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1. INTRODUCTION

This paper is based on the result of a pilot studyich was carried out as

part of a larger project regarding error analygispse aim is to investigate the

“ The research reported here was supported by a ROREC research grant provided by the
Korea-Australia Research Centre at the UniversitiNew South Wales. This is a revised
version of a paper which | submitted to KAREC irbReary, 2002. This revision was made
during my stay in Seoul as a Korea Foundation Koi@adies Fellow (March — May, 2002),
and | am grateful for the generous invitation. &tk Dr Duk-Soo Park at the University of
Sydney for his invaluable comments and advicepalgh any shortcomings are mine.

Copyright©2002 Seong-Chul Shidournal of Korean Language Education, 13-1, 2002. pp 307-338. ISSN 1225-
6137. The International Association of Korean LaamggiEducation



key lexical areas of difficulty for Australian steits of Korean as a foreign
language (KFL). Specifically, this study intends: tb identify the lexical
features that present particular difficulties togish native speakers learning
Korean; 2) to classify those lexical errors in teraf their type and frequency;
and 3) to provide possible explanations for theseanf those lexical problems.

The study of learner errors has been a partrgfuage pedagogy for a long
time. Language instructors are constantly conceatsulit the errors made by
their students and with the ways they can impramgliage teaching. Error
Analysis (EA) as a method of the study of erromyptl a new role in second
language (L2) acquisition research in the 1970s. li&&ame the principal
methodology used for investigating learner languagel L2 acquisition,
supplanting Contrastive Analysis (CA) method. Thias mainly due to the
weakness of CA and the desire to improve pedadugygh the study of errors
(Corder 1975, 1981). CA looked only at the conivastharacteristics of two
languages: the first language (L1) of the learmet the target language (TL),
while EA is concerned with the learner language #redprocess of language
learning. The significance of errors is well do@nted in Corder (1967),
whose work is regarded as a major contributioméoearly development of EA.

Corder (1981: 36) suggests three key steps ofeS@arch: 1) identification of
errors, 2) description of errors, and 3) explamatib errors. In his other paper
(1974 cited in Ellis 1994), Corder suggests twoitamithl steps that should be
completed before and after the key steps: colleaicsamples and evaluation of
errors. These five steps constitute a general fnarieof EA studies, though the
last step, the evaluation of errors, is often hatidleparately. Among the steps,
explanation for cause of lexical errors is regardedhe most important stage as
it deals with how and why errors are made, which thien give insights into
what and how a learner learns (i.e. the proce&® @fcquisition).

There have been a number of studies identifyinte@iht causes of lexical

errors. Although the terms used in each study neagifferent, the method of

! For a collection of his papers see Corder (1981a).

Copyright©2002 Seong-Chul Shidournal of Korean Language Education, Vol. 13, No. 1, 2002. pp. 307-
338. ISSN 1225-6137.



determining the source of error is similar andagély applicable to different

linguistic levels, including the lexical level, \witsome specific modifications.
It has been common to categorize errors into tlmedour general types:

interlingual (transfer), intralingual, unique (eigduced) and/or other types of
error e.g. developmental and communication-strat€@pder, 1975, 1981; Ellis

1994; James 1998). Interlingual Errors, which gemerally referred to as
Transfer Errors, occur when the learner uses Ltufes rather than those of L2.
In other words, errors in this category are largeaysed by the learner using
their first language’s structure and applying itthe target language (i.e. L1
interference). Intralingual Errors, on the otherndhareflect the complex

characteristics of the target language and arisenwtine learner fails to

comprehend fully conditions under which its rulesd arestrictions apply.

Overgeneralization is a good example of such aor éype. Induced Errors

(Ellis, 1994) refer to those errors made becausimagpropriate instruction or

instructional materials, while Developmental Err¢Richards, 1971b) occur
when the learner falsely hypothesizes rules andequs on the basis of earlier
learning experiences, and thus this reflects onstiage of his/her language
development. Communication-Strategy Errors (Jan@@8)l arise when the

learner attempts to use an approximate form ofeleired word or an indirect
expression calledircumlocution.

It is not easy to distinguish between interlingaadl intralingual errors, and it
is even more difficult to determine whether an erype is interlingual or
intralingual, or some other category, as errors loarcaused by a number of
different reasons. Some studies (for example, §@ed®72 and Sohn 1986)
report that interlingual transfer errors are moreversal and frequent than
intralingual errors, and others (for example, Dudagl Burt 1974b, Taylor 1975
and Wang 1995) find a higher proportion of intrglial and developmental
errors in learners at a particular level. Howetles discrepancy in the source of
errors seems to be quite understandable becaustedpresults will vary
according to various factors. For example, the tesgd to elicit the samples, the
linguistic level or area that was investigated #me&l profile of subjects used in
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the error studies. It is not difficult to claim theven within the same or similar
conditions, the findings can be different accordioghe focus and method of
the analysis. In fact, error classification hasrbgenerally an arbitrary matter,
relying largely on the researcher’s individual gowf view, and thus the
findings can be considerably different from studytudy as to proportion of the
error types and their causes. Nevertheless, tweresome good pedagogical
values to investigating errors and establishingstherces, though tentative, by
using EA as a tool.

Error analysis research in Korean is relativedyv and small, reflecting the
education history of Korean as a foreign or sectamfjuage. It was very
recent (late 1980s through 90s) that EA becamecagresed part of KFL
research areas, a development that came with thblisements, expansion and
/or consolidation of KFL programs in several unsiges in Korea and abroad.
Researchers now seem to be getting more engaded iasearch, in an attempt
to discover more about L2 (Korean) acquisition em@nprove pedagogy based
on the findings. Thus far, the majority of EA resdeoutputs on KFL are based
on errors produced by English and Japanese spdakensng Korean in Korea.
Studies on errors by English speakers include $5986), <3< (1995) and
Av)% (2001). And studies on errors by Japanese speahkelsde 717 <
(1988), o7 (1996) and H-5-9 (1997), while A&+ (1999, #Hw7|<
(1994) and 717 (2000) examine errors by both English and Japanese
speakers. Other studies includésd ¢} (1990) analysing errors by Chinese
speakers ande]”d 3] (2001) dealing with errors by a multiple language
background group. Some of these studies contaiss&ectional analysis but
most of them focus on one or two linguistic ardas. example, Sohn (1986)
presents error patterns at six linguistic levelsluding orthography, syntax,
morphology and lexicon, whilefd®d< (1988) focuses on listening-based
phonological errors#-$-% (1997) on syntactic errorsil -7 (2000) on case

markers ande] 4 3] (2001) on tense errors.
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The main focus of this paper is to analyze aisduss lexical errors. James
(1998: 142-54) provides five good reasofsr undertaking lexical EA and
summarizes (suggestions cited from Richard 197&¥s#ven characteristics of a
lexical item: 1) its morphology including spellirgnd pronunciation, 2) its
syntactic behaviour, 3) its functional or situaibmestrictions, 4) its semantic
value(s), or denotations, 5) its secondary meawmingonnotations, 6) other
words it is associated with, and 7) its frequertey. classification of errors, he
suggests the formal vs semantic dichotomy and sidedi the categories.
Under the formal error category, he distinguishesd sub-categories: formal
misselection, misformations and distortions, white semantic errors, he
suggests two main types: confusion of sense reltamd collocational errors.
In each category, a number of specific error tygesidentified. (A summary
of his classification is given in the footnotésJames sees the source of formal
misselection and misformation errors as eitherrlinigual or intralingual, and
distortions as intralingual, while confusion of serrelations are intralingual,
and collocational errors are either intralingualrerlingual.

