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Common Errors in EFL Students’ Writing on Facebook 

Fransiska Retno Ambar Sari 

 

Abstract 

 

Social media has now been widely spread and used by many people 

around the world, including students. The massive development of 

technology makes the use of Computer Mediated Communication (CMC) 

as a media of learning language has also improved. However, there is a 

need to conduct more studies on errors that students committed in CMC. 

This study examines common errors some EFL students made when 

writing sentences on Facebook. A case study methodology was employed 

to analyze the causal relationship of the common errors. This study found 

that students had the greatest problem in verb tense, followed by article, 

pronoun, preposition, capitalization, sentence fragment, subject-verb 

agreement, word order, and spelling. The other types of problems faced by 

the students were punctuation, word choice, verb, singular/plural, word 

form, sentence structure, interjection, and subject and verb omission. The 

result might imply that interlingual or transfer error and intralingual error 

or developmental errors have caused the errors. Apparently, students were 

influenced by their first language, Bahasa Indonesia when writing on the 

target language, English. 

 

Key words: writing, error analysis, interlingual error, Facebook, CMC, EFL learners 
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Introduction 

 Writing is a fundamental activity that has never been apart from human being‟s 

life. Ever since nine thousands years ago, people have been acquainted with writing as 

shown by some symbols acknowledged as graphic system of writing found on ancient 

slates (Anitei, 2008). As time goes by, the media of writing is developed. Unlike the past 

time when people wrote on the surface of slates or caves, in AD 105  paper was invented 

in China (Williams, 2006) and people started to write on  a piece of paper. In America, 

since 1968, when technologies have developed and internet had invented, people started 

to use more sophisticated media to write and send messages throughout the world. In 

Indonesia itself, the era of internet started in 1990s (Pacarita website, 2014). Currently, 

people also use computer-based media to write, such as computers, mobile phones, ipad, 

blackberry, and so forth in their everyday lives. 

 In terms of education, technology also takes a big part in the learning process at 

school. Nowadays, students cannot merely rely on printed papers; they need more 

dynamic language learning. Students, who were born in 1990s when the era of internet 

started in Indonesia, are digital natives. These digital natives are very familiar with 

technology since they were born. Pritchard (2007) argues that: 

With the growing awareness of the theory associated with learning and a growing interest 

in the ways that new technologies might change the way that teachers teach and children 
learn, there is scope, perhaps even a real need, to look at what is currently known about 

learning, especially in relation to the new possibilities afforded by Information and 

Communications Technologies (ICTs). (p.2)  

In other words, Pritchard believes that teachers need to start using technology to develop 

their language learning teaching in order to engage those digital native students. 
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 One of the most popular technologies nowadays is Facebook. Launched in 

February 2004, Facebook has more than 1,280,000,000 registered users (Ajmera, 2014). 

Basically, Facebook offers some features which allow its users to post their pictures, 

writings, or videos. Those posts will then be published and can be seen by the other users 

of Facebook. Other users may also give some feedback to the posts (Kao and Craigie, 

2014). 

 Beside its function to enhance social life, Facebook can also be used as a tool for 

language learning process (Hyland & Hyland, 2006). Al-Shehri (2011) made a survey of 

33 male students of Saudi Arabian University majoring English which resulted that the 

students enjoyed using English on Facebook. Their ability to organize ideas and thoughts 

from various sources was also enhanced. Another study comes from Shih (2011) who 

implemented the Facebook-integrated blended learning model which resulted that all 

three groups of participants showed significant improvement in paragraph organization, 

vocabulary, spelling, grammar, and content. Both studies show that Facebook can create 

a relaxing atmosphere which may enhance students to learn English as their target 

language.   

 Previous studies show that students may develop linguistic features after learning 

language through digital technologies. In order to use Facebook, one of those digital 

technologies to teach language, teachers need to know what common grammatical 

mistakes the students make when writing on Facebook and plausible causes of those 

errors. By having the awareness of those mistakes and causes, teachers are expected to be 

able to anticipate the students‟ grammatical mistakes and be prepared to develop better 
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strategies in language teaching. This study analyzes students‟ common errors in writing 

sentences on one of those digital technologies, Facebook. From that objective, the 

research question of this study was formulated as “What common errors do Indonesian 

EFL students make in writing status on Facebook?” 

