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LITERATURE REVIEW
[bookmark: _Toc234314577]English as a Foreign Language (EFL) Learners
[bookmark: _Toc234314578]Definition of EFL
English as a Foreign Language (EFL) pertains to learning and using English in settings where it is not the primary or official language of everyday communication. Brown (2000) describes language learning in the EFL context as a process where the target language plays a limited role within the learner's local social and cultural environment. This sets EFL apart from English as a Second Language (ESL), where students live in English-speaking communities and regularly engage with the language outside formal classes.
Richards and Renandya (2002) highlight that in EFL situations, there is limited real-world exposure to English, so classroom instruction becomes the main method for language acquisition. As a result, the effectiveness of teaching methods and curriculum design becomes especially important in EFL environments compared to ESL. Harmer (2007) emphasizes that EFL teachers need to create lessons that foster meaningful exposure and genuine language use during class, as students often have few chances to practice English outside school. Additionally, Nation (2009) points out that EFL learners mostly encounter high-frequency English words in academic or instructional contexts, which limits how well they can internalize vocabulary and grammar.
[bookmark: _Toc234314579]Characteristics of EFL Learners
EFL learners exhibit specific characteristics shaped by the conditions of learning a foreign language. Brown (2000) highlights language transfer as a key feature: learners use their first language (L1) as a cognitive tool, resulting in positive transfer when L1 and the target language share similarities, and negative transfer, or interference, when differences cause errors. Richards and Renandya (2002) add that limited authentic input hampers fluency and accuracy development, especially in writing, where learners must create extended, coherent text without the immediate support of real-time interaction.
Harmer (2007) notes that EFL learners are often motivated by practical goals like exam success or career growth, rather than the more social motives typical in ESL settings. Nation (2009) points out that their vocabulary development tends to be uneven: they may learn academic terms through formal lessons but lack the everyday conversational vocabulary that native speakers develop naturally. Brown (2000) describes interlanguage as the dynamic, systematic linguistic system learners form as they work toward mastery of the target language. In writing, interlanguage is most evident in consistent grammatical errors, which can be analyzed to determine the learner's current stage of language development.
[bookmark: _Toc234314580]Challenges in EFL Writing
Writing is considered the most cognitively demanding skill among the four language skills, and this difficulty is even greater in the EFL setting. Brown (2000) explains that EFL writers must handle morphology, syntax, vocabulary, and discourse structure simultaneously, creating independent texts for an absent reader, which imposes a greater cognitive load than spoken interaction. Richards and Renandya (2002) note that EFL learners often find it challenging to master genre conventions, as different types of texts require unique organizational structures and rhetorical strategies that may differ from those in the learners' native languages.
Harmer (2007) highlights the importance of feedback, stating that without regular, informative correction, learners struggle to recognize recurring errors, understand their reasons, or develop strategies to avoid them. Nation (2009) directly associates writing quality with vocabulary breadth, contending that learners with limited productive vocabulary tend to express themselves imprecisely and are more likely to make lexical mistakes. On the grammatical front, difficulties are particularly evident in morphology, where learners might omit inflectional markers like past tense suffixes or plural endings, and in syntax, where they might leave out necessary elements such as auxiliary verbs or transfer L1 word order to English sentences. These specific morphological and syntactical challenges are the main focus of this study.
[bookmark: _Toc234314581]EFL Writing in the Indonesian Context
Indonesia is among the world's most linguistically diverse and expansive EFL environments. English is mainly a foreign language for Indonesian learners, who typically access it mainly through formal education. Brown (2000) highlights that the sociolinguistic environment greatly influences how learning occurs; in Indonesia, the lack of an English-speaking community means that classroom lessons are usually the sole source of English exposure.
Richards and Renandya (2002) highlight that many Asian EFL contexts, including Indonesia, have historically emphasized grammar translation over communicative skills, leading to learners who grasp grammatical rules but find it difficult to apply them correctly in writing. Harmer (2007) explains that differences between English and Bahasa Indonesia, especially in verb forms, articles, tense, and word order, increase opportunities for L1 interference in written work. Nation (2009) adds that Indonesian EFL learners often have a gap between their receptive and productive vocabulary, which further affects the quality of their writing.
In the Indonesian curriculum, recount text is a common genre at the senior high school level. It requires students to narrate past events in chronological order, using the past tense, action verbs, and time expressions. The genre's linguistic demands, especially accurate use of the past tense and sentence structure, make it ideal for studying morphological and syntactic errors. Literature on EFL writing highlights challenges such as L1 transfer, limited exposure, and insufficient feedback, which are particularly evident when Indonesian students write recount texts. This study focuses on these issues (Brown, 2000) (Richards & Renandya, 2002; Harmer, 2007; Nation, 2009).
[bookmark: _Toc234314582]Morphology
Morphology is a key area of linguistics that studies the internal composition of words and the rules for creating them. For EFL learners, understanding morphology is crucial for identifying and analyzing errors in their written recount texts. This section explains what morphology is, introduces the concept of a morpheme, categorizes different types of morphemes, discusses how inflectional morphemes function in English grammar, and examines common morphological mistakes made by EFL students.
[bookmark: _Toc234314583]Definition of Morphology
Morphology broadly refers to the branch of linguistics that focuses on the structure and formation of words. According to Yule (2020), morphology is defined as the study of forms, particularly examining how words are constructed from smaller units of meaning. He clarifies that morphology explores the process of building words from these meaningful components and how their interactions generate meaning. This perspective places morphology as a field that operates at the word level, setting it apart from syntax, which deals with the arrangement of words within sentences.
Fromkin et al. (2018) offer a compatible definition, describing morphology as the component of grammar that contains speakers' knowledge about the structure of words in their language. They emphasize that this knowledge is not merely a list of memorized word forms but a productive system of rules that allows speakers to construct and interpret new words. This view of morphology as a rule-governed system is particularly relevant to EFL research, as it implies that learners' morphological errors are not random but reflect the application of partially acquired rules.
Lieber (2016) further characterizes morphology as the study of word structure and word formation processes, including both the analysis of existing words and the principles by which new words are created. From these three perspectives, morphology can be understood as the systematic study of how words are internally organized and how their structural components contribute to meaning. In the context of EFL writing, morphological knowledge determines whether a learner can accurately produce verb forms, mark plurality, indicate possession, and apply other grammatical inflections that are required for accurate written communication.
[bookmark: _Toc234314584]Morpheme
The core element of morphological analysis is the morpheme. According to Yule (2020), a morpheme is the smallest unit of meaning in a language, representing the minimal form that conveys a clear semantic or grammatical purpose and cannot be broken down further into meaningful components. This widely accepted definition in linguistics forms the foundation for all morphological analysis.
Fromkin et al. (2018) define a morpheme as the minimal linguistic unit that carries meaning. They distinguish morphemes from phonemes, noting that phonemes are units of sound while morphemes are units of meaning. A single word may consist of one morpheme or several, depending on its internal structure. For example, the word play consists of one morpheme, while played consists of two morphemes: the root play and the past-tense marker -ed. Similarly, playing contains the root play and the progressive marker -ing; books contains the root book and the plural marker -s; and unhappy contains the negative prefix un- and the adjective happy. These examples illustrate how morphemes combine to produce words with complex grammatical and semantic content.
[bookmark: _Toc234243954][bookmark: _Toc234244055][bookmark: _Toc234314081]