As discussed above, there are a number of diffevays to describe, classify
and explain L2 learners’ errors. Some studies eyngl general structure of
EA research and modify it to meet its own conditivhile others adapt a more
specific one prepared for a particular linguistiegel and task. For a lexical
level, the outline proposed by James is a goodirstigpoint.  Although it is not
the intention of this pilot study to modify his fn@work, | find it more useful

and relevant for a detailed study of lexical errors

2 ‘Morphological aspects of words, which used tdreated as part of grammar, can just as well
be viewed as part of the word’, 2) ‘learners thdwese believe that vocabulary is very
important in language learning, sometimes equadingnguage with its vocabulary’, 3) ‘for
some learner groups, lexical errors are the mesgugnt category of error’, 4) native speakers
consider the lexical errors in learners’ IL [interguage] to be more disruptive and irritating
than other types’, and 5) ‘vocabulary carries dipalarly heavy functional load, especially in
early IL.” (pp. 143-4)

Formal misselection: suffix, prefixing, vowel-bdsand consonant-based, 2) Misformations:
borrowing, coinage and calque, 3) Distortions: @iois, overinclusion, misselection,
misordering and blending, 4) Confusion of sensatiats: use of a more general term, use of
too specific a term, use of the less apt of twocHjgeterms, and use of the wrong near-
synonym, and 5) Collocational errors: semantic-lobgelection, statistical preference and
arbitrary combination (see James 1998: 144-54 déinifions and examples).
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Now we turn to a couple of specific error studadsthe Korean language.
As in other levels of EA research, much less attaerttas been given to lexical
errors in Korean. Two studies with subjects havifrgglish as their L1 are
briefly reviewed. Sohn (1986) observed composgiamitten by second- and
third-year American students of Korean and clasgithe lexical errors into four
categories according to word class and usage, yamebrs in nouns, verbs,
adverbials and Sino-Korean collocations. By givexgamples in each category,
he finds a number of different causes of errordclwvinclude wrong choices of
words, interference from English, poor knowledgewbsemantic restrictions
and overgeneralization. His classification is dargs it is based on word class
of the errors, rather than the type of errors, leitoffers intuitive linguistic
explanations of the different causes. What seenwdvail in his findings is
interlingual transfer errors. He claims that ifeeznce from English accounts
for problematic features such as missing nounsatumal expressions from
translation, confusions in the use of transitivel amtransitive verbs, partial or
non-use of some action and existential verbs, amufusions between the
existential verb and the copula and in the usesgfipological verbs.

43)< (1995) analysed 224 lexical errors from 40 intatiaee level
compositions written by American students of Koreawl classified them into
eight types of errors.Although her classification was adapted from poasi
studies based on European languages (e.g. Lareemkn and Long, 1991), it
seems to fit reasonably well into Korean as welithwsome modifications.
Wang finds that the most frequent are lexical shdbde switch, confusion of
similar meaning, overgeneralization and collocatiodiomaticity in the order.
For a bigger picture and the source of errors,ggbaps the type of errors into
three categories: Intralingual, Interlingual andn@ination of both, and finds
that 51% of the errors are attributable to Intglial and 34% to Interlingual.

In regards to word class errors, nouns were mesjuént (42%), followed by

* These are errors caused by confusion of similaming, errors caused by formal similarity in
TL, lexical shift / code switch, collocation / idiaticity, word coinage, simplification or
redundancy, overgeneralization, and literal traitsia
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verbs, adjectives and idiomatic expressions. Hutiffigs, in which intralingual
errors were more common, were contrary to previswslies such as Sohn
(1986), where interlingual errors were more fredlyementioned.

In the present study, | will define the terms afoertypes that are used and
necessary for the classification of errors by mpdg them from other studies
(e.g. &3l 1995) and refining them to fit the current studyasBd on the
classification, the frequency of errors has beesrered, first as a whole, by
comparing the data sources, and then by the wass.cl Some high frequency
and ‘unusual’ errors have been chosen for detaiésttription and explanation.
A brief discussion is offered for pedagogic stre&gego be used in the teaching
and learning of Korean in the English-speaking emrment. The result of this
study will make a partial but useful contributiam the field of Korean lexical
error analysis, in particular for the constructioh a working hypothesis, a

systematic error classification and an effectivéggsgical method.

2. METHOD
2.1. Subjects

The subjects selected in this study are 71 secoddkard-year students from
three universities (identified as G, M and NJhey are native speakers of
English or are believed to have English as thest fianguage. Those who are
not considered to be native speakers of Engliske lieen excluded from the
subject selection process. The subjects have l@aKmean as a foreign
language for about two to three years. Among thetddents in this study, 26

are third-year students and 45 are second-yeaersisid

2.2. Data

The data used in this study come from written exatn papers
administered during the First and Second semestet®99 and 2000 at the

® The majority of them come from ‘N’ and ‘G’ Univéiigs. ‘M’ data are very small and only
come from the work of"¥ Year students.
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three universities. To maintain the reliabilityetdata have been obtained only
from short written, mid-semester and end-of-semestamination papers and
do not include homework-type data such as workshaed take-home essays.
Based on the above-mentioned ground, 141 papers ingrally selected to
identify or detect errors. To complement the caists of textual data and thus
to increase the validity of the findings, two clesf composition data were
selected:free composition data andreformulation data (Corder 1981:38-9).
Accordingly, the textual data selected for analysisne from short answer
guestions, translation tests and free/ essay catigosests. In all, 305 lexical
errors have been identified for analysis, of whi&Y come from N, 97 from G
and 11 from M data.

