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in collected data, only 2 types were made one time by 
the learners of English. These two types are misordering 
of adjective and misordering of auxiliary in embedded 
question while other types of errors were made by a 
remarkable number of learners. Some types of errors as 
omission of definite article, omission of indefinite article, 
omission of third person singular, addition of definite 
article, addition of plural marker, inappropriate noun 
phrase, inappropriate part of speech and verb-number 
disagreement were made by the majority of English 
learners apart from their native language.

Table 1
Frequency of Types of Errors Made by Turkish- and 
Persian-Speakers Learning English

                 Errors    Omission  Addition  Misordering  Misformation
Speakers 

 Persian-speakers      8     5       3             5
Turkish-speakers      7     5       4             5

Table 2 provides more detailed information. It 
indicates the overall number of occurrence of each type of 
errors in the writing of two different groups of learners in 
the current study. More detailed analysis of the findings 
in table 2 indicated that 0.77% of the errors were made 
one time and 99.33% were made more than one time by 
learners of English having different native languages 
of Turkish and Persian. The high percentage of errors 
made more than one time indicates that the errors occur 
in a systematic way. It is worth mentioning that only 4 
types of errors were not found in the collected data. They 
are double markings, alternating form, archi form, and 
regularization errors. For the other 27 types of errors, 
many examples were found that match with collected data 
by other researchers such as Brown (1980) and Dualy, 
Burt and Krashen(1982).

Table 2
Frequency of Errors Made by Turkish- and Persian-
Speakers Learning English

               Errors     Omission  Addition  Misordering  Misformation
Speakers   
Persian-speakers     57    18       5             27
Turkish-speakers     78    31     10             43

It is interesting to pay attention to the relation among 
four surface strategy taxonomies that are errors of 
omission, addition, misformation and misordering. Total 
number of errors collected from 80 learners of English 
was 269. 135 out of 269 were omission errors (50.18%), 
49 out of 269 were addition errors (18.21%), 70 out of 
269 were misformation errors (26.02%), and 15 out of 
269 were misordering errors (5.57%).  

As depicted in Table 2, Turkish-speakers learning 
English made more errors in comparison with Persian-
speakers learning English. However, it is not clear if this 
finding is significant according to statistical procedures 
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selected because the topic implied by the pictures was 
one of the most important issues of the day at the time 
of administering the test. The participants had naturally 
received a good amount of information on the topic by 
the media. So they had a sufficient amount of knowledge 
regarding the topic. The participants were also expected 
to have sufficient knowledge on the topic covered by the 
second set of pictures since Nourouz is the most important 
national holiday in Iran.

Procedure
The administration of the elicitation test took place in the 
Spring semester 2010. Data collection was done in a 2-hour 
session and the participants were asked to perform on the 
elicitation test. The students’ linguistic errors extracted 
from the composition the students wrote on the pictures 
were calculated.Errors extracted from the compositions 
were linguistic errors including morphological, syntactic 
and semantic ones. The errors categorized and analyzed 
according to the error analysis model presented by Dulay, 
Burt and Krashen (1982). This model categorizes and 
analyzes errors according to two error taxonomies i.e. 
surface strategy taxonomy and comparative taxonomy. 
However, only surface strategy taxonomy was considered 
for the current study according to nthe objectives of the 
study. Finally, the average frequency of errors for Persian- 
and Turkish-speaking EFL university students was 
calculated according to descriptive statistics. To gain more 
insight, chi-square was calculated when necessary.

In addition, the majority of the participants were so 
inspired by the pictures that they wrote more than one 
page about the topics. This indicates that the pictures had 
face-validity. Moreover, the pictures were presented to 
the students, and after 10 days the same pictures were 
presented to them again. The results of two tests showed a 
high corrolation. It proved that the pictures were reliable.

RESULTS
To find answer to the research question and objective of 
the current study, descriptive statistics was used as the first 
statistical step and errors made by Persian- and Turkish-
speaking learners of English were extracted and analyzed 
based on surface strategy taxonomy. As was explained 
before, errors are categorized into omission, addition, 
misordering and misformation errors based on this 
taxonomy. As depicted in Table 1, types of errors make by 
two different groups of learners in this study are somehow 
similar and equal. If sum up different types of omission, 
addition, misformation and misordering errors found in 
the writing of all participants of this study regardless of 
their native language, overall types of errors found in the 
learners’ writing will be 27 typesconsist of 9 different type 
of omission errors, 7 different type of addition errors, 7 
different type of misformation errors and 4 different type 
of misordering errors. Among 27 types of errors found 
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and can be referred to as a remarkable difference between 
two groups or not. To find if the difference between 
two groups of learners is statistically significant, Chi-
square was run between errors made by Persian- and 
Turkish-speaking Students. The obtained χ² was 0.653. 
In comparison with the critical value of χ² provided by 
Hatch and Farhadi (1981) in 0.050 level of significance 
(χ²= 7.81473) it became clear that the difference between 
errors made by Perisan- and Turkish-speaking learners of 
English is not significant. As was said before, it can be 
concluded that learners with different native languages 
made similar errors. Thus, errors can be attributed to the 
native language of learners. This finding confirms the 
hypothesis of the study which stated different learners 
with different native languages do make similar errors in 
learning English.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
This study gives more evidence in support of cognitive 
than behavioristic learning. Theoretically it confirmed 
error analysis to the effect that only a few number of errors 
can be traced back to the native language of learners, and 
rejects some components of contrastive analysis which 
claims that most of the errors are the result of positive 
transfer from native language of learners.In other words 
while contrastive analysis refers to the mother tongue 
as the only source of errors made by EFL learners, error 
analysis also pays attention to a category of errors which 
is not a reflection of the mother tongue, i.e. developmental 
errors. Thus, it may be the source and reason of the errors 
made by the learners which can be investigated more in 
future studies.

The present study indicated that the native language 
of learners should not be considered an obstacle to learn 

a second language. In other words, errors are no longer 
regarded as negative points in the process of learning. 
They are the integrated parts of any learning which 
facilitate the learning process for both the learner and 
the teacher. This can also be of help for the teachers, 
curriculum planners, and text book compilers in revising 
the teaching materials.
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