of course, can easi1y 

detect these mistakes. The student~, too, will be immediately 

aware when their attention is drawn to them. This is why l 

am saying that they are superficia1 and of no theoretical 

significance. That is to say, the 1earner wou1d presumab1y 

not continue to make these types of mistakes after a certain 

stage of competence is reached. 

3.1 Observations and Discussion 

The classification and ana1ysis of errors in Section 

3.5 yie1ds potentia11y interesting information. The data 

indicate that these Thai students are in the process of 

,-, 
.i 



'-
.i 

43 

developing their competence and testing hypotheses in the 

same manner as children who are acquiring English as a mother 

tongue. For example, by failing to observe the restrictions 

of existing rules, they made errors like *'I likes it very 

mu ch 1 and *'This maked me very sad. ' In other words, they 

appear to have arrived at sorne kind of system because the 

errors they made are highly systematic. 

l do not wish to suggest, however, that all subjects 

were at the stage of 'hypothesis testing. ' A large number 

of them do not, in fact, appear to test any hypotheses at 

all. The errors they made represent areas of 'fossilization 

and indeterminacy (cf., Jain, 1969; Selinker, in press). 

Those asystematic errors in Section 3.5.5 support my in-

ference, e.g., *'Thai's education was development,' *'I 

will swimming,' and *'They are many soldiers have died. ' 

It appears that they simply made up sentences in a 'hit 

or missI fashion which were neither parallel to the mother 

tongue nor the target language. Teachers who are familiar 

with teaching written English to non-native speakers know 

this only too welle 

Taken together, however, our data do strongly suggest 

that the errors committed by Thai learners are systematic. 

Our data appear to complement those collected from native 
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speakers of other languages by other researchers. Richards 

(1970), in particular, provides us with the following errors 

from several sources: 

Richards' Data 

*He is speaks French. 

*We are walk to school 
every day. 

*She cannot to go. 

*I am interesting in that. 

*The teacher was told us. 

*They had arrived just now. 

My Data 

*He is s ings. 

*They are live in 
Korat. 

*I can to go. 

*Thai student is 
interesting in 
English. 

*I was finished 
Prathom 7. 

*I had wanted. 

At this point, one may ask whether there is any rela-

tion between the predictions made by CA and EA. Based on 

previous contrastive studies of Thai and English (cf., 

Brudhiprabha, 1964, 1968; Chaiyaratana, 1961; Krutrachue, 

1960; Lekawatana et al., 1969), sorne similarities actually 

emerge. Certain composition errors made by the Thai students 

coincide with those predicted by CA. Lekawatana et al., 

for instance, predicted that the most common errors made by 

Thai speakers would be the use of to after English müdals. 

The following examples were actual errors collected by 

chaiyaratana and Lekawatana et al. to verify CA prediction. 

.i 



Their Data 

*I can to cook the food in 
my house. 

*I let him to do the work 
for himself. 

*I hope go abroad next year. 

*I like to swimming. 
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My Data 

*I can to go. 

*people let his son 
to learn. 

*I hope go abroad. 

*The woman like to 
sewing. 

Thus far, we can infer that both CA and EA will indi-

cate some are as of differences. However, many of the actual 

errors (e.g., *'They go to bowling,' *'I shall be come back,' 

*Iyou were knew ' ) were not predictable, nor do they seem to 

have any connection whatsoever with the mother tongue as CA 

would mistakably have led us to believe. This indicates a 

serious weakness in teaching English by means of drills 

based solely on CA, and suggests that EA is more powerful 

than CA. 

Furthermore, some grammatical structures occurred 

wrongly every time they were used like the '-ing ' form 

after Igol and 'like,' while others were far less frequent. 

Therefore, our tabulated percentages suggest a 'hierarchy 

of difficulty' that Thai students of English actually en-

counter, e.g., *'I like play ping pongl (30.S9"/o), *'He may 

to think ' (23.33%), and *'I wants to visit my parents 1 

, 
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(17.81%). CA cannot make this precise prediction which, of 

course, can provide the basis for the preparation of more 

effective course materials. We shall elaborate on this in 

Section 4.1. 

Finally, it seems reasonable to conclude from these 

data that language l2arning involves rule internalization. 

This claim is put forward in view of the fact that the major 

errors made by Thai students represent overgeneralization, 

violation of rule restrictions, incomplete application of 

rules, and hypothesizing of false concepts. 

It should not be forgotten, however, that while there 

are errors which are made independently of the native lan­

guage system, there still remains a large number of mistakes 

dU.e to interference. 

,-
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CHAPTER 4 

OVERVIEW 

4.1 Some Pedagogical Recommendations 

Although it is not the main purpose of this study to 

suggest pedagogical procedures, some recommendations may be 

appropriate. The most important point to be made here is 

the place of EA in the construction of textbook materials. 

Although some textbooks are available which utilize the re­

sults of CA, virtually none have been prepared based on EA. 

And even those course materials prepared with CA in mind 

are still far from satisfactory. 

