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ABSIRACT )
This study examined the most frequent communicativer”

and linguistic errors -made by 24 intermediate ESL students, -and

- determined the effect of direct teacher correction upon these
students?! writing proficiency. Students were identified as having
~high or low ccmmunicative proficiency and were randoamly assigned to
one of two error correctlon treatments based on Burt and Kiparsky's
global/local error distinction: correction of global errors only, or .
correction of giobal and local errors. ‘Once a week for six
consecutive weeks students wrote picture -story descriptions in
English and had their errcrs corrected according to assigned

. treatment. ‘It was found that most communicative ("global") errors
-resulted from inadequate lexical knowledge, misuse of prepositions
-and pronouns, and seriously misspelled words. Most linguistic
(®*local") errors were caused by inappropriate lexical choice, misuse
and omission of prepositicns, misspelled words, lack of- subject-verb
agreement, and faulty word ocrder. An analysis of variance revealed no

" significant differences in students' writing proficiency attributable -
to error correction treatment or to grouping according to
ccmmunicative ability. (RAuthor)
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Exrror Andiysis and Selective Correction in the
Adult ESL Classroom: An Experiment

c James M. Hendricksonl
The Ohio State University

In foreign lgnguage education there is a great need for-emﬁirical
research to exanine the‘communicative effecf of errors made by second
language learners. There is also a neéd to determmine experimentally
how different ertbrfcorréction strategies affect students' developing
proficiency inAthe-foreign language. The findings of such empirical
research could provide language teachers with useful information for
helping students to express their ideas and fe;Iings with greater
suhstance and accuracy. _ ‘ o

‘vRebentlx, Kellerman (1974) recognized that all second language

e

errors should not be assigned an equal status within any given learner's

>

grammar. .This'statement is especially true when copsidering which
student‘érrors to correct aﬁa héw'to éorrect them. Mahy foreign lan=~
guage educators agree that correctlng errors that seriously 1npair the -
communlcation ‘of a message should receive priority over those errors
that cause a message to appear awﬁaard. yet understandable (Roblnson 1971,
George 1972. Olsson 1972 Ha.nzeli 19?5, Johansson 19?5, Powell 1975,

and Valdman 1975). Moreover, Burt (1975) proposes“that_selectlve

1fhe author wishes to thank Gerard L. Ervin and Major Brent M, Strong
for their helpful comments in the preparation of this paper.
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approaches: to error correction may be cognitively and affectively more
-: effective than an a11-out” correction method especlally 1f the com-

e

municative effect of errors forms the ba51siof selective'correctxon.;

Objectives
This study was conducted to examine two areas of error ana1y51s .
that directly relate to compositions ur1tten by adult learmners of English
- as a second language. Its~goals were 1) to determine the most frequent
| commurniicative and linguistic errors in these students' compositions and :
2) tovexamine how two types of direct teacher correction would affect

the students' writing proficiency,

Classification of Written Errors

“

Burt and Kiparsky's (1972) global/local error distinction.s‘erved
as'the theoretical base for developing a taxonomy of student written

errors, In this investigation a g;obal error is a communjcative error

E

that causes a native speaker of English either to misinterpret a writ-

ten message or to consider the message incomprehensible within the

total context of the error. A local error, on the other hand, is a

linguistic éffor that makes a sentence appear unérammatical or unidio-

matic but, nevertheless, ceuses a native speaker of_English littie or

no difficulty in undergga&ding the intended meaning of adsentence. given
. its contextual framework. (Hendrickson)

Global and local errors were classified into four subcategories

based on the misuse or,omission of standard'Ehglish lexicon; morphology,
syntax, and orthography. The lexical subcategory included most misused

ox omitted nouns, (1nc1ud1ng compound nouns), verbs, adJectlves and adverbs.

3 . . . u




. 3
. S
The morphological subcategory referre&(j;f the misuse or omission of any

‘required bound morpheme (e.g., £d in played vs. play; un in uncommon vs.

~

common). The syntactic subcategory comprised misused or omitted deter-

viners, modals, qualifiers, prepositions, congunctions, subordlnators,
sentence connectors, gquestion words, and certain otherwlse uncategorlzed
syntactic classes (eegey EﬂEEE.lE-.lltli)- The orthographic subcategory;
consisted of the addition, omission or rearrangement of one or more
1ettersvin-any lexical, mor?hologicaldor_syntactic form er structure.

