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Abstract
Committing errors is inevitable in process of language acquisition and learning. Analysis of
learners' errors from different perspectives, contributes to the improvement of language
learning and teaching. Although the issue of gender differences has received considerable
attention in the context of second or foreign language learning and teaching, few studies on
the relationship between gender and EFL learners' written errors have been carried out. The
present study conducted on 100 Iranian advanced EFL learners' written errors (50 male
learners and 50 female learners), presents different classifications and subdivisions of errors,
and carries out an analysis on these errors. Detecting the most committed errors in each
classification, findings reveal significant differences between error frequencies of the two
male and female groups (more error frequency in female written productions).
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1.

Introduction

Language learners inevitably commit errors in the process of language learning. These errors convey
messages and information about their roots, learners' language competence, and the process of language learning.
Analysis of learners’ errors has become an essential need to answer some questions and propose solutions
regarding different aspects of language pedagogy; Therefore the field of language teaching and learning
benefits from the findings of error analysis (EA) as a diagnostic tool.
In the globalization era, the ability to write well in English is a necessity for communication, educational
purposes, and business cooperation. The students studying English as a second or foreign language (ESL or EFL)
generally produce texts containing different types of errors. In other words English writing has always been a
challenge for EFL learners, and as a vital skill, it needs to receive more attention, therefore analyzing EFL
learners' errors in their written productions, can be a great help for teachers to become aware of the sources and
types of these errors to employ more efficient teaching methods and strategies so that EFL learners can acquire
English writing better.
As a result of researchers' interest in the issue of gender differences from different aspects, it has become the
subject of many studies for many years. Gender is an influential variable in nearly all social phenomena
including language, so it can be a considerable source of variation among language learners, and teachers must
consider its impact on language learning (Yazdani & Ghafar Samar, 2010).
In the field of error analysis, few studies have been conducted regarding gender differences in EFL learners’
writing. Following EA procedure, the present study tends to identify and analyze the errors committed by Iranian
advanced EFL learners in their written productions and the frequencies of different error types, committed by
these learners, will be contrasted according to their gender.
2.

