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Work plan
• 1. Problem summary, hypothesis, error definition. 

• 2. Compilation of the learner corpus  

• 3. Corpus’ features.

• 4. Preliminary results from pilot test including all data.

• 5. Types of errors by category. 

• 6. Alignment of texts by type of error.

• 7. Frequency of errors by categories.

• 8. Types of errors compared by levels.

• 9. Absolute and relative frequency of errors.

• 10. CLEC  Colombian Learner English Corpus.



Problem summary

Problem:

 The recurrent errors in the written production of students 
of English as a foreign language (EFL) in Universidad del 
Norte from Barranquilla, Colombia

 Hypothesis to test: the input hypothesis (Krashen, 1982). 
Language is acquired by receiving “comprehensible 
input” (CI) slightly above the current level of 
competence…grammar is automatically acquired if 
there is enough CI

 How proficiency changes from level to level

 Error, defined by James (1998) as “…an instance of 
language that is unintentionally deviant and is not self-
corrigible by its author.” (P. 78).



Compilation of the learner corpus I

Third semester:

 Arrangement of student’s
work in different files. In total  
518 students authorized the
use of their data for research
purposes.

 Louvain university was
contacted. We bought an
error tagger for EFL errors.

Fourth semester:

Handwritten assignments
were transcribed into
digital files, saved as TXT 
files and were assigned
special codes to make
them traceable.

Manual error tagging
starts.



Compilation of the learner corpus II 

The files were error tagged and put
together by levels.

Papers were aligned according to 
the type of error in WordSmith (WS).

The first findings were organized in 
Excel sheets and errors were filtered
according to each category



Compilation of the learner corpus III

External review started to check

consistency, and correct tagging. (EFL 

expert)

First pilot findings were presented in the

First Corpus and Computational Linguistics

International Congress. 

(Caro y Cuervo Institute. Bogotá, 

Colombia)



Example from a written file into 

digital file



Errors by categories (Louvain University)

 Formal errors F

 Grammatical errors, i.e. errors that break general rules of English 

grammar G

 Lexico-grammar errors, i.e. errors where the morpho-syntactic 

properties of a word have been violated X (XADJ, XVPR…)

 Lexical errors, i.e. errors involving the semantic properties of single 
words and phrases LS

 Word Redundant, Word Missing and Word Order errors WO, WR

 Punctuation errors QM, QR

 Style errors SI, SU

 Infelicities Z



Examples of some errors tagged
 37 another reason is that they (Z) wanna $ want to$ show a

 113 could be a good way to try (XVPR) 0 $to$ survive with canc

 484 But in contrast, there are too (WRS) too$0$ (XNUC) much 
$many$ people

 6536 tor examines our body, he can (GWC) diagnostic $diagnose$ 

us

 8431 are not honest. The product (GVAUX) 0 $does$ not see 

 11041 …  emotions. For example, when (GA) the $0$ people see 

commercials

 13426 so for example Shakira is a Colombian (FS) celebritie
$celebrity$



Digital file becomes TXT file and is error 

tagged



Corpus’ features

Total of words: 151.708

Range of words per paper 50 – 1.300

Median of words per paper: 292

Vocabulary richness (density): 8.112 (use of 

content words)

Number of sentences in all corpus: 5.947



Alignment of texts by type of error 



First pilot testing analysis:

Total of errors tagged: 14.531



Types of errors by categories I



Types of errors by categories II



Types of errors by categories III



Types of errors by categories IV



Frequency of errors by categories

Cat. error Percent. Frequency

Grammar 42,6 6192

Lexis 18,33 2662

W 13,69 1988

F 13,29 1931

Q 6,51 946

S 3,57 519

X (LG) 1,78 257

Z 0,2 36

Totals 100% 14531



Comparative chart by type of errors in 

different levels l
A1 A1.2 B1 B1.3 & B2

Error Frequency Percentage Error Frequency Percentage Error FrequencyPercentage Error Frequency Percentage