2.3. Procedure

To identify lexical errors, only content words ath@ir meanings were taken
into consideration, thereby excluding other lexalgrrors such as orthographic,
morphological and syntactic errors, which are sajedy dealt with in other
papers. After identifying the lexical errors, thergses and sentences containing
errors were listed along with correct forms anddgorEach error was carefully
examined according to its nature, and coded byretype by utilizing
classification methods used in previous studieg (&3] < 1995; Sohn, 1986).
In this process, every care was taken to make swme each error was
appropriately classified, which required a painstgkdecision-making process
as they could be assigned to one of several gypast This was partly because
the definition of each error type used in othedis was somewhat ambiguous,
partly because some errors had more than one nafuoause, and partly
because it was difficult to accurately pinpoint thiention of the student or how

he/she came to obtain such an erroneous lexical ite

® According to Corder, it is those which represémw kearner’s attempt to reformulate, in one
way or another, the ideas and intentions of otkexs. translations, resumes and retelling of
stories).
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2.4. Error Types

In this study, an attempt was made to refinedii@nition of each error type,
and the errors identified have been classified #igven types based on the

working definitions as follows:

(1) Errors of wrong word choice - where a wrongidak item is chosen in
place of the correct one, and by having that itkend, the whole sentence
does not make sense at all. This happens partiguidren the student
selects a wrong or inappropriate item from theioliery entry, which lists

a multiple of L2 (i.e. Korean) equivalents.

Ex) a. Meon.jedwu.il (hyu.gareul) ga.go.sip.seum.ni.da. (recreational
holidays)
b. Ho.ju.sa.ram.eun a.ga.hoejeog... (sa.gyo.jeog...) (to be social)

(2) Errors of literal translation - where a lexit&m is literally translated by
sticking to its literal meaning or the way the &otls L1 (i.e. English) is
expressed. By having that sort of item there,mf@ssage is understood
but it sounds awkward at best. This normally arigégen the student
literally transfers the individual meaning of aant without knowing the

set expressions or term-like equivalents.

Ex) a. Sae chin.gu.deul.aan.deul.go (sa.gwi.go) sip.eo.yo. (make friends)
b. Yeol.se.sal jjeum e go.deung.hag.gyfag.hae.yo (deul.eo.ga.yo) (to

enter)

(3) Errors of omission or incompletion - where sid¢al item, which should be

present, is omitted or some lexical element, wisicbuld be complete, is

" To transcribe Korean forms, the Revised Romaminasiystem authorized by the Korean
Government is used. To avoid confusion, each Harigtter is romanized according to Han-
geul spelling instead of pronunciation (Ref. 3. GaleProvisions for Romanization (8)). Dots
are used to indicate the boundaries between sglldbcks, and a space between syllables.
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EX)

(4)

EX)

()

EX)

incomplete. With a missing lexical item in the t&te, it only partially
makes sense or it sounds unnatural and incompldteis often happens
when the missing or incomplete item is not so ingudror necessary in
the student’s L1, English.

a. Yeo.reum.eul (i)e.l (je.il joh.a.ha.neun) gye.jeol i.ra.seo.. (my best/
favourite)
b. Dae.hag.gyo.e.sathi.mi ga (chi.mi.saeng.hwal eul) mahn.i ...(hobby

activities)

Errors of semantic similarity - where a lexicéém with a similar
definitional or semantic element is used, and saichtem does not fit
precisely with another pair of item in the sentertbeugh communicable
and sometimes broadly acceptable. This type airas often caused
when the student is confused by two words of simiteanings as they

share some semantic features.

a. Jeo.neuja.sig.eun (a.i.deul.eul) an joh.a.ha.ni.kka (children)

b. Ho.ju.neun in.gu.gg@g.a.yo (jeog.eo.yo) (small in number)

Errors of overgeneralization - where a lexitam or items learnt in the
earlier learning sequence are overly applied tcerotfarget situations
producing unnatural or deviant expressions. Ty tof error usually
arises when the student mistakenly generalizesgbeof the item or finds
no other item in his/her knowledge and so createsappropriate item or
a set of items on the basis of other lexical it@nsady learnt in the target

language.

a l.nyeon.e (ol.hae) gal gye.hweg.i.eoss.ji.man (this year)
b. Ga.jog (gwa) gat.ji (i) sal.a.sgb.bi (jib.se).neun eobs.eo.yo. (rent

money)
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(6)

Ex)

(7)

EX)

(8)

Errors of idiomatic collocation - where a leadictem used in a sentence is
not matched or collocated with another pair ofdakitem in the sentence,
making the whole sentence unnatural or inappragriaf his type of error
is generally caused by the student’s literal cosieer of the particular item
into L2 (Korean), without knowing the matching itemaquired by the

idiomaticity of or the concord relationship betweha pair items.

a. Si.gan.eulju.syeoss.se0 (naeju.syeo.seo) gam.sa... (for making it
available)
b.Eon.je.naig.sa.reul yo.ri.ha.go (jun.bi.ha.go) (to prepare /cook a meal)

Errors of code-shifting - where a L1 (Englistgrd or lexical item is used
instead of a L2 word or item. It may be directhitshed to a L1 spelling
or transcribed in L2 letters. This happens mobtgause the student
cannot find the L2 word or lexical item in his/Herowledge. This may
arise because he/she wrongly assumes that it dsassa loan word in the
target language community or because he/she frédgusmitches codes

between languages.

a. Sortscentre (seu.po.cheu.sen.ta).neun un.dong ha.il.la.i.teu.reul
bo.yeo....
b. Ga.kkeum ta.ni.kkaig.sa.i.ting hab.ni.da (jae.mi.iss.seub.ni.da)

(exciting)

Errors of word coinage - where a newly invenedcal item or phrase is
not appropriate enough to form a matching or seag#h In this type of
error, the phrase usually sounds unnatural or mahin This type of
error arises when the student is aware of the iddal words but unaware

of concise pair expressions or phrases.
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EX)

(9)

EX)

(10)

EX)

(11)

a. Nong.sa ma.eul.eneun (Nong.chon.enneun) (in the agricultural
community)
b. Il.ha.go jib.saeng.hwal.i. (igjang saeng.hwal.gwa

ga.jeong.saeng.hwal.i) (working life and family life)

Errors of redundancy - where a lexical item itg constituent is
unnecessarily repeated or paraphrased. Accorditigdy phrase sounds
repetitive, redundant and unnatural. This typeenbr is often found
when students are unaware that the preceding wonthins the semantic
meaning of the subsequent word, especially whey dittempt to make a
combined word group or phrase such as a combinafi®ure-Korean and

Sino-Korean words.

a. Han.gugsang.sa hoe.sa.e.seo (sang.sa.e.seo) (in a trading company)

b. Han.gug.euhlo.ju na.ra (Ho.ju) bo.da jag.go (Australia)

Errors of Sino-Korean numeral collocation -am a Sino-Korean (SK)
and pure Korean (PK) lexical items are wrongly mdixar collocated,
particularly in numeral compounds. With this typeerror, the phrase
may be able to deliver the intention of the writert it often hinders the
fluency and naturalness of the phrase. This doetror is often caused
when the student is unaware of the match or midma#tween SK and

PK compound items.

a. Cho.deung.hag.gyo.i.gob.nyeon.e (chil.nyeon.dong.an) ... (for 7
years)
b. Nae.nyeon.B.dal.e.seo (il.weol.€) jeo.neun. gyeol.hon.hal... (January)

Errors of formal similarity, where a wrong ieal item is used due to the
formal similarity in the phonetic or orthographispact in L2. This type
of error is differentiated from orthographic errorsthat the error item
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carries a correct form and a sensible meaningeéifibut semantically it is
a completely different lexical item. Generallysisort of error might be
caused due to the student’s confusion or insufficknowledge of the

target item in both form and meaning.