Literature Review

2.1 Error Analysis (EA)
There are three approaches to errors: Contrastive Analysis (CA), Error Analysis (EA), and Interlanguage
theory (IL) (Jie, 2008). In the early 1950’s the notion of language as a system, and more importantly, the notion
of second language acquisition as the meeting of two language systems gained more acceptance and linguists
began to regard errors as evidence of language transfer. It was the time when Contrastive Analysis (CA) emerged.
Until late sixties, the prominent theory regarding the issue of second language learning was behavioristic, and
errors were considered as being the result of the persistence of existing mother tongue habits in the new language.
This idea made the linguists pay special attention to the comparison of the native and the target language in order
to manage to predict and explain errors.
In the early 1970s CA was criticized in terms of empirical, theoretical and practical considerations. Strong
criticisms of CA showed that it was not as useful as it claimed to be. CA strongly emphasized that the notion of
difficulty was equated with the degree of errors. Namely, the more L2 learners made errors in their acquisition of
L2 the more it was assumed to be difficult and consequently the more the target and native languages were
different. Another pitfall of CA was its inability in identifying sources of difficulty other than the learners’ L1.
Additionally CA didn’t contribute to language pedagogy effectively.
Because of the drawbacks of CA, error analysis was introduced as a more vivid source of handling the
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learners' errors. Error Analysis Hypothesis was proposed by Corder (1971), who is known as the father of EA.
Psychology became a much more influential field for linguists interested in using error analysis as a diagnostic
tool, to help identify the causes of errors. The procedures of EA were figured out by Corder (1974) in five stages:
collection of a sample of learner language, identification of errors, description of errors, explanation of errors and
evaluation of errors.
Corder (1974) established an analogy between the errors produced by a child learning his/her mother tongue
and those of a second or foreign language learner. He claimed that in language teaching one noticeable effect was
to shift the emphasis away from teaching towards studying learning. Keshavarz (1999) divided EA into two
branches: theoretical and applied. Theoretical error analysis is about the processes of first and second language
learning and applied error analysis is concerned with pedagogical issues such as organizing remedial courses and
devising appropriate materials and teaching strategies based on EA findings. Today error analysis is used with a
variety of techniques for identifying, classifying and systematically interpreting the errors committed by
language learners and it has supported hypotheses such as the natural route of development, as well as
identifying the weaknesses and/or disproving theories of language learning like contrastive analysis through the
last few decades. Analysis of learners' errors is an attempt to account for their origin, regularity and variability.
Corder (1967) mentioned that errors are evidence of the learners’ in-built syllabus which show how L1 and
L2 learners develop an independent system of language. In fact, language learners make their own language
which is different from their L1 and L2 and has its own set of rules. The term interlanguage was coined by
Selinker (1972) to refer to this linguistic system.
EA is a non-stop area of research (Dessouky, 1990), and will remain so because people will commit errors as
long as they participate in language learning process (Mahmoud, 2011). In the last decades, many analyses have
been carried out on learners' errors from different perspectives. Khodabandeh (2007) conducted an EA study on
students’ errors in their headline translations. The analysis of the translated English headlines revealed that the
participants’ chief difficulties were grammatical followed by discoursal and lexical types. It was also concluded
that the participants had inadequate knowledge of the English headline rules. Darus and Subramaniam (2009)
carried out an analysis on Malaysian students' errors in their essays. The results of their study showed that six
most common errors committed by the participants were singular/plural form, verb tense, word choice,
preposition, subject-verb agreement and word order.
Wee (2009) analyzed Malaysian ESL learners' written verb-form errors and found that errors of
misformation were the highest, followed by those of omission, addition and ordering, respectively. Pena (2009)
analyzed written errors committed by math, science and engineering faculty and found out that the use of tenses,
preposition, noun inflection, article, subject-verb agreement and punctuation were the most committed errors
respectively. Mohaghegh et al. (2011) carried out an analysis on grammatical errors committed by junior EFL
students. The results of their study revealed that students had the most number of errors in preposition, relative
pronoun, article, and tense respectively.
Abbasi and Karimnia (2011) also investigated grammatical errors committed by Iranian junior and senior
students in their translation. The findings revealed that use of typical Persian structures, errors in the use of
tenses, errors in the use of prepositions and errors in the use of articles were the most frequent errors respectively,
in both junior and senior students’ translation. Alhaysony (2012) conducted an analysis on Saudi learners' errors
concerning the article system. She found that omission errors were the most frequent while substitution errors
were the least frequent errors of this type. Jalali and Shojaei (2012) in their study on Iranian EFL learners'
prepositional errors revealed that substitution errors were the most frequent errors and addition errors were the
least frequent errors of this type.
While, Gustilo and Magno (2012) studied the sentence-level errors of college freshmen students at three
proficiency levels and the aspects of writing that raters focused on while rating the essays. They found that the
raters still have the grammar accuracy model when checking essays, although it is just considered secondary to
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other aspects of writing such as the ability to address promptly and organize the ideas logically. Nezami and
Sadraie Najafi (2012) examined Iranian EFL learners’ error types in their compositions at different proficiency
levels. The results of analyses revealed that there were statistically significant differences among proficiency
groups on overall error types and frequency of error types in each group was different.
Jabbari and Fazilatfar (2012) investigated types of Iranian learners' errors, corrective feedback moves, and
learner uptake drawn from transcripts of audio-recordings of the elementary and high intermediate classes of a
language institute including almost 12 hours of interaction among the students and teachers. Regarding types of
errors, grammatical errors were the most frequent error type in the entire database; however, phonological and
lexical errors were the least frequent errors respectively. Watcharapunyawong and Usaha (2013) analyzed writing
errors caused by the interference of the Thai language, regarded as the first language (L1), in three writing genres,
namely narration, description, and comparison/contrast. The results revealed that the number of frequent errors
made in each type of written tasks was apparently different.
2.2 Types of Errors
There are different frameworks and classifications of errors according to various linguistic levels of
description and systematicity, and researchers in their attempt to analyze learners' errors have developed their
own categories. Halliday, McIntosh, and Strevens (1964) claimed that it is extremely useful to construct a purely
descriptive framework for the analysis of errors, taking into account the level of language and the various
categories involved.
Catalán (1997) tried to systematize error terms and definitions to make teachers and researchers aware of
relativity of errors and the great degree of overlapping. She stated that in error studies the most appropriate terms
and definitions must be chosen to serve the researchers' purposes best (ibid). Corder (1974) identified three types
of errors according to their systematicity: (1) presystematic errors occur when the learner is unaware of the
existence of a particular rule in the target language; (2) systematic errors occur when the learner has discovered a