Thus, students® written errors were classified ‘into eight general cate-

gories as shown in the following chart:

Global Local S

Lexical

-~ Moxphological
A
) Syntactic

Orthographic

So that students global and local errors could _be converted into

';statistlcally manlpulable data, a global and a local error ratlo were

-calculated for each student A global error ratio consisted of‘d1v1d1ng

2

‘the total”nymber of global errors on a compositlon by the total number

‘of words written. The global error ratio was taken io measure.a student's

communicative proficiency, i.e., as a student’s global error ratio de=-

- A

_ creased his communicative.proficiency increased. Similarly, dividing

the total number of local errors by the total number of words on a com=

':position yielded a local erroxr ratio. A student's linguistic prof1ciency

was thus shown by his local exxor ratio, i.e., as his local error ratlo .

4

~



decreased, his linguistic proficiency. increased.

Sud jecdts . LT -

. Twenty-four forei@:boin_adults enrolled in two sect_ions of a non-
' .cfégit ESL course sponsered by the Division of Continuing Education of
The Ohio State University. These students fofmed a very heterogeneous
group in tems of age (18-45 years old), educa.tlor“lbackground (completion
of mlddle school to postéioctoral studles). Ehglish proflclency (mw

scores on Fo;% A of the Michigan Test of Elgg.lsh Language Pnof:c;encv

- ranged from 29 to 93, with.an a\iefa.ge of 46), and native language
(Arabic, .Bengali, Hungarian, Ja.pa,nese. Korean, Persian, Pon;uguese,
Bussian, Spanish, 'I'ha.l, Turkish, a.nd Vletna.mese) At no time prior
to or during-the Ehgllsh course were students m‘f‘on_ne_d that an experi-

c

ment was in progress,

s

Procedure -
When class enrollment had reasonably stabilized by the seconc
week of class, two pretests were adninistered. One test determined .

students’ proficiency in English gramrar, vocabulary, and feading come=

prehension as measured by the Michigan Test. A second test assessed °

commundcative a.ndnlinguistic proficiency, in written Ehglis'h,u by deter-

'mining students' global and local error ratios on compositions elicited

by three picture stories adapted from the Plcture Composition Book by
—

Hi11 (1960). Students were not permltted to use ~ictionaries, grammar

books o‘r gther such extemal aids, and they were not permitted to épeakv

with one another while writing their compositions. On the tasis of the

latter test, students were identified as having high communicative

5



proficiencj (i.e., low gléﬁalserror ratio) or low communicative pro-
f;eiencf (i.e., high globél error ratio). . The med;én global error
ratio determined the cutoff point between high and low communicative -
groupings. Students from both groups were then randomly assigned.to
one of two treatmenEsx correction of written klobai errors only (Ay)
or correction of written'élobal and local e;rors'(Aé). o
To illustrate how each of these tdo.corregtion methods was under- -
takeny two vacsimiles of an actual §tudent's co%ﬁosition are présented

below, In the first facsimile, the composition has been corrected using

Treatment Ay, while in the second, Treatment A has been.used.

Dlustration of Treatment Ay: Correction of Grobal Errors Only

o : “his cam
In the sommer Mr., Smith and her wife leave the canmping., They-

2
. -

T - on - _ ’ upset
fishing in the lake. She lost her waich in the lake. She is sick.

‘ - +o camp -
Mr. Smith fishing one big fish., They walking at home. She craing.
2 \ ' ’

He said No problem. I buy new watch.

©

° e

, cam .
In the home she cooking the big fish. She cuting the fish,
his

In the fish is her watch., Mr. Smith and her wife are Fm.apy because

[

she has hex watch and he not .buy new watch,

El

-



* Nlustration of Treatment A>: Correction of Global and Local Errors

. . - a3

2

- summer his camp _ are
In 4he sommer Mr. Smith a.nd her wlfe leave the camnmg. They ,

. on : L upset
fishing in the lake. She lost her watch in the lake. She is- sick,

is catching” a are . 4o thecamp  iscryin
Mr. Smlthqf1sh1ng one big- fish Thewaalking at home, She,craing.

. - ) WI" you _
He said No problen. IAbuyAnea watch,

At camp s . is cuﬂ'm% ,
dn the home sheAcookmg the big flsh SheAcutmg he‘ fish.