Ex) a. Gil.eulij.eo.beo.ryoss.eul tae(ilh.eo.beo.ryoss.eul tae) (when someone is
lost)
b. Yeo.haeng.eul joh.a.ha.ni.kipaang.go.hak.eul (gwan.gwang.hak.eul)
jeongn

(jeon).gong.hae.yo (tourism study)

3. RESULTS
3.1. Frequency of Error Types

In all, 305 lexical error items were selected andlgsed. The most frequent
four error types were errors of wrong word choisgmantic similarity,
overgeneralisation and literal translation in thrden of frequency. The least
frequent types were code-shift, redundancy, Sinceo numeral collocation,

word coinage and idiomatic collocation or concardhe order.

Table 1. Frequency of Error Types As a Whole

Wrong word choice 85 26
(N) (%)

Semantic similarity 45 14

Overgeneralization 39 12

Literal translation 33 10

Formal similarity 23 7

Omission or incompletion 18

Word coinage 15

Idiomatic collocation 15

Sino-Korean numeral collocation 14 4
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Redundancy 10 3
Code-shifting 8 2

As Table 1 shows, students were having morecdities in selecting words
appropriate for particular contexts or situatiomsl an differentiating lexical
items with similar meaning. They also tend to ogeneralize the lexical item
that they have learnt and to literally translate teformulated item or the item
stored in their L1. However these errors occurieseems that these four error
types have something in common, that is, the empadrsarily associated with
the definitional concepts or with the lack of knedfje about semantic
restrictions. They are errors of inappropriatenegsch are heavily restricted by
the particular semantic contexts. Other error typash as formal similarity and
omission, appear to be attributable to confusiod poor knowledge factors.
The students also have some problems, thoughwalatninimal, with forming
set or matching phrases as seen in such types &b ewinage, idiomatic
collocation and Sino-Korean numeral collocationsioEs of redundancy and

code-shifting were the types with the lowest fragre

For the source of the errors, this study assighecerror types to four broad
categories: 1. Interlingual (literal translationpde shifting), 2. Intralingual
(semantic similarity, overgeneralization, formahsgarity, idiomatic collocation
and Sino-Korean numeral collocation), 3. Combimataf both (omission /
incompletion, word coinage, and redundancy) andJdique (wrong word
choice). The reason for the assignment of ‘wrongia to the category of
‘unique’ errors is because it can hardly be saad those errors originated from
either L1 or L2 itself in and of itself. They areore likely to be related to poor
knowledge about the semantic concept of a word,naaicly of them seem to be
attributable to the wrong selection of an apprdprigeaning out of multiple
meanings given in dictionary. If we assign the seuof errors in this way,
though arbitrary and tentative, the results aréb4@tralingual; 26% unique;

14% combination; and 12% interlingual. This resbibth supports and
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contradicts previous studies, depending on theitiond set by each study (eg.
learner profile, task and linguistic level). Theglhiproportion of intralingual
errors seems to reflect the intermediate-advaneeel lof learning experiences
by the subjects in the study.

When we cross-examine the N and G data (see Tabé&dokv), we find that
there is a general agreement in the most and fieggient error types, though
there are a couple of interesting features to nidte. single most frequent error
type found in both data sources was wrong choiteciwseemed to have been
caused by a lack of knowledge about definitionahoepts and restrictions,
thereby resulting in the selection of an incoritegical item from dictionaries or
memories. The most frequent errors found in N desee errors of wrong choice
and semantic similarity, followed by literal traagbn and overgeneralization,
while in G data, wrong choice, overgeneralizatggmantic similarity and Sino-
Korean collocations were most frequent. The le@sfuent errors produced in N
data were Sino-Korean numeral collocations, redonoglacode-shift and word
coinage, while code-shift, idiomatic collocatioedundancy and omission were
the least frequent error types in G data. It isddhat the errors found in the N
data are more concentrated in the first four etypes and those in the G data
are relatively sporadic. One explanation for thighh be that at N, students
were allowed to consult a dictionary during thexaminations, whereas G
students were not. This is interesting in thatveg a hypothetical idea that the
use of a dictionary in a foreign language compaosithay lead to more frequent
production of a particular error type or types. Wiseudents refer to a dictionary,
which lists multiple definitions, there seems torbere of a risk to choose the
wrong meaning. This is probably because a dictyprdoes not give much
information on semantic restrictions and conceptiffierences of multiple
equivalents, and also because students have niftlerprevious knowledge
about the lexical item, so they may randomly choarsg given definition. The
use of a dictionary may help in reducing certaipety of error (probably, such

types as code-shifting, formal similarity), buttae same time, it can create
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more errors in other areas. Whether the studemtsutied their dictionaries or
not, however, errors of wrong choice occurred with highest percentage of
frequency in both data, and this gives us an ideautathe stage of students’
lexical developments. Although there were simil@oetypes with much higher
concentration in the G data also (i.e. wrong wdrdice and overgeneralization),
it seems that the heaviest concentration of cetigres of errors (e.g. wrong
word choice, literal translation and semantic samiy) was in the N results,
most likely due to the dictionary factor. Also, is interesting that
overgeneralization was one of the most common ¢ypms. Students often tend
to over-generalize what they learn, and the fingliofythis study prove this to be
the case.

Table 2. Frequency of Error Types By ComparisogN/

Error Types N Ranl G Ran
Wrong choice 58 (30) 1| 25 (26) 1
Semantic similarity 36 (18) 2 9(9) 3
Overgeneralisation 21 (11) 4 18(19) 2
Literal translation 25 (13) 3 7(7)

Formal similarity 9(5) 6 9(9) 3
Omission or incompletion 12 (6) 5 5(5) 5
Word coinage 8 (4) 7 7(7) 4
Idiomatic collocation 12 (6) 5 3(3) 7
Sino-Korean numeral collocation 5(@3) D 9(9) 3
Redundancy 5(3) 9 4 (4)
Code-shifting 6 (3) 8 1(1) 8