rule but it is a wrong one; (3) postsystematic errors occur when the learner knows the correct target language rule
but uses it inconsistently (cited in Ellis, 1994).
Dulay, Burt, and Krashen (1982) established four broad classifications of errors: (1) linguistic taxonomy
which classifies errors according to the language component and the particular linguistic constituent the error
affects; (2) surface strategy taxonomy which emphasizes the ways surface structures are changed; (3)
comparative analysis taxonomy which is based on comparison between the structures of L2 errors and certain
other types of construction; (4) communicative effect taxonomy focuses on the effect of errors on the listener or
reader.
Regarding linguistic taxonomy, Keshavarz (1999) classified errors into four distinct categories: orthographic
errors, phonological errors, lexico-semantic errors, and syntactic-morphological errors (cited in Nayernia, 2011).
Corder (1973) classified errors based on the main processes which lead to erroneous utterances: omission,
addition, substitution and permutation (misordering). Dulay et al. (1982) classified errors according to the ways
the surface structure is altered in erroneous utterances: omission, addition, misformation (substitution) and
misordering. The two taxonomies proposed by Corder (1973) i.e. processing errors, and Dulay et al. (1982) i.e.
surface errors, are compatible and their subcategories can be equated. Omission errors refer to the absence of an
item that must appear in a well-formed utterance. Addition errors refer to the presence of an item that must not
appear in a well-formed utterance. Misformation or substitution errors are due to the use of the wrong form,
morpheme or structure. Misordering errors are due to the incorrect placement of a morpheme or a group of
morphemes in an utterance.
Based on communicative effect taxonomy, Burt and Kiparsky (1972) distinguished between global and local
errors. Global errors hinder communication, and prevent the utterance from being understood, but local errors do
not cause problems of comprehension. Corder (1973) distinguished between two types of covert and overt errors.
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Covertly erroneous utterances are grammatically correct and well formed at the sentence level but unaccepted
within the context of communication. They do not convey the addresser's intention. Overtly erroneous utterances,
on the contrary, are ungrammatical at the sentence level. They are easily observable in the surface structure of a
sentence.
Sarosdyand and Tamas (2006) made a distinction between qualitative and quantitative errors. Qualitative
errors impede communication or distort the information transferred but quantitative errors do not affect
communication (cited in Abbasi & Karimnia, 2011). Camps, Villalobos, and Shea (2012) categorized language
learners' errors in to three types: errors understood by the native speaker, errors not understood by the native
speaker, and errors misunderstood by the native speaker.
2.3 Pedagogical Implications of EA
Language teaching cannot stand away from the findings of EA. Analysis of learners' errors has positive
effects on teaching-learning process. EA studies are carried out first, to identify strategies which learners use in
language learning, second, to recognize the causes of learners’ errors and third to obtain information on common
difficulties in language learning as an aid to teaching or in development of teaching materials (Richards et al.,
1992). According to Keshavarz (1999) EFL teachers, syllabus designers, and test constructors, benefit from EA.
By analyzing learners’ errors, teachers can come to a better understanding of the problematic areas for learners,
and they can evaluate the effectiveness of their teaching techniques and materials as well. Therefore, using more
efficient teaching techniques and strategies, they can focus on these problematic areas. EA can provide good
information for syllabus designers and material developers. Considering students' difficulties and errors, syllabus
designers can concentrate on these parts.
Another pedagogical implication of error analysis is error correction and attitudes towards errors (ibid).
Types and sources of errors determine the kind of feedback and treatment and also help teachers employ efficient
teaching strategies when facing an error. Harmer (1998) suggested three steps to be followed by the teacher when
errors occur: first listening to the student, then identifying the problem and third putting the error right in the
most efficient way. Erdogan (2005) suggested that a hierarchy of errors should be established so that teacher can
focus on the errors which may affect communication and cause misunderstanding. In a nutshell, efficient
teaching techniques and strategies as well as proper material are needed to remove students' problems in learning.
For this reason, problematic areas must be examined and investigated carefully and clearly. Therefore error
analysis is needed.
According to Yaghoubi (2009) not only teachers but also learners need some strategies to face the errors so
that teachers can correct learners' errors properly and learners can trace their own errors and use proper strategies
in the domain of error monitoring and error orientation. Error orientation shows how learners cope with and react
to their own errors (Rybowiak, et al., 1999). EA fills the gap between language learning and teaching, and
contributes to learner-centered language pedagogy by making the teaching techniques closer to the learning
strategies (Mahmoud, 2011).
2.4 Gender and EA
In the last decades, many studies on the existence and nature of differences between men and women from
different perspectives have been carried out, and language as a social phenomenon hasn't been an exception. Men
and women tend to function differently in their brain and language function may be more organized in women
(Dingwall, 1998 cited in Chiu, 2008). Larsen-Freeman and Long (1991) claimed that females are better than
males in first and second language acquisition. Oxford et al. (1993) reported higher mean scores for females than
males in a Japanese language class. In her study, Salem (2006) found significant differences between males and
females in their use of memory, cognitive and compensation strategies, in favor of females.
Newman et al. (2008) found small but systematic differences in the way that men and women use language,
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both in terms of what they say and how they choose to say it. After an empirical study in a university, Yan (2009)
came to the conclusion that obvious gender differences exist among male and female students in second language
learning and that female students have language advantages. Hamdi Asl and Dabaghi (2012) found gender
differences in Iranian EFL learners’ letter writing. In her study, Zeynali (2012) found that female learners tend to
use social/affective strategies more frequently than male learners.
As Ellis (1985) stated, analysis of learners' errors leads to the understanding of language learning process.
"Errors are systematic deviations from the norms of the language being learned" (Cunningworth, 1987, p. 87);
Therefore, EA is a systematic study. EA informs us about the strategies learners employ to develop their
competence in the target language, therefore analysis of EFL learners' errors based on their gender can lead to
information on the underlying process of second or foreign language learning in the two sexes.
Although the issue of gender differences has received considerable attention in the context of second or
foreign language learning and teaching, few studies on the relationship between gender and EFL learners' written
errors have been carried out and the impact of learners' gender, as a constant learner variable, on the rate, types
and sources of errors has not received much attention.
2.5 Research Questions
Following surface taxonomy and linguistic taxonomy proposed by Dulay et al. (1982), in the present study
two types of errors were considered with their subcategories, namely processing errors (surface errors) with four
subcategories, i.e. omission, addition, substitution and misordering, and syntactic errors with six subcategories,
i.e. misuse of singular/plural, misuse of articles, misuse of prepositions, subject/verb disagreement, wrong verb
tense, and wrong verb construction. This study is an attempt to investigate these error types in the two sexes;
To achieve this aim, the following research questions will be explored:

