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ABSTRACT

This study investigates the effects of a short-term error treatment (ET) on IL
errors, with specific attention to the learners’ ungrammatical items. The problem
states “what are the effects of a ET on the learners’ ungrammatical items?””, Are
their ungrammatical items fossilized (in a sense that they are static in nature) or
dynamic after the learners have been exposed to the ET. The data were the learn-
ers’ free compositions collected four times: prior and after the ET and two months
afterwards. They were analyzed quantitatively and qualitatively. The result indi-
cates that the ET changed the state of the learners’ ungrammatical items. They
became so dynamic. At a certain period, some appeared; then due to the ET, some
were destabilized, some were fluctuating, and others were still stabilized. New er-
rors appeared as they started learning to use new grammatical items. The conclu-
sion drawn from this study is that ET can change the state of the learners’ IL
errors; ET contributes to the destabilization process. Errors may persist momen-
tarily but they can be destabilized. The ET still works on the learners who are at
their post puberty. Thus, there is a great possibility for the learners to acquire com-
plete TL grammar since their ungrammatical items are dynamic.

Key words: error treatment, interlanguage, fossilized, stabilization.

ABSTRAK

Kajian ini mengivestigasi efek pemulihan kesalahan pada kesalahan IL, khususnya
gramatika. Problem penelitian yang diajukan adalah ““apa efek pemulihan kesalahan
pada kesahan gramatika pembelajar BA; apakah kesalahan gramatika bersifat
memfosil atau sebaliknya bersifat dinamis setelah pembelajar memperoleh intervensi
pemulihan kesalahan?. Data penelitian ini adalah karangan bebas yang dikumpulkan
sebanyak empat kali: sebelum, sesudah pemulihan kesalahan, dan dua bulan sesudah-
nya. Data dianalisis secara kuantitatif dan kualitatif. Hasil analisis menunjukkan
bahwa pemulihan keslahan mampu merubah kondisi kesalahan gramatika. Mereka
cenderung menjadi dinamis. Pada satu kurun tertentu, kesalahan gramatika muncul;
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kemudian karena proses pemulihan kesalahan, sebagian kesalahan gramatika
menjadi tidak stabil, sebagian berfluktuasi, dan sebagian lainnya tetap stabil (tidak
goyah). Tipe kesalahan baru muncul saat pembelajar memasuki teritori baru
(menggunakan item gramatika baru). Kesimpulannya adalah pemulihan keslahan
dapat merubah kondisi kesalahan gramatika, yaitu mendorong terjadinya proses de-
stabilisasi. Kesalahan tertentu mungkin tidak goyah, namun hanya sementara saja.
Proses pemulihan kesalahan gramatika dapat diaplikasikan pada pembelajar yang
telah melewati masa kritis. Kesalahan gramatika bersifat dinamis sepanjang
pembelajar BA masih tetap dalam proses pembelajaran.

Kata Kunci: pemulihan kesalahan, interlanguage, fosilisasi, destabilisasi.

1. Introduction

All learnersmakeerrorsinlearninganew
language. Their TL alwayscontainserrors. In
genera, sucherrorsareconsidered as“anin-
evitablesgnof humanfdlibility” (Corder 1981:
65). Errorsareinevitablein any learning Stua-
tionwhichrequirescrestivity suchasinlearn-
ingaFL. They arenolonger viewed asmere
deviations but rather asasourcefor studying
the processes/strategiesused by thelearner in
learningthe TL. They are*evidence about the
nature of the processand of therulesused by
the learner at a certain stage in the course’
(Corder 1977: 167). Therefore, if wewant to
study thelearners’ IL system, we shouldfind
cluesto the systemsby analyzing theerrors
they make.

Thisstudy dedswiththeeffectsof anET
onthelearners IL errorsand therelated error
fossilization issue. Han (2004) reviews hun-
dreds of studies of fossilization that have
emerged over the past three decades and
comesto aconclusionthat therearetwo com-
peting viewscan beidentified. Oneview sug-
geststhat ET hasunconvinced vauefor class-
room SLA. Krashen (1982) believesthat there
arepossible parallel's between children’sac-
quistionof their first languageand adult SSLA
and thisled himto suggest that ET hasdubi-
ousvalueintheclassroom. Adultsdo not get

much benefit from error correction; thus, the
role of theteacher isto provide comprehen-
sibleinputswhichlearnerscanwork oninor-
der tomovetothenext stageof L. Mukkatash
(1987) and Thep-Ackrapong (1990) also be-
lievethat thereisnot muchvaueinexplicitand
systematic ET inthecaseof adult FL learning
sincetheir IL errorsarefossilized. Thisview
correspondswith Patkowsky (1980), Johnson
and Newport (1989), and Long (1990) who
believethat a CPindeed existsfor SLA and
consequently FL learners cannot attain TL
grammar sincetheir IL errorsarefosslized.