 This research is necessary to be completed because there may not be many studies 

yet about error analysis in social media, especially Facebook. For English teachers, it is 

important to improve one‟s knowledge in delivering materials and to provide a sheer-

dynamic lesson of English learning for future students who are so called as digital-natives 

by using more sophisticated media. It is expected that this study may give broader view 

in teaching English as a foreign language by using online media. 

Writing and Grammar 

 Writing is a skill that requires numerous practices. Like the other language skills, 

writing is not something that people were born with. Instead, it is something that must be 

achieved with some efforts. Lorch (1984) believes that: 

Writing well is not an inherited ability, although some people do learn to write sooner 

and with greater ease than others. Writing well is not a talent, although some particular 

kinds of writing – poems, plays, and fiction – do require talent. Writing well is a skill that 

almost everyone has the capacity to develop. (p.7) 

Thus, in order to develop their writing skills, people need to practice writing frequently 

and cannot expect to suddenly being good writers in one night. Even, it may not enough 

for students to only practice writing in the classroom setting (Dörnyei & Murphey, 2003; 

Van Lier, 1996; and Warschauer, 1997). 
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 As well as the importance of frequent practice of writing, the awareness of the 

linguistic features of writing cannot be neglected. In fact, the linguistic awareness in 

writing needs more than grammar comprehension of its theory; in writing people need to 

apply the grammatical features in their minds into structured sentences (Lorch, 1984 and 

Collins and Gentner, 1980). Stevick (1982) stated that grammar,”… is a way of telling as 

accurately and clearly as possible, just how a particular language arranges its smaller 

forms – its word stems, prefixes, suffixes, intonation, and the like – within its larger 

constructions such as words, clauses, and sentences.” (p.187) In other words, grammar 

makes every word, clause, and sentence meaningful. 

Computer-Supported Writing 

 Digital technologies, seemingly, can provide the need of various tasks in writing, 

including grammar. First, the use of computers may encourage students to write more 

extensively (Warschauer et al., 2013). A study established by Goldberg et al. (2013) 

found that computer-supported writing is more iterative than paper-based writing, 

meaning that computer-supported writing can promote a greater amount of writing 

among students than paper-based writing can. As students have greater chances to write, 

their writing skills may also be enhanced. Second, students may benefit from software 

equipped in computers, such as automated writing evaluation and dictionary (Warschauer 

et al., 2013). From that benefit, students may show greater gains in producing better 

writing, especially in developing ideas and content and mastering writing conventions 

including grammar. Third, computer-supported writing may increase the sense of 
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ownership and authority (Kessler et al., 2012) as cited in Warschauer et al. (2014). As 

new digital technologies permit students to publish their work to real audience, their 

sense of ownership may be developed. This might make students to be more aware of 

what they write and to perform better in computer-supported writing than in paper-based 

writing. 

Computer Mediated Communication (CMC) 

 Unlike Face to Face (FtF) conversation, CMC uses technology as a media of two 

people or more to communicate. CMC has two different forms: synchronous and 

asynchronous (Hyland, 2003 in Sumakul, 2014). Synchronous takes place when people 

conduct an interaction at the same time, while asynchronous in a delayed time. In 

Facebook, CMC can occur both in synchronous or asynchronous form. In synchronous 

form, users can simultaneously comment on each others‟ post.  In asynchronous form, 

users may give comments two hours later, for example. 

 There are some advantages of using CMC in the language learning process for 

both teachers and students:  first, CMC allows students not only to fulfill assignments 

given by the teacher, but CMC also gives them a chance to interact with their friends 

(Smith, 2003) and to negotiate to achieve an agreement (Pica, 1994), or even to enhance 

their friends‟ performance by giving peer feedback spontaneously which may not occur 

in the isolation form of learning (Vygotsky, 1978; Mazer, Murphy, & Simonds, 2007; 

Barrs, 2012; and AbuSeileek and Abualsha‟r, 2014); second, the use of CMC helps 

teachers to understand the students‟ language learning process and socialization in online 
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interactions (Shin, 2006);  and third, both teacher and students will feel less threatened as 

they do not face each other directly while doing the tasks (Kroll, 1990; Smith, 2004; and 

Blake, 2008). 