3.

1.

Are there any significant differences between the frequencies of processing errors committed by
advanced EFL male/female learners in their writing papers? (Omission, addition, substitution,
misordering).

2.

Are there any significant differences between the frequencies of different types of grammatical errors
in written productions of advanced EFL male/ female learners? (Misuse of singular/plural, misuse of
articles, misuse of prepositions, subject/verb disagreement, wrong verb tense, wrong verb
construction).

Method

3.1 Participants
100 advanced EFL learners (50 male students & 50 female students), who had studied English for years in
an English Institute in Kerman (a city in south east of Iran), with the same syllabus, material, and teaching
methodology, took part in the study. These students were all Iranian and native speakers of Persian. They were
chosen by random sampling. Their writing papers were collected, corrected and analyzed by the researchers.
3.2 Instruments
A total of 100 learners’ writing papers were gathered randomly. These writing papers had been written by
advanced EFL learners (50 female students & 50 male students) on the same topic.
3.3 Procedure
A total of 200 writing papers on one subject were collected. These writing papers were written by 100 male
84

Consortia Academia Publishing

A gender-based analysis of Iranian EFL learners' types of written errors
learners and 100 female learners who studied English as a foreign language at advanced levels in an English
institute in Kerman, a city in south east of Iran. The papers were then numbered by the researchers from 1 to 100
in each group of male and female learners, and then the ones with the odd numbers were selected and corrected.
The errors extracted from 100 writing papers (50 papers written by male learners and 50 papers written by
female learners) were identified and categorized according to their types, and at last they were analyzed by
statistical tests. Based on learners’ errors, chi square test investigated if there were any significant differences
among the frequencies of different subdivisions in each category and then the types of errors in the two groups of
male learners and female learners were compared by use of Pearson Chi-Square test (Cross-Tab).
4.