The opposite view comes from White
(1991), Spada and Lightbown (1993), and
Muranoi (2000) who believethat ET isvery
important in FL learning. It gives positive ef-
fectson FL learning; learnerscan takealot of
benefitsfrom the ET provided by theteach-
ers they candevelopther IL sysemtoahigher
level of accuracy. Thisview correspondswith
Scovel (1988), White and Genesee (1996),
Biaystok (1997), Steinberg et a. (2001), and
Birdsong (2004) who deny the existence of
CPin SLA. They claim that CP may appli-
cablefor theacquisition of phonology but not
for syntax. They believethat grammar islearn-
able at any age and consequently thereisa
possibility for FL learnerstoattain TL gram-
mar.
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Themain research question says“what
aretheeffectsof an ET onthelearners’ un-
grammatica items?Arethey static or dynamic
after the learners have been exposed to the
ET?" Toanswer thisquestion, fivesubsidiary
research questions(Srq.) wereraised, namely:
(1) What kindsof ungrammatical item do the
learnersproducebeforethe ET?(2) What are
theeffectsof aET onthelearners persistent
and non-persistent ungrammatical items?(3)
Wheat isthenature or behavior of thelearners
ungrammatical itemsafter they havebeen ex-
posed to the ET?(4) What cognitivefactors
contributeto the stabilization of thelearners
ungrammatical itemsafter they havebeen ex-
posed to the ET? (5) What classroom aspects
of the ET can contributeto the destabilization
of thelearners ungrammeatical items?

Thisstudy isvery Sgnificant asitcangive
teachersand researchersclear picturesof the
common phenomenausudly occurin FL learn-
ing (i.e. thecommitting of errors, thelL 2 learn-
ing processes, and the phenomenaof error sta-
bilization and destabilization). Theinsghtsde-
rived from thisstudy can contributeto the de-
velopment of thetheory of gpplied linguistics,
especidly totheexigting theorization of IL er-
ror andfosslizationin SLA. Ingenerd, it can
giveinsightsinto several aspectsof adult FL
learning (i.e. theprocessesand the condtraints).

2. Research Methodology

The subjects of the present study were
30 Indones an secondary school studentsgrade
three, (averageagewas 17) who learned En-
glishasaFL. They had beenlearning English
for 7 yearsthrough formal instruction. This
study used ahybrid method, acombination of
aquantitative (error trestment) and aqualita-
tive method. The short-term error treatment
that was conducted to collect the needed data
congtitutesthree stages, namely: preET, ET,
and post ET.

Theresearch wasinitiated by assigning
theresearch subjectsto writeafree composi-

tion (C1) of about 150to 200 words. Toget a
smilar result, they weregiven pointerstowrite
suchasther sudy, parents, daily activities, past
experience, and futureideas. An error analy-
sisor EA (Corder 1982; James 1998) was
carried out on their C1 toidentify thegram-
matica errorsshared mogtly by dl thestudents.
Theresult of EA indicatesthat thelearnerspro-
duced asignificant number (422 cases) of un-
grammatica itemswhich canbeclassfiedinto
8 types. verb, to BE, bound morpheme({-s},
syntactic structure, noun, preposition, pronoun,
andarticle.

TheET (asamethod used to eliminate
thelearners' IL errors) then was conducted
onthese 8 grammatical itemsfor onesemes-
ter. Thiswasintended to seeitseffectsontheir
ungrammatical items; arethey fosslized (ina
sensethat they are static) or dynamic? There
weretwo main classroomactivitiescarried out
during the ET: error correction and explicit
grammar instruction. Each session wasdedi-
cated for the discussion of one grammeatical
item. Thesetwo play acritical rolein FL class-
room, particularly ingrammar acquisitionsince
they create the conditions needed for gram-
mar acquisitionto occur.