FS 1.040 18,35% FS 529 16,44% FS 119 20,70% LS 579 11,42%

GA 836 14,75% GA 361 11,22% GA 90 15,65% GA 426 8,40%

LS 441 7,78% QM 205 6,37% GNN 44 7,65% GWC 355 7,00%

GNN 374 6,60% LS 199 6,18% LS 36 6,26% WRS 347 6,84%

LP 349 6,16% LP 185 5,75% SU 35 6,09% GNN 308 6,07%

WM 312 5,50% SU 178 5,53% GVAUX 27 4,70% LP 308 6,07%

GVN 277 4,89% GWC 170 5,28% LP 22 3,83% QM 242 4,77%

WRS 200 3,53% WM 151 4,69% GVN 20 3,48% FS 229 4,52%

GWC 195 3,44% GPP 150 4,66% QM 20 3,48% GVN 221 4,36%

GPP 179 3,16% GVN 138 4,29% WRS 20 3,48% GPP 203 4,00%



Absolute and relative frequency of errors chart.

Error A. Frequency Relt. Freq. Acum. Relative Freq.

LPF 167 1% 0,0115

LSF 181 2% 0,0125

QC 227 4% 0,0156

GVT 240 6% 0,0165

WO 328 8% 0,0226

WRM 347 10% 0,0239

GVAUX 373 13% 0,0257

SU 500 16% 0,0344

GPP 551 20% 0,0379

QM 611 24% 0,042

WM 645 29% 0,0444

GVN 656 33% 0,0451

WRS 668 38% 0,046

GWC 739 43% 0,0509

GNN 811 48% 0,0558

LP 864 54% 0,0595

LS 1255 63% 0,0864

GA 1713 75% 0,1179

FS 1917 88% 0,1319

Totales 12793 88,931 88,05



Absolute and relative frequency of errors table
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Trend of the same error in three

different leves A1,A2,B1
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CLEC - Colombian-Learner English Corpus
http://grupotnt.udea.edu.co/CLEC/

http://grupotnt.udea.edu.co/CLEC/description/index.htm

http://grupotnt.udea.edu.co/CLEC/credits/index.htm

http://grupotnt.udea.edu.co/CLEC/
http://grupotnt.udea.edu.co/CLEC/description/index.htm
http://grupotnt.udea.edu.co/CLEC/credits/index.htm






What’s next?

Further analysis on how students

develop and progress in their

interlanguage level.

Develop a friendlier error tagger for

learner corpora.



THANK YOU



Bibliografía

 Corder, P. (1988). Error Analysis and Interlanguage. Oxford: Oxford. [Consultado el 7 de mayo de 2017 ].

 Dargneaux, E., Dennes, S., Granger, S., Meunier, F., Neff, J., & Thewissen, J. (2005). Error Tagging Manual 
Version 1.2. (1st ed., pp. 23-28). Université Catholique de Louvain: Centre for English Corpus Linguistics.

 Ellis, R. (1994). The study of second language acquisition. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

 Hymes, D.H. (1972) “On Communicative Competence” En: J.B. Pride and J. Holmes (eds) Sociolinguistics. 
Selected Readings. Harmondsworth: Penguin, pp. 269-293.(Part 2) Disponible en: http://wwwhomes.uni-
bielefeld.de/sgramley/Hymes-2.pdf (consultado el día 16 de marzo de 2016].

 Granger, S. (2003). Error-tagged learner corpora and CALL: A promising synergy. Revista CALICO 20(3), 
465–480. URL http://purl.org/calico/Granger03.pdf (consultada agosto 07, 2016).

 Krashen, Stephen (2014). “Teorías de la Adquisición de una Segunda Lengua. Teoría de Krashen”, sitio 
web de Google, [en línea]. Disponible en: 
https://sites.google.com/site/adquisiciondeunasegundalengua/teorias [consultado el día 15 de 
agosto de 2014].

http://wwwhomes.uni-bielefeld.de/sgramley/Hymes-2.pdf
https://sites.google.com/site/adquisiciondeunasegundalengua/teorias