Error Analysis 

 Wu and Garza (2014) define error analysis as an approach to examine second or 

foreign language learners‟ performance whether it is written or spoken. Corder (1967) 

believes that error analysis important because it shows the state of the learners‟ 

knowledge.  Moreover, it can be used to measure someone‟s competency in acquiring a 

language. According to Corder (1981) as cited in Wu & Garza (2014), for teachers, they 

can use error analysis to understand students‟ current level in the language learning. By 

understanding the students‟ current level in learning the language, teachers should be able 

to revise the following lessons to fit in the students‟ proficiency. For students themselves, 

they can use error analysis as a learning tool to improve their language skills. 

 There are two major causes of errors from the learners‟ written and oral 

performance: intralingual/ developmental error and interlingual/ transfer error (Brown, 

2000). Richards (1974) as cited in Wu & Garza (2014) explains that intralingual/ 

developmental errors happen when learners overgeneralize the structure of the target 

language with their mother tongue, for example “He can sings”, “We are hope”, and “It is 

occurs”. Meanwhile, interlingual/ transfer errors refer to the negativity of the learners‟ 

first language interference. It might happen when learners directly translate the second or 

foreign language with their first language habits (Selinkker, 1974 in Wu & Garza, 2014). 
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Previous Studies 

 The study of error analysis has been conducted throughout years to analyze 

students‟ current level of acquiring a language. In EFL context, Sawalmeh (2013) 

investigated 32 English students whose first language is Arabic. All participants were 

students who graduated from Saudi secondary schools and joined the Preparatory Year 

Program at University of Ha'il. Sawalmeh used the participants‟ written essays in English 

language to identify and classify them into different categorizations. The results show 

that the Arabic speakers in this study committed ten common errors. These errors are: (1) 

verb tense, (2) word order, (3) pronoun, (4) subject-verb agreement, (5) double negatives, 

(6) spellings, (7) capitalization, (8) articles, (9) sentence fragments, and (10) prepositions. 

 Another study in an EFL context comes from Wu and Garza (2014). They studied 

five 6th grade EFL students in an elementary school in Taiwan whose first language is 

Mandarin Chinese. To collect the data, the participants were asked to submit their writing 

weekly for twelve weeks through email. The result shows 23 error categories made by the 

participants. Those errors were classified into five types of errors: (1) grammatical errors, 

(2) lexical errors, (3) semantic errors, (4) mechanics errors, and (5) intelligible errors. 

The error categories are as follows: (1) preposition, (2) article, (3) singular/plural, (4) 

adjective, (5) adverb, (6) relative clause, (7) verb tense, (8) noun, (9) pronoun, (10) word 

form, (11) verb, (12) subject-verb agreement, (13) fragment, (14) sentence structure, (15) 

coordination, (16) subject omission, (17) verb omission, (18) interjection, (19) word 

choice, (20) punctuation, (21) capitalization, (22) spelling, and (23) if any. 
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The Study 

 This study adopted a case study methodology in which analytical and holistic 

explanation are seen important to the study. The study looked at different perspectives 

and established a causal relationship to support the internal validity of the study.  

Participants 

 The participants of this study consisted of three students of two different high 

schools in Salatiga, Indonesia. One student was from a state senior high school and two 

students were from a state vocational high school. Participants spoke Bahasa Indonesia 

and Javanese as their first languages. They were learning English as a foreign language at 

school. Student 1 was learning English for 6 hours per week in her school, while Student 

2 and Student 3 were learning English for 1.5 hours per week in their school. In learning 

English at school, the participants were attending typical English classes in Indonesia 

which employ formal exercises. In this context, they had very limited opportunities to 

communicate in English outside school.  

 These participants were of the same age, 17 years old. They had developed certain 

level of language proficiency in using English as a foreign language. At their level, they 

already learnt about simple past tense, present tense, and future tense which are going to 

be used in order to complete several activities in this study. Hence, they were able to 

produce data for analysis. Moreover, the participants were active in using Facebook for 

they accessed Facebook at least two times per day (DiVall and Kirwin, 2012).  They were 

also willing to produce three writing samples per week for three weeks (9 samples per 
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participant) without expecting any extra points for their academic grades. This selection 

was to prevent the inaccurate data collection which might have occurred due to the 

unsatisfied participants who expected particular rewards for joining the study. 