Her watch is in the fish his .
In the fish is her watch. Mr, Smith and her wife are happy because

did haveth a 4
" she has her watch a.nd heAnotAbwanq;_: watch,

v

Begioning in the third week of the coorse and extending over the
follouing.six consecutive weeks,'all students were given the opportunity
in class to descrlbe 18 dlfferent p1cture stories adapted from the' Hill
book. At no tlme were students permitted to use any external aids while
writing these compositions, This researcher corrected‘each of these
picture story compositions accordlng to the particular treatment (Al or
Az) to which individual “students had been assigned. At the next class
meeting each student studied his co:rected_composition and its cor- |
responding piogure sequence alone .in separaie learning ¢arrels. As
each student completed this task, his corrected oomﬁosition and pieture

sequ'énce were collected and he was given another pictt.ire story to des- -~

cribe in written English. .

bl
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. In the ninth week:of the course students were administered as a
POsttest.tha t;o.measﬁres tﬁat”had been used\for the pretests. The

Hichigan posttesn was used to determlne students general progress in
the Ehglish course over a 51x-week period The composition posttest

was used to }nvestigate whcther the error correction treatment had any
4

" statistically significant : “fact upon students® commurnicative and -

linguistic proficiency in vvitten English during the same periéd.
' FN
A2X2 factorlal Treatment-by-Blocks design was used to test -

-

the main and 1nterag*1on eff cts of -two independent variables:

: assignment- to Treatment Al or Az and grouping acéording to high or
lou communlcatlve proficiency.. The two“dependent variibles were global
error ratlo and lpocal error ratlo, as measured on the comp051t1on post- N

test. An ana1y51siof varlance was computed to test for dlfferences

‘¢

of statistieal significance at the .05 level.’

Resul ts

El

Frequency of Gommunicative and Linguistic Errors

of the nearly 10 000 errors made by students on 552 comp051t10ns

ks

(1nclud1ng comp051tion pre- and posttests and all 1n-class composxtlons),

°

the most frequent'hre,di:cussed below with respect to the eight error .

categories outlined above.

Global lexical errors resulted bécause students lacked sufficient
. ‘ e — , .
.knowledge of the nouns,.verbs, afjectives, and adverbs they needed to =~ -

&escribe'the picturé stories adequately. Students often ;hdicated
Ty S, - . .. . @ o
their awareness of their lexical deficiencies by replacing the needed

P Y
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.elements-uith a line, ellipsis, question mark or an empty space.

Occasionally a student omittnd a lexical item altogether. either
accidentally or intentlonally (e.ge "They think that have to [éé]

up to in there") Varadi (1973) 1dent1f1es thlS communication

strategy as nessage abandonment 2 Other studenta risked making global

lerical errors by substituting completely 1napprppr1ate words.' For

example, when faced with the necessity of conveying the meaning for

> -

-

" the noun "fence," many students used one of three communication .-

strategies: message adjustment in the form of éeneralizations (e.ges
"leap,” "door," "walk," "gate"); approximation (e.g., “wall," “hedge, "

“railing"); and word coinage (e.g., "penetre"). (A Vietnamese student
who had studied French made the word c%}nage error, which may have

resulted'frOm combining'the notion of "getting into” a ‘fenced yard with

" the French verb genet ) Sometlmes sty.ents “produced global lex1cal

«

exrrors slmply by using an item that, thev:=. semantically related to tho
needed word, changed a sentence % meaning altogether (e. Ber “cattle" for

"Sheep") or made no sense at all in the particular context (e.g., "hours"

~ -

' for "wristwatch"). : . : .

or ob3ect, a student copsistently referred to the plural form of the

<

Global morphologjcal=errors accounted for the least number of global

errors. They occurred most frequently when Verb + ing was substituted
for Verb + ed (e.g., “}he girl is surprising" instead of "The girl is
surprised"). Qccasionally when a picture story°portrsyed oply one person

noun without indicating singularity in'.the context of the composition:

’

————

2For several informative discustions on error avoidance see

Kellerman (1974), Rojas (1971), and Schachter (1974).