When the errors were classified by word clasdl@8), the overwhelmingly
dominant errors came from nouns and verbs. NouB%)5were the most
common form of error, followed by verbs (33%). Esrdrom the other word
classes were very minimal. This result supportsipus studies such as Wang
(1995) in the dominance and frequency of errorsdh much more intensively

concentrated in nouns and verbs in this study.&ban be two or more possible
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explanations for this result. One interpretation gmi be the general
understanding about foreign language learning. uagg learners tend to learn
nouns and verbs before other classes of words seadhem more frequently in
the early stage of their learning. On the otherdhalescriptive words such as
adjectives and adverbs tend to be used less frédguanoften avoided by the
learners when they feel unsure about how to ussetlveords. Obviously,
familiarity and avoidance strategies seem to hengty utilized in compositions
by students, thereby creating an overwhelming ptagoof errors in nouns and
verbs. A second explanation might be in the stigldatk of knowledge about
the words they employ. As the learning processicoas, students are expected
to learn a number of ways to express abstract ocepmual ideas, which
requires them to use an advanced form of nounsvarus to describe objects
and actions. Students then tend to be over ambiabout how to communicate
in L2, and so they try to express themselves insirae way as they think and
talk in their L1. Unfortunately, there is an undsble gap between L1
familiarity and L2 knowledge. To fill this gap, lsée tends to rely on every
possible source, from either their memory or ditdiy, often without knowing
the proper usage or the semantic restrictions asehwords. Another possible
explanation can be made in regards to translatuich was used as one of the
principal written data types in this study. Tratisia tasks require additional
skills and knowledge, and it often requires thenmterpret a sentence carrying
abstract ideas and concepts. This sort of arbitessly as a data source may have
assisted in the production of noun and verb erssa whole, one might say
that the subjects in this study simply have nothed a level of competence in
vocabulary to perform at an expected level, buts thhay be an
oversimplification of the results, while ignoringet other part of the picture -
what they have written correctly.

Table 3. Frequency of Errors by Word Class (N/%)

Word Class N G M Total
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Nouns 110 (55) | 47 (50) 5 (46) 162 (53)
Verbs 61 (31) | 35(37) 5 (46) 101 (33)
Adjectives 16 (8) 5(5) 1(9) 22 (7)
Adverbs 8 (4) 7(7) 15 (5)
Idioms 4(2) 1(2) 5(2)
Total 305 (100)

3.2. Examples of Errors and Explanations

This section presents some examples of lexicargralong with attempts to
explain the cause of such errors under each categbe following presents
only the erroneous parts, which have been extraitted the full phrase or
sentence containing the error. The examples unalen eategory are listed in
order of nouns or noun phrases, verbs, adjectisdserbs and idiomatic
expressions, where applicable. Corrections are amergheses, while the
intended meanings are in single quotation markgldfations are made in

relation to some examples, which need more linguastd pedagogical attention.

3.2.1. Wrong Word Choice

The following errors are all attributable to wgoword selection in essence.
Some errors appear to be related to confusion factmut most of them are
simply due to wrong word choice. Many of them areviocably far from the
context and non-sensical in the given context, @ged in such examples as
gyo.je for ‘(trading) company’,su.ryeong for ‘reception desk’,han.cheung
gug.ga for ‘single-race country’,bang.beob for ‘manner’, yeon.seol for
‘(mailing) address’,sag.je.ha.da for ‘to cancel’, gyeol.hab.ha.da for ‘to join
(organization)’, etc. in (1) and (2). In some casles wrong word choice may be
due to failure to differentiate between subtle setmadifferences, as observed
in examples such as.hoejeog.i.da for sa.gyo.jeog.i.da, teul.lin for da.reun in
(2) and (3). Also there are phrases consisting afenthan one wrong choice of

word as ingong.gong su.song for ‘public transport’ in (1). Many of these ersor
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are believed to be due to the wrong selection alficionary definition (as

students in one data source were allowed to coadtiittionary. Most errors of
this kind can be regarded as mistakes, ratherdhstematic errors, and for this
reason, these “errors” have been assigned to ‘higategory in the present

study. If we look at the Tableif the preceding section, however, the wrong use

of a dictionary definition is not the only cause folame. Errors of word
selection have taken the highest percentage otiérezy in other data also as
well, which was produced without dictionary conatitin. Students often
choose wrong nouns and verbs, and the consultatiandictionary might have

simply aided in producing more errors of this type.

(1) gong.gong su.song (dae.jung gyo.tong) ‘public fpans gyo.je (hoe.sa)
‘(trading) company’; gyeol.hon hyeob.dong.ja (gyboh sang.dae.ja)
‘marriage partner’; se.gye hyu.il (se.gye.yeo.haémgnd-the-world trip’;
su.ryeong (an.nae.chang.gu) ‘reception desk’; gong. (gong.gong
jang.so) ‘in public’; han.cheung gug.ga (dan.il.jug.gug.ga) ‘single-
race country’; sog.dal.beo.su (go.sog.beo.seu)résepbus’; bang.beob
(mae.neo) ‘* manner’; pung.seub (mae.neo) ‘manngryn.seol (ju.so)
‘address’; ji.jeong (yag.sog) ‘appointment’; su.€gio.sil) ‘classroom’.

(2) sag.je.ha.da (chwi.so.ha.da) ‘to cancel’; kke@jiiohyeol.jong.doe.da) ‘to
become extinct’; gyeol.hab.ha.da (cham.yeo.ha.dajo ‘join
(organization)’; sa.hoe.jeog.i.da (sa.gyo.jeog)i.da to be social’;
byeon.ha.da (ba.kku.da) ‘to change (job)’; jeoggiba.da (ji.won.ha.da)
“to apply ’;

(3) bu.jog.han (ga.nan.han) ‘poor’; teul.lin (da.reldiferent’;

(4) him.deul.ge (yeol.sim.hi) ‘(study) hard'.

3.2.2. Confusion by Semantic Similarity

While some errors are caused by selecting wramglsvor forms, other errors

can be caused by occasional or consistent confukierto semantic similarity.
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These errorseem to be related to a lack of knowledge aboutctreeptual
differences between the competing words, rathen tte result of random
choice or the complete ignorance of the meanings.ekamplehyu.il, hyu.ga
and gong.hyu.il in (5) are all related to ‘holiday’, but there adefinitional
differences and they are discernible in actual Tike. confusion betweesi.gan
andsi in (5), and betweejoh.a.ha.da / joh.da pairs in (6) are frequently seen in
learners’ compositions. It is probably due to themilarity in phonology or
orthography, but it also may be due to the semadgociation of ‘time of
period’ with ‘o’clock’ and ‘to be good’ with ‘to ke’ for each case, as each pair
shares or is believed to share the same semangm.oAs a pedagogical
suggestion, it may be better to treat and teacinthe completely different
semantic components. The source of confusion herogrrors also appear to
be the insufficient knowledge of subtle conceptliierences and usage of two
similar words, as noticed in the ‘pair exampleslsasjib / ga.jeong, ja.sig /
a..deul, se.sang / se gye, i.min/i.juin (5), geo.jeol.ha.da/ geo.bu.ha.da, jag.da

/ jeog.da, kkag.da / be.da in (6), jeon.jinjeog.in / jin.bo.jeog.in in (7) and
dae.bu.bun / geo.ui in (8). This confusion might also have been cdusg
induced factors, where students were not providéd wlear-cut instructions,

including the usage and practice.