 In this study, the participants were asked to publish their writing samples on 

Facebook. By publishing their writing samples in a digital media, the participants had 

chances to benefit and to improve their writing from the computer software. Student 1 

and Student 2 made their writing samples in Microsoft Office Word which has automated 

writing evaluation first, before they uploaded them on Facebook. The use of the software 

might have reduced the number of their mechanical errors in writing. Furthermore, 

Student 1, Student 2, and Student 3 stated that they used digital dictionary in the 

computer and internet to ease them in finding words they did not recognize in English. 

These benefits might not be found in paper-based writing tasks. 

Data Collection Instrument 

  This study employed students‟ writing samples to gather the information of 

common errors committed by the students. A series of writing activities was designed to 

collect the students‟ writing samples. At the end of the study, there were 27 writing 

samples of the three participants collected. Each writing sample consisted of 60 – 200 

words. The topics of the writing were adopted from Lorch (1984). There were three 

activities given each week: in Activity 1 of each week, the participants were asked to 

write about their past experiences (recount text); in Activity 2, the participants were 

asked to write about the topic given in one stop writing – the participants did not stop 
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writing in five minutes; in Activity 3, the participants were asked to write expository and 

argumentative writing. The various topics given each week were aimed to examine 

various linguistic features used by the participants. Moreover, the systematization of each 

week‟s topics was aimed to get constant use of particular tenses each week. In Activity 1, 

the participants likely used past tense; in Activity 2, present tense; in Activity 3, modals 

or future tense. Thus, the researcher might have gotten approximately equal amount of 

the use of past tense, present tense, and future tense to analyze. 

 To attain the participants‟ background information, a demographic information 

form was assigned for each participant. The participants were also interviewed to 

investigate their writing process, from the planning until the publication of their writing 

samples. 

Data Collection Procedures 

 The participants were asked to write a paragraph three times a week for three 

weeks. The participants submitted their writing samples on Facebook. The researcher 

then monitored the participants‟ work on Facebook. Eventually, the research collected the 

participants‟ writing samples from Facebook. 

Data Analysis Procedure 

 After the data collection, the next steps of error analysis were followed. First, 

each student‟s writing was examined word by word and sentence by sentence by one of 

the English Department‟s lecturers who is an American native speaker of English and had 

taught in the faculty for more than 15 years. Then, the researcher classified the error 
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categories of all writing samples based on Sawalmeh (2013), while the other types of 

errors were classified in „other’ based on Garza and Wu (2014). Third, the researcher 

counted the number of errors and converted it into percentage to examine the 

occurrences. After that, the researcher analyzed the data and the factors caused those 

errors based on Richards (1974) and Selinkker (1974). There are two ways in 

constructing plausible causes of errors: first, ask the participants to say what they 

intended in their mother tongue and then translate their utterance into target language, 

and second, attempt an interpretation of their utterance based on its linguistic and 

situational context (Corder, 1981). Because the participants were not available for 

consultation, this study employed the second way, interpreting participants‟ utterances 

based on their linguistic and situational context. 

Results 

 The results of this study are presented based on the research question of “What 

common errors do Indonesian EFL students make in writing status on Facebook?” The 

ten grammatical errors were categorized by Sawalmeh (2013) and the other types of 

errors were classified by Wu and Garza (2014). In the writing samples, there are some 

sentences which contain more than one type of errors in one sentence. In order to ease the 

readers in recognizing the errors, the researcher only analyzes one type of errors in one 

sentence. 
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Overall Students’ Common Errors 

Of the 27 writing samples from the three students, the study analyzed ten 

grammatical errors and the other types of errors. Table 1 shows the types of errors, the 

number of errors and proportion of incorrectness from total words from ten grammatical 

errors as classified by Sawalmeh (2013). 