Take for example, the subjects of this study who are 

studying at the Teachers College using SEAREP textbooks-­

English for Thai Speakers (i.e., those materials prepared 

by the Southeast Asian Regional English project under a con­

tract with the University of Michigan). The SEAREP materials 

were developed along the same line as the Lado-Fries series. 

without an adequate underlying analysis of grammatical dif­

ferences at the DS level, these materials seem unfortunately 

doomed to failure. It is not enough to teach a second lan­

guage learner to respond automatically using pattern drills 

based on the analysis of SS alone. According to Spolsky 

.i 
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(1970: 152), "presentation of material should encourage for-

mation of rules rather than memorization of items." More 

often than not, second language learners fail to make valid 

generalization from SS. And Thai students are no exception. 

Unfortunately, there are few, if any, textbooks for English 

as a second or foreign language that have been developed 

along the line of a deeper analysis. AS Topping (1970: 49) 

has observed: 

••• a language text that presents the stu­
dent with the opportunity to exercise his 
innate ability to organize language--namely 
the cognitive processes that work in or­
ganizing his own language system--will be 
a much greater stimulus to the learner than 
a text which simply requires him to repeat 
and memorize. . •• A language text that does 
not provide for this aspect of language 
learning is better suited for parrots than 
for people. 

Since l do not have the SEAREP materials at hand, 

examples from the Lado-Fries textbook series (1957/1969: 

65-69) may suffice. For example, when the authors attempted 

to teach direct and indirect object sentence patterns, the 

following drills were used: 

He always says "Hello" TO ME. 
He's going to ask me a question. 

He's going to GIVE a book TO ME. 
He's going to GIVE ME a book. 

The doctor PRESCRIBED medicine FOR ME. 
The bank CASHED a check FOR ME. 



These surface identities are obviously an illusion 

(see pp. 19-21). 
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other supplementary texts which are commercially 

available (e.g., English 900) are linguistically less rele­

vant to the Thai context (see Plaister, 1971). More impor­

tantly, they do not seem to be based on any analysis of 

problems of second language learning at all. Moreover, if 

we bring our EA criteria to bear, these texts are seemingly 

unappropriate for Thai students. That is to say, the struc­

tural items are not arranged by order of difficulty peculiar 

to any particular group of learners. The target sentences 

appear to have been chosen at random or because the writer 

thought they were useful and therefore should be taught. 

Faced with these deficiencies, what can we do? The 

call for new meaningful materials may seem justifiable. 

But, for the time being, l would opt for the adaptation of 

our available CA-based materials. The empirical data from 

EA should supplement our available materials, and provide 

effective guidelines for the order of presentation and de­

gree of emphasis in the content of course materials. For 

example, if we accept the concept of progressing from the 

simple to the more difficult constructions, the following 

would be the order of our presentation: 



Examp1e 

1. *Now l living in Korat. 
(12.19"/0) 

2. *I lives with my father. 
(17.81%) 

3. *I will to take a bath. 
(23.33%) 

4. *I will be to study. 
(28.00%) 

5. *I want live in America. 
(30.89"/0) 

6. *They knowed Eng1ish. 
(33.33%) 

7. *I had wanted. 
(34.11%) 

8. *I am go to Chiengmai. 
(37.80% ) 

9. *I will be swim. 
(40.00%) 

10. *I was finished Prathom 7. 
(42.56%) 

11. *I sha11 be rested. 
(50.00%) 

12. *They go to bowling. 
(100%) 
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Structure Represented 

1 Nowl + I-ing l forros inter­
preted as present continu­
ous tense. 

Wrong Isubject-verb l agree­
ment. 

ITol instead of I~I after 
moda1s. 

IBe toi instead of I~I 

after moda1s. 

I~I instead of Itol after 
verbs. 

Wrong I-ed l forros. 

IHad l interpreted as past 
simple tense markers. 

Fai1ure to use I_ing l forros 
after Ibe l • 

IBe l instead of I~I after 
moda1s. 

IWas l and Iwere l interpreted 
as past simple tense markers. 

Use I_ed l forros of verbs 
after Ibe. 1 

ITol instead of I~I after 
11ike l and Igol + I-ing l 

forros • 

l do not c1aim that the examp1e sentences which l 

have given represent an exhuastive typo1ogYi but l do sug-

gest that they repres:mt a hierarchy of difficu1 ty which can 
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be derived from EA. And, if we adopt the notion of first 

presenting simple structures; then progressing to more com­

plex ones, GT analysis might serve as a guideline. Accord­

ing to the GT theory, strings which can be generated from 

PS ru les alone are considered simpler than those which re­

quire the application of T rules. Ho~ever, simplicity 

should not be regarded as the sole criterion. other fac­

tors such as the utility of the structure, its frequency 

of occurrence and its suitability for the learner will also 

affect the order of presentation. 

Therefore, it is hoped that teachers, course planners, 

textbook writers, and materials adapters will begin to pay 

increasingly more attention to EA. 