) - 9 * . . N



"They go out and bring something to maké the holds" (cf. "hole").
On several occasions this phenomenon was reversed:s "The fa.m;er took

" the animal to the bamm” (cf. "animals"). . -

Global syntactic errors occurred most frequently when pre'positions
-..and pivncuns' were misused or omitted. Misused prepositions often made

flea.ning ambiguouss ""'hey worked and at last ‘they found their sl"eep°

3

without frozen" (cf. "were not") Qnitted prepasitions a.lso coniused
4 . €

reaning: "They are going a brizde" instead of "They are going on a

v brizde.” The mi.suse of pronauns made several interpretations of meaning

- .
-

possible, especiélly when subject or possessive i)ronc:ms'wem used in-

aﬁpropria.:tely'z " "When the woman watch this hz is scare and cried™

(¢f. “she"); "The wife of the family mah want some omaments from-his
husband® (cf. *'her™). Sometimes an omitted pronoun caused considerable

ambig .ty of a meésage: "Her husband followed her carring the fish

which was hunting for théir eating” instead of "Her husband followed

her cacring the fish which he was hunting for ‘_their eatinhg." ,

3 3

gcml orfhcxmnhic errorf most frequently occurred with lex_ica.l
items as iilustra.te,d by the following sentence:” "The wife coke the

‘fish but in thé fihs have the washes,® ~What the student acdtually meant

" 40 write'was: “The wife cut the fish but in the fihs have the watcfies."

® ) . ;

(A global morphologi:cal error was also ta.llied because the picture

story clw.rly showed that the fish contamed a single }tatch) It would
appear that a.mong the primary causes of seriously misspelled words wcre

inadequate knowledge of correct so,xmd-symbol correspondence in ,Engllsh

<

and interference i'rom native la.ngugge phonology‘.‘ .

. [y . - .- I3
’ - - Q 4

A U I



\l'

10

o T . » Local iexical errors occurred in large numbers.on all siudent’s

Yy
f

-

‘, Cpiey écomp'psiof.ions. The followis{g examples illust:vnte such faulty-lexical

choi sess ) : SN

s

- "He fmded one bird —home a.nd her eggs. ("pird's nest")
.- "Two boys are slicgin ing | tree know at night " ("sawing down") - -

- "The smalI' boat.runs fast to the beach.” ‘("noves"

N ’
.

foca.l ‘moijhologieal errors appeared in t){e compositions of all
- i J;: B . - v .
" *students in varying frequencies. However, most of these error occurred

i two Specifid‘areasx ‘ - : i . :

a) Lack of subgect-verb agreement. This accounted for a very
la.rg,e port:.on of the local morphologlca.l errors. For eya.mple’, "*The
..little bx:other, look at his sisters who play badninton” (cf. "looks").'
T . : - -

b) Errors resul ting from ihna.ppwprih\te past tense forus.

‘These pervaded the composititns of eve‘rvl‘ the most Advanced students-in

. '_/
the class:

“They digged around the small tree,” (“dug").
. "'I'heir mother didn't smnked them.” (“spank")

.- "It’s unpossnale it ‘has EE vexry zapidlyf." (."grown")

‘bal and local -.ermrs. The most freqv:eng problems- thatestudents ex- , :

perienced with this error type’'are as follows: 8 ’ .

..+ . .a). The misuse of prepositions caused a great deal of dif=-

t

. f'l';:ulty for all stﬁaants, especiallycthe _i’napbmpriate use of iri/on and

s .
.

“Before the’ sleep’;ﬁ’e furn~off the turtains on the wlndow. ‘("close“) '

Locai syntactio exrrors accounted fox;,pex:ha.ps one third of all glo-



of

-

_studentss

S & |

"tofat. For example:

"They are enjoying each other a% 1living room.” : ("in%)’
"here are 2lso a man who is saying good-bye with his wife.” ("to")
- "When Ye rides bicycle s, one car ‘hits to him.® (“hits hm") g
St’.dents also omitted many prepositions in their sentences:
"He is listening the talk of the man." ("listening to")
"They are _running'a.t the river that is close tne house.” _("cios_é to?)

"He is second story of building.” ("15 on*)
! :

b) Incorrect word order also caused many problems for

<

N,

" "They enjoy highl: thé cooking," (“hi;_hly'enjoy.")

"I did it well until now without it." ("Until now I...")

- "*Well,- nothirg is forever,’ told them their mothgzr."‘ - -
(“their mother told them"™) ~

Local Qrthognpgic erroxrs accountegl for many local errors, es-:

A Y- R

.«

pecially in the nouns, verbs; adjectives, and adverbs students used

in-their picture story narrations: :
. - "The g]i'agﬂ went to skiy." ("'pla.ne,"" rsky") - e

““The boy goes up thc; three and the girl hepls bim." ("tree," "helps").