(5) hyu.il (hyu.ga) ‘recreational leave / holiday’; gphyu.il (bang.hag)
‘school holidays’; han.gug jib. (han.gug.in ga.jgbrtKorean home’;
han.gug.sa.hoe (han.in.sa.hoe) ‘Korean communijg'sig (a.i.deul)
‘children’; se.sang yeo.haeng (se.gye.yeo.haemm)ntt-the-world-trip’;
i.min (i.ju) ‘migrant (animals)’; 3.si.gan (3.si)3 o’clock’; wi.sa.ram
(sa.jang / nop.eun sa.ram) ‘boss’.

(6) joh.a.ha.da (joh.da) ‘to be good’; joh.da. (johseda) ‘to like’;
chul.bal.ha.da (si.jag.ha.da). ‘to start (a hobby)geo.jeol.ha.da
(geo.bu.ha.da) ‘to refuse’; jag.da (jeog.da) ‘tofée / small in number’;
keo.ji.da (jeung.ga.ha.da / neul.eo.na.da) ‘todase’; kkag.da (be.da /
ja.reu.da) ‘to cut (a tree)’; sam.ki.da (ma.si.daebg.da) ‘to drink’.
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(7) jeon.jin.jeog.in (jin.bo.jeog.in) ‘progressive’.

(8) dae.bu.bun (geo.ui) ‘almost’, cheos.beon.jjae (meohfirst'.

3.2.3. Overgeneralization

A typical category of error is overgeneralizatiomhere students
overgeneralize their knowledge on the basis ofrtearlier learning. Students
produce frequent errors in the construction of timpharases such as
da.eum.nyeon, i.nyeon and ji.nan.nyeon in (9). Also, the counters or suffixes that
are used with noun phrases are typically genedbseobserved in the examples
such adi.haeng.gi.se (‘airfare’) andjib.bi (‘rent’). Overgeneralization of such
nouns asl (for jig.jang or jig.eop) andsi.nae (for do.si)) seems to be prompted
by English expressions, and the incomplete nouals aamyeong andgeos due
to the lack of knowledge of grammatical restriciko®ome verbs appear to be
overgeneralized due to both the interference framglieh and the intraligual
influence. For exampleiss.go.sip.da ( for ‘to wish to have’) in (10) was
produced by overgeneralizing the verss.da (existence and possession),
without knowing that the item changesgaj.da or ga.ji.da (possession) when a
desire to possess something is expressed. Sontevettheerrors appear to have
been made due to the insufficient knowledge abemtasitic restrictions. These
verbs have two or more similar meanings that aigelg integrated into one in
English. Neulg.da, nalg.da and o.rae.doe.da are good examples for such case.
Idiomatic or set expressions are also applied terrative contexts, and it
appears to be the result of a false hypothesis tabm concepts or the

overexpansion of the expression as part of comratioit strategies.

(9) da.eum nyeon (da.eum.hae / nae.nyeon) ‘next yvieaygon / i.beon.nyeon
(ol.hae / keum.nyeon) ‘this year’; ji.nan.nyeonn@n.hae / jag.nyeon) ‘last
year’; i.hag.nyeon (i.beon hag.nyeon) ‘this schgehr’; mo.deun ju
(mae.ju) ‘every week’; ho.ju.bun (ho.hu.sa.ram.jfledAustralians

(general)’; bi.haeng.gi.se (bi.haeng.gi.yo.geumjrfdee’; bi.haeng.bi
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(bi.haeng.gi yo.geum) ‘airfare’; jib.bi (jib.se)ent’; il (jig.jang /jig.eop)
‘workplace / job’; si.nae (do.si) ‘city’; myeong gsam) ‘person
(independent noun); geos (mul.geon / hyu.dae.pwhjects (personal
belongings)’.

(10) iss.go.sip.da (gaj.go.sip.da) ‘to wish to haveuig.da (nalg.da) ‘to be
old (objects); neulg.da (o.rae.doe.da /) ‘to hla@en long (time) / used for
long (objects)’; manh.da (gil.da) ‘to be long (I&myg

(11) go.jang.i.na.da (da.ddeol.eo.ji.da) ‘to run out(objects)’; bu.tag.ha.da

(si.kyeo meog.da) ‘to order (something to eat)’.

3.2.4. Literal Translation

Another common lexical errors occur by literatignverting L1 items, and
such errors are due to a strong interference fragligh. As seen in (12), (13),
(14) and (15), the errors have been made by stdkirthe literal meaning of the
English version or to the way the words or phramesexpressed in English.
Some examples are typical, and others are new. ek¥ample, errors such as
gyeol.gwa and hwal.dong in (12), nol.da and gada in (13) and
man.deul.go.sip.da in (15) are frequently found in students’ composi$ at a
similar level. Other errors such sssu.da, gat.i.sseu.da, keu.da in (13),ssan in
(14) andseong.jil.i.jjalb.da in (15) are also interesting to note. Some eraoes
caused by the literal construction of terms anégés such as.gan.ja.won and
neulg.eun.se.dae in (12). Items in this category may be relate tioeo sources
(eg. selection or semantic similarity), but theunatof the errors are closely
related to literal translations.

(12) ab.ryeog (seu.teu.re.seu) ‘pressure’; sang.eolsdo@ang.sa); ‘trading
company’; gyeol.gwa (seong.jeog) ‘results /recordde.gug.eon.eo
(oe.gug.eo) ‘foreign language’; hwal.dong (haeng:aativity (event)’;
gug.je ju.sik.hoe.sa (gug.je.jeog.in hoe.sa) ‘ma¢ional company’; in.gan

ja.won (in.ryeog gwan.ri) ‘human resources (orgatin)’; yeo.geub.sa
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(we.i.teu.re.seu) ‘waitress’; neulg.eun se.daeirfrse.dae/ no.in.deul) ‘old
generation / people’; o.rae sa.ra.deul (no.in.deld)people’.

(13) nol.da (ha.da) ‘to play (sports)’; so.ri.reul mautda (tteo.deul.da) ‘to
make noise’; ga.da (da.ni.da) ‘to attend (reguliait);, sseu.da (ta.da /
il.yong.ha.da) ‘to use (public transport)’; gat.ses.da (gat.i.ta.da /
hab.seung ha.da) ‘to share (taxi)’; bal.gyeon.hétla.bo.da) ‘to find out
(facts)’; sig.jag.ha.da / chul.bal.ha.da (deul.ealg) ‘to enter / start
(school)’; keu.da (manh.da) ‘to be big / many (figni

(14) ssan (don.i an deu.neun) ‘cheap (hobby)'.