Atthepost ET, thelearnerswereassgned
to rewrite their C1 to produce composition
two (C2). Thiswasintended toinvestigatethe
effectsof the ET as an attempt to eliminate
their ungrammatical items. Two monthsafter
the ET, again they were assigned to rewrite
their C1to produce composition three (C3).
In addition, they were a so asked towritean-
other freecomposition with different topicin
order to produce composition four (C4). It was
assumed that they would produce new error
types (different from those they previously
mede) asthey Sarted learningto usenew gram-
matical items. Thesefour compositions(C1,
C2, C3, and C4) constituted the primary data
of thisstudy.

Finaly, aqualitative study (through ob-
servation, debriefing, and interview) wascon-
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duced to collect dataor information needed
to answer the Srg. 4 and 5, that is, the cogni-
tivecausa factorsof error sabilization and the
classroom aspects of the ET which contrib-
uted to error destabilization. Thiswascarried
out throughout the ET sessions.

3. Research Findings and Discussion
3.1 Before the Error Treatment
Theresult of EA on Clindicatesthat the
learners produced asignificant number (422
cases) of ungrammatical items, whichwere
classified into: verb (119 cases), to BE (69
cases), bound morpheme {-s} (68 cases),
sentence structure (65 cases), noun used as
verb, (37 cases) preposition (36 cases), pro-
noun (16 cases), and article (12 cases). Each
of thelearnerscontributed different number of
ungrammetical items. Thehighest number (29
cases) was made by student No. 30 and the
lowest number (5 cases) wasmade by learner
No. 26 and 27. Each learner produced 14
casesin average. Thefrequency of thelearn-
ers’ ungrammatical items before the ET is
showninthechart below.
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Based on these, thewriter concludesthat
thelearners’ EnglishisconsideredasanL.
Ther languagesystemisneither thet of English
nor Indonesian; it containsthee ementsaof both.
Their IL isidiosyncraticin nature; itisdistinct
fromboththeir NL andtheTL. Their IL sys-

tem proved to be systematic (Saville-Troike
2006: 41). The sentences they produced,
though grammati cally unacceptable, werenot
just arandom collection of entities. They ap-
peared to obey certainlinguistic constrains (of
their own). Thus, thisstudy supportsthetheory
that IL issystematic, asproven by researchers
such as Dickerson’s 1975; Beebe 1980; and
Tarone 1988.

The permeability, the susceptibleto the
infiltration by theNL andthe TL rulesor forms
(Yip1995: 12), of thelearners IL isdsoclearly
noticeableinthelearners I1L. Ontheonehand,
thelearners IL Sructureswereinvaded by their
NL asin All subjects | very like. But that |
very like is biology. On the other hand, their
IL followedthe TL rulesbut they distorted them
asin| telled her that I loved her. She holded
my hand and | holded her hand. Their IL
wasidiosyncraticinnature; it wasdistinct from
both their NL (Indonesia) and thetarget lan-
guage (English), asshowninthefigurebelow.

Both of these processes, permesationfrom
thelearners' NL known as NL transfer and
infiltration from the TL known as
overgeneralization, reflect thebas c permeabil -
ity of thelearners' IL. The present research
also supportsthetheory that IL ispermeable
or easly infiltrated by boththeNL andthe TL
linguigticrules, asproven by researchersinthe
1970sto 1980ssuch asDulay 1974; LoCoco
1976; Grauberg 1977; and Wode 1986.

3.2 After the Error Treatment

Thisstudy bascdly tried toinvestigatethe
effectsof an ET onthelearners grammatical
errors and to determine whether they were
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fossilized (in asensethat they were static) or
dynamic after thelearnershave been exposed
tothe ET. Result of the descriptiveand Statis-
tical analysisof thetestsisshownintablebe-
low.