Table 2. 1 Examples of Morpheme Analysis
	Word
	Morphemes
	Morphological Information

	play
	Play
	1 morpheme (root)

	played
	play + -ed
	2 morphemes (root + past tense)

	playing
	play + -ing
	2 morphemes (root + progressive)

	books
	book + -s
	2 morphemes (root + plural)

	unhappy
	un- + happy
	2 morphemes (prefix + adjective root)


Understanding the morpheme is essential for the present study because many of the errors identified in students' recount texts involve incorrect, missing, or misformed morphemes, particularly in the areas of past tense marking, plural inflection, and possessive construction.
[bookmark: _Toc234314585]Types of Morphemes
Morphemes are classified along two primary dimensions: their capacity to stand alone as independent words, and their grammatical versus lexical function. Yule (2020) organizes morphemes into free morphemes and bound morphemes, and further subdivides each category according to their role in the language system.
1) Free Morphemes
Free morphemes can stand alone as independent words without being attached to another form. Yule (2020) divides free morphemes into two types. Lexical morphemes carry content meaning and include nouns, verbs, adjectives, and adverbs, for example book, write, happy, fast. Functional morphemes serve grammatical purposes and include prepositions, articles, conjunctions, and pronouns, such as in, the, and, she. Both types are independently meaningful but differ in the nature of the meaning they convey.
2) Bound Morphemes
Bound morphemes are affixes that cannot stand alone and must attach to another morpheme. According to Yule (2020), they are categorized into two types. Derivational morphemes generate new words or alter the grammatical class of a base word, for example, un- (unhappy), -ness (happiness), or -er (writer). Inflectional morphemes, on the other hand, do not produce new words but modify existing words to express grammatical features like tense, number, or person. In English, these inflectional morphemes are always suffixes and will be discussed in more detail in the next subsection.
This classification directly pertains to EFL writing analysis. Fromkin et al. (2018) note that errors with bound morphemes, especially inflectional suffixes, are among the most frequent in language learners' written work. EFL students often omit or incorrectly use inflectional morphemes when writing in English, leading to morphological mistakes that can be identified and studied through error analysis methods.
[bookmark: _Toc234314586]Inflectional Morphemes
Inflectional morphemes are the most significant type among all morphemes for this study. According to Yule (2020), they are bound morphemes attached to words to signal grammatical relationships like tense, number, person, aspect, comparison, or possession. English contains eight inflectional morphemes, all of which are suffixes.
[bookmark: _Toc234243955][bookmark: _Toc234244056]