(15) man.deul.go.sip.da (sa.gwi.go.sip.da) ‘to makeeifls)’; keun pa.ti.neun
iss.da (pa.tirul keu.ge vyeol.da) ‘there will be lig party’;
yuk.che.jeog.eu.ro bo.yeo.ju.da (geot.eu.ro pyamhye.da) ‘to physically
show’; seong.jil.i jjalb.da. (seong.jil.i.jo.geulalda) ‘to have a short

temper’.

3.2.5. Confusion by Formal Similarity

As seen in the following examples, some erroesatiributable to confusion
by formal similarities. These errors are beyonth@graphic or spelling errors
in that they normally maintain correct forms andamags by themselves.
Whether the errors are simple mistakes or systergators, they are all related
to occasional or habitual confusion due to the lsimties in the formal and
phonological aspects. In particular, words endith nasal sounds seem to
carry phonological confusion factors as observed s&éon.saeng.oe(hoe),
gwang.go.hag. andgong.jeon in (16). Other errors seem to be caused by a
combination of formal / phonological and seman@ctérs. Errors such as
ij.eo.meog.da (or ij.eo.beo.ri.da) in (17), which are observed even in native
speakers’ speech, might be more consistent asiiesithe semantic association
with ilh.eo.beo.ri.da in that both indicate ‘something gone’. A goodaewple

of this combination factor is found in the paigh.da andneoh.da, where both

Copyright©2002 Seong-Chul Shidournal of Korean Language Education, Vol. 13, No. 1, 2002. pp. 307-
338. ISSN 1225-6137.



carry the meaning of ‘placing something’. The $amiiy in form and sound is
the primary cause of confusion in this case.

(16) seon.saeng.oe (saeng.seon.hoe) raw fish’; gwarigqgo
(gwan.gwang.hag) ‘tourism study’; gong.jeon / jg@ong (jeon.gong)
‘major study’; da.yeo.seos (dae.yeo.seos) ‘fiveiwr.

(17) ij.eo.meog.da (ilh.eo.beo.ri.da) ‘to lose’; noh.daeoh.da) ‘to put

something in’

3.2.6. Omission or Incompletion

Students produce many sentences where approprwates and forms are
missing or simplified. Frequently, such missing dgor forms are attributable
to interlingual transfer factors. Observe the exiasipn (18) where parts of
some phrases can be or are often omitted in c&nglish-speaking contexts.
For exampletaeg.si, chi.mi. andpil.su.gwa.mog in (18) can be enough in the
given contexts, but they are incomplete and ingmaite in the parallel Korean
context. The superlatije.il in (19) needs adjective content words to support i
and cannot occur by itself in the noun phraseghigicase, the omission may be
due to either poor knowledge about its usage aerftence from English,
which has special uses j&il or ‘the best’. Other errors in this category inaud
missing syllables within a word as in (20), buisitimpossible to interpret in

such case, whether it is the result of a false thgsis or a simple mistake.

(18) taeg.si (taeg.si.yo.keum) ‘taxi fare’; chi.mi. (chi saeng.hwal) ‘hobby
(activity)’; pil.su gwa.mog (pil.su gwa.mog jeom)sujeon.hwa
(jeon.hwa.beon.ho)  ‘telephone  number’; ja.dong dag.cha)
‘automobile’.

(29) je.il (je.il joh.a.ha.neun) ‘favourite’; je.il (jg.keun) ‘the biggest’.

(20) kkae.kkeus (kkae.kkeus.han) ‘clean (air)'.
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3.2.7. Word Coinage

(21) and (22) illustrate errors of word coinagehich requires concise
matching of expressions. The first or second pathe pair expressions is a
mismatched word, and in some cases, the paraphpaseds an inappropriate
one for the pair. These errors are largely duentmsufficient knowledge about
pair expressions, but they seem to be caused ley mifuences as well, such as
literal translation and overgeneralization. Stil ather cases, communication
strategies such as circumlocution or paraphrasargbe the cause of the ill-
formed part of set expressions, as noticedlameun sa.ram.gwa taeg.si.reul
ta.gi andtaeg.si na.nwo.seo ta.neun.geo in (22). From the examples, it is fair to
say that both interlingual and intralingual factars associated with the cause of

the errors in this category.

(21) nong.sa ma.eul (nong.chon) ‘farming country’; jibaesg.hwal
(ga.jeong.saeng.hwal) ‘family life’; gong.hwa na.f@ong.hwa.gug)
‘republic’.

(22) il.ha.neun saeng.hwal.(jig.jang saeng.hwal) ‘wagkirdife’; da.reun
sa.ram.gwa taeg.si.reul ta.gi (taeg.si hab.seusbaring taxi’; taeg.si
na.nwo.seo ta.neun.geo (tae.si.hab.seung) ‘shixiig

3.2.8. Idiomatic Collocation

In idiomatic or term-like expressions, no parh dze simply replaced with
some other items if the intended idiomatic implicas are to be maintained.
Students, however, tend to produce non-idiomatpressions without knowing
the idiomaticity of the items. As observed in (28)d (24), these errors are
caused by various reasons such as incorrect pasaipyy wrong word selection,
semantic confusion or circumlocution. Typical exdes includesig.sa.reul
yo.ri.ha.da in (24). The second paryp.ri.na.da, cannot occur with general
sig.sa ‘meal’, and it normally comes with a specific dishtype of cuisine, eg.
bul.go.gi, Chinese, ltalian, etc. Also, the noyeong.hyang ‘influence’ forms
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an idiomatic phrase in accordance withchi.da, kki.chi.da. or ju.da. Some
causes of these errors seem to be related to imgeal interference, but
primarily, they tend to be more related to the claxipy of the target language
(Korean) itself and to the instructional conterg. (@duced).

(23) neo.mu iss.neun don (nam.eun.don / jan.don) ‘leé~ononey / change’.

(24) sig.sa.reul yo.ri.ha.da (sig.sa.reul jun.bi.ha:ttaprepare a meal’; chi.u.da
(seol.geoj.i ha.da) ‘to wash dishes’; in.sang.ewdeng.gag.ha.da
(in.sang.eul bad.da) ‘to get impression’; yeongrgyada
(yeong.hyang.eul mi.chi.da) ‘to have an effectldiahce on’; gal.su eob.da
(go.jang na.da) ‘to be broken down (vehicle)'.

3.2.9. Sino-Korean Numeral Collocation

As Korean uses two numeral systems (i.e. Pure@dfoand Sino-Korean), the
way the numerals are counted is decided by thetemjmas observed in (25).
Also, the counters are decided by the numeral sys$tat is being used or the
intended utterance, as in (26). For examplelal could be interpreted as
il.gaewol ‘one month’ ands.wol as ‘June’ but the counters of each item should
change because of the intended meanings, e.i.ad@mand ‘six months’ It is
typical to see students frequently confused witls #ind of numeral-counter
collocation and making consistent errors, which dearly intralingual errors.
This is one of the troublesome areas that need ratiextive pedagogical

strategies to tackle this problem.