Tabel 1 The Output Sheet for t-test: Paired

Two SampleMeans
Before After Difference
Mean 1423333 4.66667  9.566667
Variance 46.80575 17.74713 3.359837
Observations 30 30 30
Pearson Correlation 0.924045
Hypothesized Mean Difference 0
Degree of Freedom 29
T dtat 15.59563
P(T <=1) 1
T Critical -1.699127

Thetable above showsthat thet- value
ismuch smaller thanthet-Stat. That isto say,
thereisasgnificant difference betweenthetwo
scoresof C1 and C2. Thisdemonstratesthat
the ET givessignificant effectsonthelearners
ungrammeatical itemsas shown in the graph
below.
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Thus, the statistical analysisrevea sthat
the ET gavesignificant effectsonthelearners
ungramméticd items. It changedtheir Sate (na
ture) and stimulated their dynamicity. They
became so dynamic and not stetic. It effec-
tively prevented someungrammeaticd items(i.e

thefuturetense, deletion of BE asauxiliary,
word order, negative construction, subject
omission, preposition omission, and the
conflation of the objectivewith the possessive
pronoun) to reappear. In general, most of the
learnersproduced fewer ungrammatica items;
their IL system developed closer tothe TL. It
meansthat the ET gavethelearnersausable
feedback, providing them with both the posi-
tiveinput and the negativeinput which were
useful for thelearners. They found error cor-
rection combined with explicit grammar in-
struction of agreat value. Thisoutcome sup-
portsmuch of the previousliteratureon ET by
White (1991), Spadaand Lightbown (1993),
and Muranoi (2000), claimingthat L2 learn-
ersgained benefit from ET provided by the
teacher. ET contributed to the devel opment of
thelearners IL system. Thisfinding also sup-
portsBley Vroman's (1990) fundamental dif-
ferencehypothesis(FDH).

Thequantitativeanaysisasoreveasthat
some (142 casesor 33.64%) of thelearners
ungrammética itemsperssted regardlessof the
ET. Withregardsto this, to acertain degree,
this finding corresponds with Mukkatash
(1986) and Thep-Ackrapong (1990) who
confirm that even with systematic ET, IL er-
rorspersist. Thequalitative analysisonthese
persistent errorsindicatesthat they werethe
results of cognitive mechanism suchasNL
transfer, overgeneraization, and smplification
(Selinker, 1977, 1997). Theseillustrate how
thelearnersactivated their interlangud unitwith
these cognitive processesin their attempt to
producetheTL of whichtheir knowledgewas
gtill quitelimited. They relied onthelinguistic
knowledgethey aready acquired either from
their NL or the TL.

Theresult of theinterview (thelearners
were asked to comment on the errors) indi-
catesthat most of their commentsshowed their
relianceto linguistic knowledgethey aready
acquired (either theNL or theTL). In other
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words, thelearners' 1L astheproduct of cog-
nitive process appeared to be much depen-
dentonNL and TL rules. Onething isclear.
Having fewer resourcesat their disposd inthe
TL, they relied ontheknowledgethey aready
knew, either fromtheir NL or the TL to help
them copewith the problem. In onesituation,
they relied extensively ontheir NL; andinan-
other Situation, they reliedonthe TL grammar
they already acquired but did it wrongly by
over generdizingor smplifyingthe TL rules.
They arecommon processesin FL learning or
SLA.

Thewriter, however, believesthat get-
ting stuck at a certain stage in the learning
courseiscommoninFL learninganditisa
temporary condition. Thisis caused by the
learners cognitive constraint (the determined
latent psychologica structurewhichwasacti-
vated whenever they attempt to producethe
TL). Toprovethisassumption, 2 monthsafter
the ET, thelearnerswereasked torewritetheir
C1to produce C3. Theresult indicates that
they produced fewer ungrammetical items (142
casesin C2; 94 casesin C3). Thegraph be-
low shows the comparison of scoresof C1,
C2, and C3, indicating the effectsand the de-
velopment of theungrammatica itemsafter the
ET.

The Effects of STET on the Errors and the Development of Errors
after STET
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Thus, thewriter concludesthat thereisa
possibility to destabilize persstent errorsif the
learnersgain further exposureand input of the
TL. Thelearners stabilized errorscould be

eliminated (destabilized) asshowninthechart
below.
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Thequditativeanalyssreved sthat there
wereobservableclassroom activitiesof theET
which contributed to theerror destabilization.
It was observed that some classroom events
of the ET contributed to theerror destabiliza-
tion, sincethey provided thelearnerswiththe
languageacquistion opportunities. Intheclass-
room, thelearners got adequate input, feed-
back, frequent exposure, explicit grammar
explanation, and they had the opportunity to
practicethetarget language. Thesefiveclass-
room aspectscouldimprovethear TL linguistic
knowledge and gave contribution to theerror
destabilization process. Such classroomingre-
dientsof the ET could promotethelearners
acquisition of grammetical items.