Table 1: Ten Grammatical Errors of the Three Students 

Linguistic Feature 

 
Proportion of 

incorrectness from 

total words 

 
Frequency Rank Order 

  

Verb Tense 41 1.9 % 1 

Article 37 1.7 % 2 

Pronoun 29 1.3 % 3 

Preposition 23 1.0 % 4 

Capitalization 18 0,8 % 5 

Sentence Fragment 14 0.6 % 6 

Subject-verb Agreement 9 0.4 % 7 

Word Order 7 0.3 % 8 

Spelling 6 0.3 % 9 

Double Negative - - - 

Others 203 9.2 % 

 

 Of the ten error classifications, this study found that students had the greatest 

problem in verb tense (1.9 %), followed by article (1.7 %), pronoun (1.3%), preposition 

(1.0 %), capitalization (0.8 %), sentence fragment (0.6 %), subject-verb agreement (0.4 
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%), word order and spelling (0.3 %). Although some double negative errors were found 

in Arab students in Sawalmeh (2013), there were no double negative errors in this study.  

 The common errors shown in Table 1 might suggest that students committed 

interlingual errors. They may be influenced by the structure of their first language, 

Bahasa Indonesia. This might have made the students not aware of the use of the 

grammatical features in English. For example, in Excerpt 1, the student mistakenly 

described the features of a fish in present continuous tense, which implies an action that 

is currently happening, instead of in simple present tense for stating a fact. 

 Excerpt 1 

 Error  : It’s breathing with gills and it‟s swimming with fins. 

 Correct form : It breathes with gills and it swims with fins. 

Bahasa Indonesia does not have verb tense in its structure. Specifically, Bahasa Indonesia 

does not change the form of verb to differentiate a fact and an action. Meanwhile, in 

English, to state a fact or a nature of a thing, the verb of the sentence must be in simple 

present tense. 

 The second most frequent error committed by the students was found in article. In 

article error, students sometimes forgot to add an article before a noun, as shown in 

Excerpt 2. 

 Excerpt 2 

 Error  : Fish is slippery. 

 Correct form : A fish is slippery. 
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 The error might be caused by the interference of the students‟ first language, 

Bahasa Indonesia. Bahasa Indonesia does not have articles. An article for an animal in 

Bahasa Indonesia has the meaning of „seekor‟. Thus, it is uncommon to say “Seekor ikan 

itu licin,” [A fish is slippery] instead it will be more common to say “Ikan itu licin’ [Fish 

is slippery] in Bahasa Indonesia. 

 The third most frequent error committed by the students was found in pronoun. In 

pronoun, students sometimes forgot to add pronoun as a subject of a clause. Excerpt 3 

show that one of the students did not put „it‟ as the subject of the clause she wrote. 

 Excerpt 3 

 Error  : Sometimes a fish looks cute but sometimes looks disgusting. 

 Correct form : Sometimes a fish looks cute but sometimes it looks disgusting. 

 As Excerpt 3 shows, the student omitted the word „it‟ as the pronoun of „a fish’ 

and the subject of the clause. This might happen because the student was influenced by 

the structure of her first language, Bahasa Indonesia. In Bahasa Indonesia, it is more 

common to say “Kadang-kadang ikan itu terlihat lucu tapi kadang-kadang terlihat 

menjijikkan” [Sometimes a fish looks cute but sometimes looks disgusting] rather than 

“Kadang-kadang ikan itu terlihat lucu tapi kadang-kadang ikan itu terlihat menjijikan” 

[Sometimes a fish looks cute but sometimes it looks disgusting]. That might because in 

Bahasa Indonesia, there is an unwritten agreement to construct effective sentences. It 

means that there is no need to repeat a word that points the same meaning and has been 

stated before in one sentence.  
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 However, the ten classifications by Sawalmeh (2013) did not cover all of the 

mistakes made by the participants. In fact, there are still many other mistakes which 

cannot be included in those ten classifications. Because of the large number of those 

mistakes, there is a need to classify the other mistakes into a different classification. The 

other classifications were then categorized based on the study done by Wu and Garza 

(2014). 

 Table 2 classifies the errors under „others‟ from Table 1. The classification was 

categorized by Wu and Garza (2014) in the Journal of Language Teaching and Research. 

Table 2 shows the types of errors, the number of errors, and the proportion of 

incorrectness from total words. 

