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ABSTRACT

The purposes of this research were to analyze the errors and strategies used in
students’ written works. High proficiency students’ written works were compared with low
proficiency students’ written works to investigate the differences in their extent and types
of error. Strategies used in writing of both groups of learners were also compared.

Total of 64 pieces of students’ written works were used for the analysis.

The results were as follows:

1. It was found that the most frequently occurred errors made by high proficiency
students was phrase structure errors. The other types of errors found were morphology, and
formal misselection respectively.

2. It was found that the most frequently occurred errors made by low proficiency
students was phrase structure errors. The other types of errors found were punctuation errors,
and formal misselection respectively.

3. When the errors made by high proficiency students were compared with these
made by low proficiency students, it was found that most frequently occurred errors made by
both groups of students was phrase structure errors. For high proficiency students, the other
types of errors found were morphology, and formal misselection. For low proficiency students,

the other types of errors found were punctuation errors and formal misselection respectively.



4. It was found that the strategies most frequently used by high proficiency students
was redundancy reduction. The other strategies used were over-elaboration and analogy
respectively.

5. It was found that the strategies most frequently used by low proficiency students
was redundancy reduction. The other strategies used were over-elaboration, and literal
translation respectively.

6. When the strategies used by high proficiency students were compared with these
used by low proficiency students, it was found that strategies most frequently used by both
groups of students was redundancy reduction. The next frequently used strategies chosen by
both groups of students was over-elaboration. For high proficiency students, the other type of
strategies used was analogy. For low proficiency students, the other type of strategies used

was literal translation.