Inadditionto C3, thelearnerswerealso
asked to write another composition (C4) with
anew topic, becauseit was assumed that the
learnerswould make new typesof errors(dif-
ferent from the above mention) asthey started
learning to use new grammatical items. The
assumption wastrue. Thelearners produced
new ungrammetical items(i.e. adverb of man-
ner, preposition—with, The-deletionin super-
lative adjective, that-Clause, the conflation of
the past tense with the past continuousform,
and pseudo passive) intheir C4.

Further analysisindicatesthat asaresult
of theexternal pedagogical intervention, the
perdstent errorschanged their sate: somewere
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C1 C2 C3
Persistent Persistent Persistent
(372) (111 (67)
Non Persistent
(27)
Eradicated
Ungrammatical (17)
Items Non-persistent Non Persistent
(32 : -
Eradicated
(32)
Eradicated
(229)
Non Persistent —  Eradicated
(50) (50)

still persistent, others became non-persistent
(appeared only oncewithin onecomposition);
and therest were eradicated. Thenon persis-
tent errorswerefinally eradicated. New un-
grammatical itemsappeared asthey used new
grammatica items. The pedagogical interven-
tion could changetheir statesasshowninthe
diagram below.

Stabilized

Stabilized

Became Part of the IL System

Fuctuating

Fuctuating

Thelearners ungrammatical items ap-
peared to be so dynamic and were not fossil-
ized (dtatic). Withtheexternd intervention, they
evolved naturally and devel oped closer to the
TL. Inthisway, thelearners IL systemevolves
asaresult of the ET asshowninthediagram
below.

Ungrammatical Items Appeared

—

Destabilized
\

Became Part of TL System

learning to use new rules
and Research Limitation

Destabilized

Became Part of TL System

In thisway, the learners’ IL system evolved asthe result of the ET.
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4.1 Conclusion

Several conclusionscan bedrawn from
thisstudy. Firstly, the ET (acombination of
error correction and explicit grammar instruc-
tion) can changethe state of thelearners’ un-
grammatical items. It contributesto the desta-
bilization processsinceit providesthelearn-
erswithinput, feedback, grammar explana-
tion, and the opportunity to practice. All these
classroom eventsof the ET arefacilitativefor
the destabilization processtotakeplace. ET
iscritical for thelearnerswho mostly acquire
Englishmerely through classroomingtruction.

Theimportanceof ET inFL learningis
derived fromthefact that IL errorsmust and
adwaysexiginFL learning. They areinevitable
part of learning process. We cannot avoid or
prevent their existence sincethe making of er-
rorishuman nature. The ET isproved to have
contribution to thedestabilization of thelearn-
ers ungrammeatical items;, thepersstent errors
aremerely atemporary plateau and not aper-
manent condition. It isfeasiblethat theseer-
rorsfinally can be destabilized at some point
and under certain conditions(i.e. thelearners
still get further input and exposuretothe TL).
The error destabilization takes place when
learnerscanincorporaienew learningitemsinto
their developing language systemor IL sys-
tem.

Secondly, the ET stimulates the
dynamicity of thelearners’ ungrammetical
items. At aparticular stageof FL learning, un-
grammatical itemsappear. Asaresult of the
ET, someof theungrammatical itemstendto
stabilize; sometend to destabilize; and others
fluctuate. Thefluctuating ungrammatica items
arelikely to destabilize and the stabilized er-
rorsarelikely to be destabilized. Other new
IL errorsarelikely to appear when thelearn-
ersstart learning to use new rules. Thelearn-
ers ungrammatical itemsremaindynamic as
they continuelearningthelanguage. They keep
evolving naturaly aslearning or ET provision
continues.

Han (2004) theorized that stabilized er-
rorscan be good candidatesfor fossilization.
Nevertheless, thiscan only happen under the
conditionthat learnersstop learning or having
inadequateinput and exposuretothe TL. Lan-
guageexposureand input arevery critical for
interim grammar to develop. When learners
stop learning, the destabilization processstops
andthelL errorsbecomefixed. Onthe con-
trary, whenlearnerscontinuelearning thelan-
guage, the destabilization process keepson
going; IL errorschangether natureandfinaly
become part of TL system. Thus, duetothe
pedagogicd intervention, thelearners ungram-
matica itemsevolvenaturally, developing to-
wardscomplete TL grammar.