Table 2: The Other Errors of the Three Students 

Linguistic Feature 

  Proportion of 

incorrectness from 

total words 

 

Frequency Rank Order 

  

Punctuation 59 2.7 % 1 

Word choice 48 2.2 % 2 

Verb 36 1.6 % 3 

Singular/plural 33 1.5 % 4 

Word form 11 0.5 % 5 

Sentence Structure 7 0.3 % 6 

Interjection 7 0.3 % 7 

Subject and verb omission 2 0.1 % 8 
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 Table 2 suggests that students had the greatest number of problems in punctuation 

(2.7 %), followed by word choice (2.2 %), verb (1.6 %), singular/plural (1.5 %), word 

form (0.5 %), sentence structure (0.3 %), interjection (0.3 %), subject and verb omission 

(0.1 %). 

 Table 2 indicates that students had greatest problem in punctuation. There are 

some punctuation problems which might be caused by interlingual or transfer error, while 

the others might be caused by the students‟ lack of awareness in using punctuation. 

Excerpt 4 indicates the interlingual or transfer error. 

 Excerpt 4 

 Error  : It means, I have to do it now.  

 Correct form : It means I have to do it now. 

In Excerpt 4, the student seems to be influenced by her first language when translating 

the sentence. In Bahasa Indonesia, it is common to say “Itu berati, aku harus 

melakukannya sekarang” [It means, I have to do it now]. However, in English, she should 

not have added a comma after the word means [It means I have to do it now]. 

 The other possibility of punctuation error is caused by the lack of awareness of 

the punctuation use by the students themselves, as shown in Excerpt 5. 

 Excerpt 5 

 Error  : How do we handle it?? 

 Correct form : How do we handle it? 
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The Excerpt 5 shows that the student made the error of punctuation by putting double 

question marks. The error indicates that the student might have not been aware of the use 

of punctuation. In fact, it only needs a single question mark to form a correct punctuation 

in the sentence. 

 The second most frequent error was found in word choice. The error might also 

be caused by the interference of the first language language of the students. One example 

of the word choice errors is shown in Excerpt 6. 

 Excerpt 6 

 Error  : It made me so dizzy and distracted.  

 Correct form : It made me so upset and distracted. 

In Excerpt 6, the student might have meant her emotion [upset] which was not in a good 

condition, not her health [dizzy]. Instead, in Excerpt 6 the student seems to mistakenly 

use the word „dizzy‟. This might be caused by the interference of Bahasa Indonesia as the 

first language of the student. In Bahasa Indonesia, whether to state a bad condition of 

emotion or to state a bad condition of health, the word used is „pusing‟. As Excerpt 6 

shown, it appears that the student might not be able to differentiate the use of the word 

„pusing‟ to state an emotional condition or a healthy condition in English. 

 The third most frequent error was found in verb. The error might be caused by the 

interlingual error or the interference of the first language and the intralingual or 

development error. One example of the verb errors which might be caused by interlingual 

error is shown in Excerpt 7. 
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 Excerpt 7 

 Error  : Are you broken heart? 

 Correct form : Have you had a broken heart? 

Excerpt 7 shows that the student directly translated the sentence with the structure of her 

first language, Bahasa Indonesia. She might have meant it to say “Apakah kamu pernah 

patah hati?” [Have you had a broken heart?]. Instead, she translated it directly into 

English to be “Are you broken heart?” [Apakah kamu seorang patah hati?]. 

 Meanwhile, the intralingual or developmental error is shown in Excerpt 8. 

 Excerpt 8 

 Error  : It‟s have a nice fragrance. 

 Correct form : It has a nice fragrance. 

Excerpt 8 indicates that the student overgeneralized the sentence. She overgeneralized the 

verb „have‟ to „is have’. In English, to use the word „verb‟ in simple present tense, we do 

not need to add any to be. The word „have‟ should be added with suffix „s‟ and changed 

to be „has’ instead. 

 The fourth most frequent error was found in singular/plural. The error might be 

caused by the interlingual error or the interference of the first language, Bahasa 

Indonesia. In Excerpt 9, the student made a mistake in singular/plural for not being aware 

of the use of plural form to the word „scene‟ 
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 Excerpt 9 

 Error  : This flower usually dominates Japanese movie scene. 

 Correct form : This flower usually dominates Japanese movie scenes. 

Bahasa Indonesia does have a certain format to state a plural noun; whether by adding the 

word „banyak‟ or by repeating the word (e.g: bunga-bunga, rumah-rumah, and so on). 