Results

4.1 Subdivisions of error types
Chi-Square test was used to reveal the distribution of subdivisions of different types of errors committed by
advanced learners in their writing papers.
Table 1
Advanced EFL male learners' processing errors in their writing papers
Males' processing
errors

Frequency

Percent

Omi

163

45.0

Add

47

13.0

Sub

132

36.5

Mis

20

5.5

Total

362

100.0

Chi-Square
(a)

df

Asymp. Sig.
(p-value)

152.939

3

0.000

Note. “Omi” stands for omission. “Add” stands for addition. “Sub” stands for substitution. “Mis” stands for misordering.

According to table 1, among 362 processing errors committed by advanced male learners, 163 errors (45%)
were omission, 47 errors (13%) were addition, 132 errors (36.5%) were substitution and 20 errors (5.5%) were
misordering. Based on Chi-Square test p-value is 0 which is less than the significance level (α =0.05). Therefore
there are meaningful differences among the frequencies of male learners’ processing errors subdivisions.
Considering the percentages of different types of processing errors, it can be concluded that omission and
misordering were respectively the most and the least processing errors committed by advanced male learners.
Table 2
Advanced EFL female learners' processing errors in their writing papers
Females' processing
errors

Frequency

Percent

Omi

288

49.8

Add

98

17.0

Sub

177

30.6

Mis

15

2.6

Total

578

100.0

Chi-Square
(a)

df

Asym. Sig.
(p-value)

280.837

3

0.000

Note. “Omi” stands for omission. “Add” stands for addition. “Sub” stands for substitution. “Mis” stands for misordering.

According to table 2, among 578 processing errors committed by advanced female learners, 288 errors
(49.8%) were omission, 98 errors (17%) were addition, 177 errors (30.6%) were substitution and 15 errors (2.6%)
were misordering. Based on Chi-Square test p-value is 0 which is less than the significance level (α =0.05).
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Therefore there are meaningful differences among the frequencies of subdivisions of female learners’ processing
errors. Considering the percentages of different types of processing errors, it can be concluded that omission and
misordering were respectively the most and the least processing errors committed by advanced female learners.
Table 3
Advanced EFL male learners' syntactic errors in their writing papers
Males' syntactic
errors

Frequency

Percent

MSinPlu

90

29.6

MArt

45

14.8

MPre

48

15.8

SVDis

45

14.8

WVTen

33

10.9

WVCon

43

14.1

Total

304

100.0

Chi-Square
(a)

df

Asym. Sig.
(p-value)

39.263

5

0.000

Note. “MSinPlu” stands for misuse of singular/plural. “MArt” stands for misuse of articles.
“MPre” stands for misuse of prepositions. “SVD” stands for subject/verb disagreement.
“WVTen” stands for wrong verb tense. “WVCon” stands for wrong verb construction.

According to table 3, among 304 syntactic errors, committed by advanced male learners, 90 errors (29.6%)
were misuse of singular/plural, 45 errors (14.8%) were misuse of articles, 48 errors (15.8%) were misuse of
prepositions, 45 errors (14.8%) were subject/verb disagreement, 33 errors (10.9%) were wrong verb tenses, and
43 errors (14.1%) were wrong verb constructions. Based on Chi-Square test, p-value is 0 which is less than the
significance level (α =0.05). Therefore there are significant differences among the frequencies of subdivisions of
male learners’ syntactic errors. Considering the percentages of different types of syntactic errors, it can be
concluded that misuse of singular/plural and wrong verb tense were respectively the most and the least types of
syntactic errors committed by advanced male learners.
Table 4
Advanced EFL female learners' syntactic errors in their writing papers
Females' syntactic
errors

Frequency

Percent

MSinPlu

200

40.4

MArt

75

15.2

MPre

67

13.5

SVDis

62

12.5

WVTen

35

7.1

WVCon

56

11.3

Total

495

100.0

Chi-Square
(a)

df

Asym. Sig.
(p-value)

211.897

5

0.000

Note. “MSinPlu” stands for misuse of singular/plural. “MArt” stands for misuse of articles. “MPre” stands for misuse of prepositions.
“SVD” stands for subject/verb disagreement. “WVTen” stands for wrong verb tense. “WVCon” stands for wrong verb construction.