Thirdly, the ET still worksfor thelearn-
erswho areat their post puberty (post CP); in
other words, grammatical itemsarelearnable
at their post puberty. Thelearners capability
of learning syntax doesnot declineat their post
CP Itisnot impossibleto destabilizethelearn-
ers persistent ungrammatical itemswhenre-
quirementsfor languageacquistionarefulfilled.
Thisisan accord with the hypothesiswhich
statesthat thereisno CPfor the acquisition of
syntax of aforeign language. They may get
stuck temporarily dueto cognitive constraint
and duetothelearners individua differences
or thenature of thegrammatical feeturesthem-
selves. Stabilization and destabilization com-
monly occur in SLA aslong asthelearners
have not yet reached the TL system. Sucha
natural persistenceto thenew system (stabili-
zation) can be overcome by further exposure
to and hours of practice of the grammatical
itemsinvolved.

Findly, thewriter concludesthat thelearn-
ers ungrammatical itemsaredynamic.Ata
particular point of learning course, thelearn-
ers ungrammeatical itemsmay get stabilized
temporarily; but they arenot fossilized. The
learners persistent errorsare just atempo-
rary and not apermanent condition. Thereisa
possihility to destabilizethelearners persis-
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tent errors at some point provided that the
learnersaredtill learning thelanguage. Their
ungrammatical itemsmay betemporarily sta-
bilized sncestabilizationisanatural learning
process. Thus, following Selinker and
Lakshamanan’s(1992) distinction betweenthe
termsfosslization and stabilization, thewriter
isof theview that theterm stabilization rather
than fossilization ismore appropriate to de-
scribethelearning condition of FL learnerswho
ceasetodevelop their IL systeminaparticu-
lar stage of their learning course.

4.2 Research Limitation and Direction for

Future Research

There are several limitations of the
present study. One particular limitation of this
study isthat thereis no separation between
error correction and explicit grammar expla
nation. The ET conductedinthisresearchisa
combination of error correction and explicit
grammar instruction. It isconcluded that the
combination of thetwowasbeneficial for the
learnersSLA. Inother words, theeffect of error
correctionisnot investigated separately from
theeffect of explicit grammar explanation. Itis
not clear whether the error correction or ex-
plicit grammar instruction or both lead to the
resultsobtained. Futureresearchers, therefore,
aresuggested toinvestigate thetwo variables
separately to makeclear how eachvariableis
beneficia for classroom SLA.

Thesecond limitation isthat this study
dedlswithIL errorswithinagroup of learners
(macro-analysis), that isto say, it doesnot take
into account theindividual differencesof the
learners. Itisakind of macro-analysiswhich

reflects condition of learnersin general. Fu-
tureresearchersare recommended to conduct
adetailed micro-analysisby considering indi-
vidua differencesof thelearners. Microscopic
andyssof individud learnerswill providevery
uniqueins ghtsinto the complexity and multi
factorswhichinvolvein classoom SLA.

Finally, a limitation is placed on the
generdizability of theresultsachievedinthis
study. Thisstudy used arelatively small num-
ber of grammatical features(8 error types) as
well asasmall number of learners (30 stu-
dents); therefore, it istoo early to claim that
theresultscan begeneraizedto al grammati-
cal featuresandtodl L2 learners. Theresults
canbegenerdized only tothesamegrammatica
featuresand to FL learnerswith moreor less
the same characteristicswith the subjects. Any
how, thisisacase study and thefindingsof a
case study cannot necessarily be generalized
to other learners. Rather, it isuseful to com-
parethefindingswith other casestudiesinor-
der to search for useful general principles.

No researchiswithout limitation. Future
research, therefore, should consider theabove
research limitations in order to gain more
satisfactory results. Therearestill other top-
ics, onsimilar areawhich seem quite signifi-
cant to investigate. Such studieswill be quite
useful for theimprovement for Englishteach-
ing and learning, especidly inIndonesian con-
text and at Junior and senior High School lev-
éls. Theknowledgeand insightsderived from
such studieswill certainly helpimprovethe
quality of theteachers, researchers, and text-
bookswriters.
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