However, in Bahasa Indonesia, it is not common to say “Bunga ini biasanya 

mendominasi adegan-adegan film” [This flower usually dominates Japanese movie 

scenes]. It is more common to say “Bunga ini biasanya mendominasi adegan film” [This 

flower usually dominates Japanese movie scene] in Bahasa Indonesia. 

 The fifth most frequent error was found in word form. Excerpt 10 indicates that 

the student might have not been aware of the use of word form. This might happen as the 

result of the interference of the student‟s first language, Bahasa Indonesia. 

 Excerpt 10 

 Error  : And with big of proud, my group got the second place. 

 Correct form : And with great pride, my group got the second place. 

In English, to form the sentence of “Penuh dengan rasa bangga, kelompokku 

mendapatkan juara kedua”, the student must have changed the verb „proud‟ to be „pride‟. 

„Proud‟ is an adjective and „pride‟ is a noun. In the sentence, the role of „pride‟ is not as 

an adjective anymore; it has become a noun. Meanwhile, In Bahasa Indonesia, whatever 

the role of the word „bangga‟ is, the form of the word will remain the same. Excerpt 10 
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suggests that the student applied the rule in Bahasa Indonesia in translating the sentence 

in English which resulted interlingual error. 

 Overall, Table 1 and Table 2 show that the number of errors in other types of 

errors by Wu and Garza (2014) is larger than the number of ten errors classified by 

Sawalmeh (2013). The larger number of the error classification in the other types of 

errors (Wu & Garza, 2014) might indicate that EFL students in Indonesia develop 

different problems with the Arab students in the study done by Sawalmeh (2013).  

Interlingual Error of Indonesian Students 

 Reflecting to the results of this study, it is necessary to find the cause of the errors 

committed by students because “only when we know why an error has been produced, we 

can set about correcting it in a systematic way.” (Corder, 1981, p. 52). The results of this 

study further confirm Wu and Garza (2014) and Corder (1981) that interlingual error 

might be the main plausible cause of those errors. Interlingual or transfer error occurs as 

the result of the interference of the learners‟ mother tongue nature (Selinkker, 1974 in 

Wu & Garza, 2014). Corder (1981), a professor of applied linguistics, believes that this 

interlingual error might be triggered by formal exercises in the classroom. He stated 

that,” … [such] activity in the classroom does not offer us a representative sample of 

material on which to base an adequate account of the learners‟ knowledge...” (p. 68). It 

means that students might form false hypotheses of the target language, either because 

the data is insufficient or they mislead the information about the language from those 
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formal exercises. Ultimately, the students‟ first language will take part in interfering the 

process of structuring those hypotheses.  

 However, such conditions were carried by the three participants in this study. The 

three participants were attending typical English classes in Indonesia where formal 

exercises were the main activities in the classroom. Teachers give explanation of the 

materials, students take notes, and then students are assigned formal exercises. Also, the 

participants in this study only had limited opportunities to use English outside classroom 

because they lived in an EFL country where English is not used as a means of daily 

communication. These conditions might have led them to form false hypotheses and to be 

influenced by the language they already knew –their mother tongue– Bahasa Indonesia. It 

may be said then, that such typical classes might hardly accommodate Indonesian 

students in learning English as a foreign language.  

Conclusion 

 Overall, this study produced data that examine and analyze the causal relationship 

of common errors students make when writing on Facebook. This study was aimed to 

present numbers of common errors committed by students and to find some possible 

causes of those errors. From the ten grammatical errors classified by Sawalmeh (2013), it 

appears that students had the greatest problem in verb tense (1.9 %), followed by article 

(1.7 %), pronoun (1.3%), preposition (1.0 %), capitalization (0.8 %), sentence fragment 

(0.6 %), subject-verb agreement (0.4 %), word order and spelling (0.3 %). Although 

some double negative errors were found in Arab students in Sawalmeh (2013), there were 
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no double negative errors in this study. The absence of double negative might be because 

students did not use any negative words in their writing.  