[bookmark: _Toc234314082]Table 2. 2 Eight Inflectional Morphemes in English (Yule, 2020)
	Morpheme
	Function
	Example
	EFL Error Example

	-s / -es
	Plural noun
	books, boxes
	many book*

	-'s
	Possessive
	father's bag
	father bag*

	-ed
	Past tense
	walked, played
	we eat yesterday*

	irregular past
	Past participle
	gone, written
	have go*

	-ing
	Progressive
	running, eating
	she study*

	-s
	3rd person singular
	he walks
	he walk*

	-er
	Comparative
	faster, bigger
	more fast*

	-est
	Superlative
	fastest, biggest
	most fastest*


The eight inflectional morphemes outlined earlier play a crucial role in EFL writing research because they are necessary in grammatically correct English sentences. Fromkin et al. (2018) point out that native speakers use these morphemes automatically and consistently, whereas language learners need to consciously learn when each is required. In EFL writing, incorrect application of inflectional morphemes is a major source of morphological errors, and examining these errors can provide valuable insights into the learner's developing grammatical skills.
The inflectional morphemes most directly relevant to recount text writing are the past tense marker -ed, irregular past forms such as went and brought, and the plural marker -s. Since recount text requires learners to narrate past events, the accurate application of past tense inflections is a fundamental requirement of the genre. Yule (2020) notes that irregular past forms present a particular challenge because they cannot be generated by rule and must be memorized individually, making them especially susceptible to morphological error in EFL writing.
[bookmark: _Toc234314587]Morphological Errors in EFL Writing
Morphological errors occur when a learner incorrectly forms, applies, or omits a morpheme in a written or spoken utterance. In the context of EFL writing, morphological errors are among the most frequently documented categories of linguistic deviation, reflecting learners' incomplete mastery of the morphological rules of English. Yule (2020) observes that morphological errors provide direct evidence of the learner's interlanguage, revealing which aspects of the morphological system have been acquired and which remain unstable.
Morphological errors in EFL writing can be categorized into three main types. The first is omission, where a learner leaves out an obligatory morpheme, such as in 'many book' instead of 'many books,' missing the plural -s. The second type is misformation, where the wrong form of a morpheme is used, like 'we eat yesterday' instead of 'we ate yesterday,' or 'my father buy three ticket' instead of 'bought three tickets,' involving verb misformation and omitted plurals. The third type is overgeneralization, where learners apply regular rules to irregular forms, leading to errors like 'goed' instead of 'went' or 'buyed' instead of 'bought'.


[bookmark: _Toc234243956][bookmark: _Toc234244057][bookmark: _Toc234314083]Table 2. 3 Examples of Morphological Errors in EFL Recount Writing
	Erroneous Form
	Correct Form
	Error Type
	Morpheme Affected

	We bring food
	We brought food
	Misformation
	Irregular past tense

	we eat yesterday
	we ate yesterday
	Misformation
	Irregular past tense

	many book
	many books
	Omission
	Plural marker -s

	my father buy ticket
	my father bought tickets
	Misformation + Omission
	Past tense + plural