_"You must, be carefull I'm not gomg to buy onother wacht for y6u.

("ca.reful," "a.nother, " "watch") 4 ;"
. . . .
L .
* . ~. . -
RN o
N .
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" Effect of Direct Teacher Correction

An examination of the tables below reveals that neither etror

correction treatment, regardless of level of commuﬁicative proficiency, o
médg.any st#tisfﬁcally significant differences in students’ written t
v -proficiency over the six-week treatment period, o
N PRt 4
: TABLE 1 S _ |
Means and Standard Dev1ations for the Posttest GlobaP’Error Rétlo |
By Error Correction Treatment and: Pretest cOmmunicatave Proflclency
Errox qurectiod'Treathent - Pretest Communicative Profifiency
) e o : .’ DR | | High | : . Low " » .
Global Errors Corrected 7 .02 .Oi%. V

ﬁ. oojlt ' 0031
" Global and Local Errors . 7  .021 .014

6003? * 0017 »
_ Corrected o

‘ f?'xr o I$
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.

e e e D e e TR R S o et Tl ik
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Totals . 14 , .02 .013° 10 035 025 - -
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o TABLE 2
Analysis of Variance of the Posttest Global Error Ratio By
Error Correction Treatment and Pretest Communicative Proficiency

Source .., & - s ‘ M8 F 7

3 T i ) -
*"\1 RAEYAEN o l-f"“' -
- \') neo -~

Error Correctlon

Treatment (A), -« 1 _ . ,000° L0006  ,o05 .99
Pretest Communicafl;fe' e (\‘\‘ | ™ : |
Proficiency (B) 1% ,o01 Y001 2710 .1
Interaction (A X B) 1 - - .000° 000 067 99
" ‘Residual 20 001 ° .001
Total " 23 -7 .0000 | j
-

. @Probability of rejecting-a true null hypothesis
. bComputer program rounded these values to. only three digits

! s SR ‘TABLE 3

" Means and Standard Deviations for the Posttest Local Error Ratio.
By Error Correction Treatment gnd Pretest Communicative Proficiency

!
¥

Error Correction Treatment T iPxfetesi'(—lommﬁ‘n.i’caﬁive Proficiency .
g tow T
, . ' Mean S n  Men 50
: Gloﬂa1 Error$ Corrected . 7 113 .054_ 6 166 060
Global and Local Errors .. 7 J12 055 4 :098 ;028
Corrected . . K
Totals 14 J12  ,052 10 ~x139; 059

14
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ThBLE L

. Analysis of Variance of the Posttest Local Error Ratio By
Error Correction Treatment and Pretest Communicative Proficlency

Source ar s s E -

. . . .- . b - . N
Fxror Correction , o - I
Treatment (A) . 1 .005 .005 1.700 .21
Pretest Communicative. - T S
Proficiency. (B) 1. .003 .003. 1.190 - .29 Lo
Interaction (A X B) * 1 .006 .006" 2.277 S L
Residual 20 0% 003

Total 23 .071

aProbability of rejecting a true null hypothesis'

As with many empirical studies dealing Wlth student behavior. it

was dlfflcult to completely isolate every SpeCIflc varlable relating

 to error correction strategies of written comp051t10ns, Therefqre.

several interpretatlons of the results are p0551ble.'“ _
One interpretation. is that aupplying the correct form of an_error ‘

.uas an overly direct error correction strategy for most of the inter=

mediate students. Corder (1967). ‘Gorbet (l9?lt)ka.nd Va.ldman (1975)

prOpose that supplylngpthe correct form might actually prevent the

~-1earner from testlng alternate hypotheseé“that could lead to an accep—

‘table lexical}item‘or grammatical structure in the target language.