According to table 4, among 495 syntactic errors, committed by advanced female learners 200 errors (40.4%)
were misuse of singular/plural, 75 errors (15.2%) were misuse of articles, 67 errors (13.5%) were misuse of
prepositions, 62 errors (12.5%) were subject/verb disagreement, 35 errors (7.1%) were wrong verb tenses, and 56
errors (11.3%) were wrong verb constructions. Based on Chi-Square test, p-value is 0 which is less than the
significance level (α =0.05). Therefore there are significant differences among the frequencies of subdivisions of
female learners’ syntactic errors. Considering the percentages of different types of syntactic errors, it can be
concluded that misuse of singular/plural and wrong verb tense were respectively the most and the least types of
syntactic errors committed by advanced female learners.
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4.2 Male and female learners' types of errors
Pearson Chi-Square test was used to contrast the frequencies of different types of written errors in the two
groups of advanced EFL male and female learners, and find out if there were any significant differences between
these groups regarding the frequencies of their types of written errors.
Table 5
Contrasting advanced EFL male and female learners’ processing errors
Male

Female

Total

Omi

163

288

451

Add

47

98

145

Sub

132

177

309

Mis

20

15

35

Total

362

578

940

Processing errors

Pearson
Chi-Square

df

Asymp. Sig.
(p-value)

10.786 (a)

3

0.013

Note. “Omi” stands for omission. “Add” stands for addition. “Sub” stands for substitution. “Mis” stands for misordering.

According to table 5, based on Pearson Chi-Square test, p-value is 0.013 which is less than the significance
level (α=0.05). Therefore, there are meaningful differences between the two groups of advanced male and female
learners, regarding their processing errors. Contrasting frequencies of different types of processing errors in the
two groups shows that, female learners committed more omission, addition, and substitution errors than male
learners.
While, according to table 6, based on Pearson Chi-Square test, p-value is 0.037 which is less than the
significance level (α =0.05). Therefore, there are meaningful differences between the two groups of advanced
male and female learners, regarding their syntactic errors. Contrasting the frequencies of different types of
syntactic errors in the two groups shows that female learners committed more errors regarding all types of
syntactic errors than male learners.
Table 6
Contrasting advanced EFL male and female learners’ syntactic errors
Syntactic errors

Male

Female

Total

MSinPlu

90

200

290

MArt

45

75

120

MPre

48

67

115

SVDis

45

62

107

WVTen

33

35

68

WVCon

43

56

99

Total

304

495

799

Pearson
Chi-Square

df

Asymp. Sig.
(p-value)

11.849 (a)

5

0.037

Note: “MSinPlu” stands for misuse of singular/plural. “MArt” stands for misuse of articles. “MPre” stands for misuse of prepositions.
“SVD” stands for subject/verb disagreement. “WVTen” stands for wrong verb tense. “WVCon” stands for wrong verb construction.

5.