 However, the ten classifications by Sawalmeh (2013) did not cover all of the 

mistakes made by the participants. In fact, there are still many other mistakes which 

cannot be included in those ten classifications. The other types of mistakes were then 

categorized based on the study done by Wu and Garza (2014). From that classification, it 

shows that students had the greatest number of problems in punctuation (2.7 %), followed 

by word choice (2.2 %), verb (1.6 %), singular/plural (1.5 %), word form (0.5 %), 

sentence structure (0.3 %), interjection (0.3 %), subject and verb omission (0.1 %). From 

the two classifications, it shows that the number of errors classified by Wu and Garza 

(2014) is larger than the number of ten errors classified by Sawalmeh (2013). The greater 

number of Wu & Garza classification (2014) might indicate that EFL students in 

Indonesia may develop different problems with the Arab students in the study done by 

Sawalmeh (2013). 

 The use of technologies seems to benefit the students in paying more attention of 

what they write, feeling motivated to publish their work for real audience, decreasing the 

mechanical errors and exploring new words in the target language, English. However, it 

appears that the common errors students committed might have been mostly caused by 

the interlingual error or the interference of the students‟ first language. Such results are 

consistent with the previous study (Wu & Garza, 2014); showing that referring to the first 

language had become a strategy for the students to arrange sentences in English which 

resulted interlingual error. It is interesting to note, however, that this error might be 
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triggered by formal exercises in the classroom attended by those EFL students (Corder, 

1981).  

 Based on this result, there is an urgent need for EFL teachers, specifically in 

Indonesia, to modify their typical English teaching. Teachers should put grammatical 

learning in context, not only in theory or in formal exercises. Teaching grammatical 

features only on theory level may lead some misconceptions for students, such as 

intralingual error and interlingual error as it is presented in this study. To be able to write 

in English, students need to apply the grammatical features in their minds into structured 

sentences (Lorch, 1984 and Collins and Gentner, 1980). This practice is highly beneficial 

and should be encouraged further within the curriculum design. 

 Although this study has reached its aim to identify and analyze common mistakes 

students make in EFL context, the results of this study might not be generalized for all 

populations of EFL context. There are some limitations in the study which should be 

noted. First, the study employs a case study methodology with a limited number of 

participants. Because of the number limitation, it is barely possible to generalize the data 

for all students in EFL context. Hence, to generalize the study, the number of participants 

should be increased in the further research. Second, the participants of this study were 

limited in the age of 17 years old or when they had achieved particular level of English 

proficiency. Thus, the study might not be able to participants who are in the lower grade 

or younger age as they might have different level of English proficiency to complete the 

tasks given. Third, the study had a limited time of data collection. Further research should 

allocate more time to collect the data in order to be generalized to all populations. 
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Appendix 

 

Week 1:  

 Writing activity 1: Write about something that you thought you couldn‟t do but 

later mastered. What was the activity? What made you believe that you couldn‟t do 

it? What made you try it anyway? What helped you to succeed? 

 Writing activity 2: Choose a subject (chocolate), note the time, and begin to write 

immediately. Don‟t stop until five minutes have passed. No matter what, keep 

writing. Repeat if you have to, rhyme words if you want to, but don‟t put down the 

pen until you‟ve used all the time you have. 

 Writing activity 3: What judgments do we make about people based on the 

appearance of something they own? In other words, what can we learn about people 

from looking at their cars, or clothes, or pets, or houses? 

 Week 2: 

 Writing activity 1: Write a journal entry about an incident from your childhood. 

Why was that event meaningful to you? 

 Writing activity 2: Choose a subject, note the time, and begin to write immediately. 

Don‟t stop until five minutes have passed. No matter what, keep writing. Repeat if 

you have to, rhyme words if you want to, but don‟t put down the pen until you‟ve 

used all the time you have. 

 Writing activity 3: Explain to your friends how to get over something – a 

disappointment, a broken heart, a headache. 
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 Week 3: 

 Writing activity 1: Choose an area in your school and prove to your friends that it is 

or is not a good place to study. 

 Writing activity 2: Choose a subject, note the time, and begin to write immediately. 

Don‟t stop until five minutes have passed. No matter what, keep writing. Repeat if 

you have to, rhyme words if you want to, but don‟t put down the pen until you‟ve 

used all the time you have. 

 Writing activity 3: Write a paragraph in which you argue to your friends that they 

should learn to do something (choose any activity you wish). Offer them reasons or 

examples of the advantages that you have discovered in doing the activity. 

 