(25) il.gob.nyeon (7/chil.nyeon) ‘7 years’; sib.i sakl.du.sal) '12 years old’;
du.nyeon ban (2/i.nyeon.ban) ‘2 and a half yea#sial (yeo.seos dal /
6/yug gae.wol) ‘6 months’.

(26) il.dal (1.wol) ‘1st month /Janunary’; 6.wol (6 ga®l / yeo.seos.dal) ‘6
months’; 10.nal (10.il) 10 days’; du.gae (du.mygbfiwo persons’.
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3.2.10. Redundancy

Occasionally, students add unnecessary wordsexical forms mainly
because they are unaware of the repetition or g&hoy. For example, in (27),
ho.ju.na.ra andsang.sa hoe.sa do not need the second part of each phrase as it
was already understood or implied in the precedexgal item. Also, in (28),
don ‘money’ was already contained loyeong.won.bi ‘hospital charge’, and the
mood of heung.mi.rob.da ‘appealing’ largely in the preceding expression
jae.mi.iss.da ‘interesting’, though there is a subtle differenddne redundant
keun ‘big’ in (29) was added probably due to the fal®sociation about
something big or excessive, and the insertion efititomplete noungeos, ‘a
thing’ is due to immature syntactic knowledge. \vatr the pattern is, these
errors all sound repetitive and redundant, and ttey be caused by either

interference from English or intralingual developrta influences.

(27) ho.ju na.ra (ho.ju) ‘Australia’; sang.sa.hoe.san@ssa) ‘(international)
trading company’;

(28) byeong.won.bi don.eul (byeong.won.bi.reul) naefapay the hospital
charge’; jae.mi.iss.go heung.mi.han.da (jae.mié&sto be interesting’;

(29) ga.jang keun bi.ssan (ga.jang bi.ssan) ‘the mosipemrsive’;
joh.a.ha.neun.geos.eun chwi.mi (joh.a.ha.neun.ahiyvi'one’s favourite
hobby'.

3.2.11. Code-Shifting

In a second language speaking situation, it isdifficult to observe code-
switching or code-shifting in the speakers. In lanpositions, students, though
infrequent, borrow L1 codes to replace L2 lexicamponents, and they are
transcribed in L2 letters as noticed in (30) ortten in L1 spelling as in (31).
Frequently, these errors are produced when studentet know the L2 word,

and this produces negative transfer errors.
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(30) peu.ri.jeu (naeng.jang.go) ‘fridge / refrigeratodeg (ig).sa.i.ting.ha.da
(a.ju jae.mi.iss.da) ‘to be exciting’; sa.keo (clyuy ‘soccer’; e.ti.kes
(ye.jeol) ‘manners’.

(31) panic ha.da (dang.hwang.ha.da) ‘to be panic’; spertter

(seu.po.cheu.sen.ta) ‘sportscenter’.

Thus far, we have examined thell categoriesxafdeerrors in composition.
There are still some errors that are ambiguous,aaadifficult to classify or
explain the possible causes. We can assign thoses ¢0 another category and
identify the cause from another source, as they iagre some common
features of two or more categories. In fact, weehalyserved that there are quite
a good number of errors whose possible cause camuligle, and thus can be
explained in different ways. We can also selecariqular category and explain

the nature of those errors in more detail, but ihabt the intention of this study.

4. CONCLUSION

There are always risks of certain inaccuracy imtidgng, analyzing and
classifying errors. This study is not an exceptidhe limitation of the present
study includes the lack of systematic elicitatidrdata, the ambiguity of some
classification criteria, and the incomprehensivéure of explanations. This
study is not intended to make any vigorous claisitha classification of errors
is largely a subjective matter and the categoomatf error source is still
ambiguous as pointed out by Ellis (1994. 62-63)véitheless, the present
analysis of the textual data from the written tekiss provide some insights into
the areas of weakness in students’ lexical knovdedige patterns of lexical
errors in composition, and possible methodologigadlelines for future studies
in this field.

The findings in the present analysis can be sumset in the following
points. First, among the 11 error categories idiedtiin this study, wrong word

choice caused an overwhelmingly high percentagermfrs, and this was the
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case regardless of whether or not a dictionary e@ssulted. Other error
categories with high frequency were: confusion kgmantic similarity,
overgeneralization and literal translation. Secomdye than half of the total
errors involved nouns, followed by verbs and adyest It is possible to
interpret these findings in two ways: that studeetscal developments are still
in the early stages, where nouns and verbs are fremgently used to form a
basic sentence, or that students attempted to ¥ asked to attempt to make
sentences requiring abstract nouns for concepts dh@a beyond their L2
proficiency. Third, a large number of the errorodarced are intralingual.
Interlingual errors are relatively small among fbar error sources assigned to
the 11 error categories. The large proportionntfalingual errors present an
encouraging sign in students’ lexical developmentshat as learning proceeds,
intralingual errors are generally more produceadh tingerlingual transfer.

The result of this study provides us with somepontant implications.
Theoretically, EA continues to attract SLA researshwho want a methodology
to deal with learner data and who want to estabisi hypotheses on a theory
of acquisition and other linguistic aspects. Thssparticularly the case for
lexical EA as lexis is now playing an importanterah language study and
language learning (James, 1998). In this regasl ptiesent error data and the
results of this analysis would be useful, thoughited, to those who are
considering exploring research in the acquisitidn Kmrean as a foreign
language. Pedagogically, we have been able to ifgertentatively, the
patterned lexical weaknesses of Australian studentsthe possible causes of
these problems. The findings would be useful fog ttesign of remedial
programs and the development of teaching mateiiatuding a learner
dictionary. For instructors, there is a need toiske\pedagogically effective
learning and teaching strategies that prevent libagon of certain errors in
students’ lexical developments. For students, dieisirable to understand and be
able to use vocabulary with multiple meanings, éaample, by reading L2
language materials as much as they can, rather tblgimg solely on a

dictionary. In terms of research, this study recogmthe importance of a highly
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systematic data collection method and a comprebensiror categorization
system that other investigators could readily ad@pttheir purposes and
conditions. Such an elicitation method and a categtion system should be
able to provide grounds to better account for sttsleproduction of lexical

errors. Also, there is a need for a parallel langjital study that deals with the
same lexical error patterns and compares erroistgpd frequency of different
learner groups, so we can control a number of bkgain individual learners
and thus gain a better understanding of lexicabligpments. Finally, questions
raised from the present study must await answers further research, which
will provide significant grounds to make any getigedion on students’ lexical

development.
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