Conclusion

Running Chi-Square test on errors extracted from advanced learners' writing papers, revealed distribution of
different subdivisions of different types of errors in their writing papers. In all classifications (processing errors
and syntactic errors), p-values for the different subdivisions were less than the significance level (α= 0.05);
Therefore, there were meaningful differences among the distribution of different subdivisions in each
classification of errors. Namely, among processes which lead to errors, omission and substitution had the most
impact on advanced learners' error commitment respectively, and misuse of singular/plural was the most
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committed error type among the syntactic types analyzed in this study. In other words, advanced EFL learners
have serious difficulties in conveying plurality. Misuse of articles, misuse of prepositions, and subject/verb
disagreement were their major difficulties as well. The results of the present study correspond to what Talif and
Edwin (1989) found in their research. They stated that in addition to verb forms, EFL learners have difficulties in
plurality, ranked the highest, followed by articles, prepositions, and subject/verb disagreement.
Pearson Chi-Square test, contrasted the frequencies of different classifications of errors in the two groups of
male and female learners. Regarding the p-values for processing errors and syntactic errors in the two groups
which were less than the significance level (α= 0.05), it is concluded that there are significant differences
between the two groups of males and females, considering processing errors and syntactic errors. Despite some
researches done by different researchers which reveal female language learners commit less writing errors, show
more improvement in writing over time or gain higher writing scores than male learners (Chen, 1996, Abu-Jarad,
2008, Chiu, 2008, Al-Nawas, 2009), the present study reveals more error commitment by female learners.
5.1 Implications of the study
Along with teachers, learners, syllabus designers, material developers and researchers can benefit from the
results of the present study. Detecting the most frequent types of grammatical errors, this study contains
diagnostic information about problematic areas at advanced levels. Diagnosis of errors and employing effective
feedback and teaching strategies and techniques is essential for language teachers. Being aware of types and
causes of errors committed by advanced EFL learners, is vital for both teachers and learners. Making advanced
EFL students aware of their most problematic areas can encourage them to concentrate on these errors and
improve their writing (Tahririan, 1986). Additionally, teachers need to be aware of dissimilarities between
genders in pedagogical contexts so that they can provide male and female learners with appropriate assistance to
facilitate learning. Considering the most problematic areas, syllabus designers and material developers can
prepare systematic syllabuses and provide remedial material for learners. Researchers can employ the findings of
such a gender-based analysis in other fields of language studies.
5.2 Limitations of the study and Suggestions for future studies
The present study suffers from some limitations. First, the study was limited to a few categories and
subcategories for types of errors, i.e. processing errors with four subcategories and syntactic errors with six
subcategories were considered. In regard to error types, errors related to different linguistic components such as
semantics, morphology, lexicon and orthography were neglected. Second, the number of participants was limited.
Third, the results of the study were based on errors extracted from participants' writing papers. It is doubtful
whether the collected writing papers can be accepted as the real output of the learners. The reason is that they
had to limit their writing to the specific topic so their writing might not show their exact ability in language
written production, and also the rate of their productivity might vary in different situations and at different times.
Therefore repetition of the same study with more participants is suggested.
The findings of this study call for more researches in the field of error analysis regarding the two sexes.
Such a gender-based error analysis can be re-conducted at elementary and intermediate levels. Some
gender-based analyses can be carried out on different error types as well as error sources of advanced EFL
learners in different kinds of writing (narrative, descriptive and expository). The researchers, who are interested
in analyzing learners' errors, can conduct gender-based error analyses and employ the findings in other studies
which put learners' language learning strategies and psychological as well as socio-cultural factors under
question in the two sexes. For example, error orientation which is the reaction of language learners to their own
errors can be studied in the two sexes.
6.
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Appendix

Some errors committed by advanced male and female learners in their writing papers

1. Misuse of singular / plural
a. Omission
-Students' score are considered …
-Some other animal have this kind of sense….
-Using letter is not a fast way.
b. Addition
-You must take medicines.
-It's a gift from that times.
-Soaps are in the bathroom.
c. Substitution
-Giraffes eat the leafs.
-The childs are in the yard.
-He was scared of the wolfs.

2. Misuse of articles
a. Omission
-If you do not find __ quiet place to study, …
- __ Man in gray suit ordered coffee.
- They were making __ movie about Iranian culture.
- That was__ first time we met.
b. Addition
- There is a lot of potassium in the bananas.
- The plants need water to grow up.
- The boy needed a glue to make a kite.
c. Substitution
- I got some information about an special thing.
- They have a unrealistic solution for the problem.
- The cold is a common disease in winter months which ….

3. Misuse of prepositions
a. Omission
- They wanted to connect _ internet…
- I like both _ the games.
- We came back home _ Friday.
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b. Addition
- I helped to my mother do the housework.
- The rapid increase of prices effects on people's lives.
- We called to the police after the accident.
c. Substitution
- We watched the candidates’ debate in TV.
- The rude boy threw stones to us.
- I was thinking to the soccer game when the teacher came in.

4. Subject / verb disagreement
- Their mother have a part time job.
- A number of old books is in the library.
- Mary like cookies.

5. Wrong verb tense
- I go to a kindergarten when I was five.
-We knew that we can't find them.
- They were tired and they sleep all day.

6. Wrong verb construction
- Letters may not deliver to the destination …
- They have living here for 5 years.
- Air pollution growing fast.

d. Misordering
- Our teacher explains the lessons always kindly.
- They in the yard were playing basketball.
- She very well could make crafts.
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