This intexpretation of the results of the, study provides some eVidenbe ¢

g
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to support that position. Perhaps a discovery approdch, combining

f

teacher guidance with self or peer correction would be a more effective

error correction strategy.3

Another interpretation could be that students were unable tc :
remember and profit from the many corrections they received over the
s8ix -weeks of treatment. Indeed, many students asked to take home »helr
corrected cdmndsitions in order to compare the errors t nade on
previous compositions, (Ohviously, during the correction period, these
reduests_had to be diplometicallf denied to avodd possible experimentel
bias if students had discovered that their errors wers treéted”dif;h
ferently.u) | | ;

A third 1nterpretat10n is that the “taxonomy of global and local

. @rroxs -was not ref1ned enough~for the correctron of wrltten errors.
Put differently, students mlght have been able to improve their com-
R municative and llngulstlc proficiency much more 1f particular errors

“had been‘corrécted“instead of nerely global or global and local errors, o

-

.::For ékamﬁie, thdse.students who had low communicative-prcficiency made

very. many errors in subgect—verb agreement on their compos:tlons. An’

examlnation of Thble 3 1nd1cates that the students in this low group

uhose global and local errors were %ngected reduced their average

l6cal error ratlo (.,098) far gréater. than ‘students in the ‘same ccm-

) . - "~ ©

'5nunicative grOuping who received. correction of their;glbbai errors ’

- only ( 166) . - The ‘substantial d1fference botween these two - 3ans may

©.

3In a.recent study, Witbeck (1976) found that peer correction

fprocedures résult in 1ncreasingly moxe accurate and‘reSponsible wrltten

work for most students, - T

“At the completlon of the ‘Bnglish course, students rece1ved
‘xeroxed copies of their ccmpositions._

16
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‘their composition preté%ts

Y’
be attributable to the internalization oflrules for subjecteverb | |
agreement among“Treatmfat Ao students as opposed_to students who re- .
éei?ed Treatment Ay ) o. |

A final explanation.to account for the statistically insignifi-

4

cant effect of the independent variables is that the sample population

~of the stuiy was too small, Tables'l and 3 indicate that the largest

cel) =ir: for any 6ne group was 2.' Cell sires of éO-jO each would

greatly’ increase the statistical reliability of differences among

& &

2

tre:tment groups as would the use of a control group consistlng of

‘ students-who urite compositions without receiving correctlon of their

errors (at least during the experlment).

-

‘An Additionii Finding '
- An unexpected finding in this study was the substantial 1ncrease

(30%) in the number of words students. wrote on the composition posttest

(10, 366) compared to the number of. words they wrote on the composition N

pretest (7,966). It seems reasonable to suggest that the more con-

£ident the students became in expressing themselves in written English
the more-uords they produced. Bridre- (1966) also found that students
showed a spectacular increasé (161%) in the total word'output on the.

composition posttests compared to the number of words they wrote on
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Conclusions

o

The'purpose of this studj'was'to examine which errors affect a
students’ communicative and linguistic proficiency in ﬂritten English
and to determine experimentalljnthe effectiveness ofﬁcorrectin; students'
written compositions in different ways. The findings of the studi .

. provide some evidence that the communicative proficienc& in the written

work of internediate students of ESL depends rather heavily upon an

" adenuate knowledge of roabularyS and upon the proper’use'of preposi=-
tions and pronouns, The results further 1ndicate that llnggistic' |
proficlency depends on knowledge ‘of the subtle connotatlons of Engllsh

,lexicon, on sk111 in using preposltions prec1se1y, on maklng subJects

°

" and verbs agree, on uslng the s1mp1e past and past perfect tenses'

n-._

correctly, and on wr1t1ng sentences that conform to the denands of

f F.

Ehglish woxrd order. The selectlve approach to. exror correctron used- ° "~ °

vin ‘this 1nvest1gatlon d1d not inprove students communlcatlwe or\lln—,é

2

guistic prof101ency 1n written Engli h any more substant1a11y¢tlan ‘did’

correcting all composltxon orrors.

] .r
A great deal more empirlcal research is needed to determine the_

communlcatlve effect of students wrltten errors and to flnd more -
effectlve waysLto‘correctlsuch'errors. For the present, the ‘develop-
‘ment of instructional'techniques and materials for facllltatlngﬂcom-
'punicative and linguistdc"proftciency in the ESchlassroom largely
v g dependsluponfthe'professionai'res;onsibiiity and"personaliintegritj

-

¢

5Richards (1976) recommends ‘that a component of massive vocabu-
. lary expan51on should be a major feature of a second language program-
for intermedlate and advanced students.. .

o .
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of the teacher. He or she mus£ provide students wiﬁh effective and

- . ' . 14
creative activities and exercises to help learners become more self-
sufficient and self-confident when writing in English,
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