4.2 Current Developments and Directions for Future Research 

with reference to the brief sketch of three possible 

theoretical components for a psycholinguistic model of se­

cond language learning discussed in Chapter 2, our data may 

help to bridge the gap between theory and practice. The 

significant point that emerges from the present data is 

that errors provid~ important evidence for the existence 

of rule learning. This theoretical implication leads to 

practical insights, such as the application of EA findings 

to classroom practices and the preparation of textbook 

'-
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materials. 

Obviously, our data suggest that Thai students form 

rules of their own which they generalize at various stages 

during the language learning process. They produce sentences 

which they could not have previously encountered (e.g., II 

should to work,1 II shall be come back l
). Furthermore, 

these errors occur systematically. This reveals the de­

velopmental nature of the second language learning process, 

i.e., the discovery of rules from the new linguistic code. 

It is quite significant to be able to make this statement 

while the notions of practice, mimicry, and analogy still 

prevail in second language methodology. However, we would 

like to proceed one step further, and develop a theory of 

second language learning. l believe that a more detailed 

study will enable us to begin to formulate such a theory. 

Finally, we would like to suggest a few potential re­

search areas. Politzer (1971: 210) has recently stated 

that "one could approach language teaching from the point 

of view of adopting methods to specifie individual abilities 

and characteristics. \1 This is the consensus behind the 

current trend toward individualization of instruction in 

foreign languages. This, indeed, seems to me an important 

area where future research lies. 

>-
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Recently, the entire second volume of the Britannica 

Review of Foreign Language Education (1970) was devoted to 

a central theme of 'individualized instructioni ' and the 

third volume (1971) also contained, among other things, an 

extensive review of the potential, problems, and limitations 

connected with individualization. 

Since EA is essentially individual-oriented, it could 

therefore be used as the basis for successful individualiza-

tion of instruction as well as language testing. The impli-

cations of EA and language tests have been discussed by 

Davies (1970), who hypothesizes that if EA could provide 

meaningful statements of the learners ' transitional compe-

tence the results would obviously be useful for constructing 

sophisticated tests. Our analysis of errors of Thai speakers 

clearly indicates that the subjects are in the process of 

developing their competence. Thus, the findings could be 

used as guidelines for Individualized programs and Testing 

of English for Thai Speakers. In my view, these are two 

major directions for future research on the teaching of 

English in Thailand. 



CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY 

Three theoretical components--a nativist's view of 

language acquisition, a GT model of grammar, and an EA­

strategy of second language teaching--have been posited as 

necessary for formulating a psycholinguistic theory of se­

cond language learning. We have discussed the limitations 

of CA, and suggest that EA may provide relevant data for 

our theory. The results of the analysis of errors supported 

our hypotheses. Thus, a grammatical theory of second lan­

guage learning (GSL) comprises an interim grammar (Gr) plus 

a developing competence grammar (Gc ) which are essentially 

based on EA. 

On the basis of the present data, it seems appropriate 

to conclude that there are sorne strategies adopted by a 

second language learner which are analogous to those used 

by a child acquiring his first language (e.g. , the interna­

lization of rules). Thus, our findings contribute signifi­

cantly to the theory of language learning in general: and 

also specifically provide pedagogical implications for Thai 

English language teachers, curriculum planners, and textbook 

writers. 
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The following tentative conclusions and implications 

may be drawn from the present study: 

(1) A psycholinguistic perspective of grammar learning 

must account for three kinds of grammarsi lin­

guistic, psychological, and pedagogical. 

(2) Systematic errors are clear evidence of rule in­

ternalization or developing competence in the 

child's first language acquisition and adult's 

second language learning. 

(3) A second language learner must be able to induce 

underlying rules rather than merely form 

by imitation, practice, and reinforcement. 

habits 

(4) A more moderate compromise between empiricist and 

rationalist positions whereby language is consi­

dered as much learned as innate has been recently 

proposed. 

(5) Adequate learning can only be obtained if learners 

internalize proper rules from the DS's involved 

so that valid generalizations can be made. 

(6) The teaching and learning of language must essen­

tially lead to its creative use in meaningful 

new contexts. That is to say, second language 

competence is revealed not by how well learners 
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reproduce sentences, but rather by their perfor-

mance in generating novel ones. 

(7) EA is much more direct and economical than CA. 

The results of EA can profitably supplement CA 

(particularly in the preparation of course ma-

terials) where its predictive power fails. 

(8) Finally, there appear to be two major directions 

for future research, i.e., individualized instruc-

tion and homogeneous testing programs. 

It must be emphasized that the present research is 

only exploratory, and that these implications must be tested 

for consistency by gathering more empirical data in diverse 

language learning contexts. 

Moreover, it should be made clear that our knowledge 

about second language learning is still mostly speculative. 

No ready-made solutions yet exist for the problems facing 

teachers. Linguists and psycholin9uists must engage in 

more extensive research to find more valid models for first 

language acquisition and second language learning, and lan-

guage teachers must carry out more experiments in the class-

room on the basis of the results of the linguists' and psy-

cholinguists' research (see Roulet, 1970). 

1 
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