	I goed to Bandung
	I went to Bandung
	Overgeneralization
	Irregular past tense


Table 2.3 illustrates the specific morphological error patterns observed in the students' recount texts, which serve as the data for this study. According to Fromkin et al. (2018), morphological errors in learner writing are not random but tend to follow predictable developmental patterns in interlanguage. Lieber (2016) also notes that such errors usually arise from either incomplete mastery of irregular forms or excessive application of productive morphological rules. Recognizing these patterns is pedagogically important because they clearly highlight which areas of the morphological system need targeted instructional support.
In recount text writing, morphological errors are especially common because this genre demands the correct and consistent use of past tense forms. Yule (2020) suggests that EFL learners find past tense morphology challenging mainly due to the irregularity of many high-frequency English verbs, such as go-went, bring-brought, eat-ate, write-wrote, and see-saw. These irregular forms cannot be formed by simply adding -ed, so they need to be memorized individually. Missing or incorrect forms in writing clearly indicate incomplete mastery of morphology. This study builds on these theories to identify and categorize morphological errors in students' recount texts, offering a clear, linguistically informed view of the morphological difficulties faced by EFL learners in written language.
[bookmark: _Toc234314588]Syntax
Syntax is the second linguistic area examined in this study, complementing the discussion of morphology above. While morphology concerns the internal structure of words, syntax concerns how words combine into phrases, clauses, and sentences. This section defines syntax, outlines basic sentence structure, explains phrases and clauses, English word order, auxiliary verbs, and subject–verb agreement, and finally defines syntactical errors and connects them to recount text writing.
[bookmark: _Toc234314589]Definition of Syntax
According to Yule (2020), syntax is the study of the structure of phrases and sentences, that is, the rules that determine how words are arranged to produce grammatically acceptable utterances. Fromkin et al. (2018) offer a compatible definition, describing syntax as the system of rules that governs how words combine into phrases and sentences as part of speakers’ grammatical competence. Recent EFL writing research applies this view directly: Setyaji (2023) treats syntax as the structural backbone of sentence construction, in which deviations from expected word order or sentence elements constitute syntactic errors, while Reski (2023) similarly defines syntactic errors as resulting from inaccuracies in the rules governing sentence structure. This study adopts Yule (2020) definition as its primary foundation, supported by Fromkin et al. (2018): syntax is understood here as the set of rules governing how words are arranged into phrases, clauses, and sentences to produce grammatically acceptable English, providing the conceptual basis for identifying syntactic errors discussed in the following subsections.
[bookmark: _Toc234314590]Sentence Structure
Yule (2020) states that every grammatical English sentence is constructed from five fundamental elements: subject, verb, object, complement, and adverbial. The subject, usually before the verb, performs the action or is described ‘My mother lost her handphone’. The verb indicates the action or state and should always be in past tense in recount texts (Fromkin et al., 2018). The object, which comes after the verb, receives the action ‘She visited her grandmother’. The complement, following a linking verb, completes the meaning of the subject or object ‘The trip was exciting’. The adverbial, often indicating time or place, has more flexibility in position but is governed by specific English rules (Yule, 2020). In recount texts that narrate past events through connected sentences, mastery of this SVOCA pattern is essential: omissions or errors in subject, object, or complement structure reduce grammatical correctness and are considered sentence errors in this study.
[bookmark: _Toc234314591]Phrase and Clause
Many syntactical errors in EFL writing occur not at the level of a single word but in how words are grouped together. A phrase is a group of words functioning as a single grammatical unit built around a head word, without a complete subject-predicate structure (Yule, 2020). English has four major phrase types relevant to this study: the noun phrase ‘the old house’, the verb phrase, which includes auxiliaries, objects, or adverbials ‘was walking quickly’, the adjective phrase ‘very tired’, and the prepositional phrase ‘at the market’, which frequently functions as an adverbial of time or place in recount texts (Fromkin et al., 2018).
A clause, by contrast, contains both a subject and a predicate and expresses a complete proposition (Yule, 2020). An independent clause can stand alone as a grammatical sentence ‘We arrived at the station’, whereas a dependent clause cannot and must attach to an independent clause ‘because it was raining’. Fromkin et al. (2018) note that EFL learners often produce sentence fragments when a dependent clause is written without an accompanying independent clause, a pattern Setyaji (2023) confirms as recurring in EFL narrative writing, and one especially relevant to recount text, which requires students to connect sequential events using structures such as ‘after we ate lunch, we went to the beach.’
[bookmark: _Toc234314592]English Word Order
Yule (2020) explains that English is structurally an SVO (Subject-Verb-Object) language with a comparatively fixed word order: the subject precedes the verb, which precedes the object, as in ‘My mother lost her handphone.’ Fromkin et al. (2018) add that modifiers normally precede the noun they modify ‘her handphone,’ not ‘handphone her’, and that adverbs of time are usually placed at the beginning or end of a sentence rather than between the subject and verb ‘Yesterday, I lost my handphone’.
Although English and Indonesian both broadly follow SVO order, Indonesian allows a topic to be fronted before the rest of the sentence and often places possessive elements after the noun they describe, as in ‘HP Ibu saya hilang’ (literally, handphone mother my lost). Transferred directly into English, this produces an ungrammatical sentence:
Incorrect sentence 
· Mother I lose handphone
Correction
· My mother lost her handphone
Here, ‘mother’ is fronted as in Indonesian, ‘I’ is misapplied instead of a possessive determiner, and ‘lose’ lacks the required past tense marker, showing how a single sentence can reveal both a word order error and a morphological error at once. Le (2023) and Setyaji (2023) both report that this kind of word order deviation is among the most frequent syntactical errors produced by EFL learners whose first language permits more flexible constituent ordering than English allows.
[bookmark: _Toc234314593]Auxiliary Verbs
Auxiliary verbs combine with the main verb to mark tense, aspect, voice, negation, and questions, without carrying independent lexical meaning of their own (Yule, 2020). The auxiliary be (am, is, are, was, were) forms the progressive aspect and passive voice (‘They were playing football’) and is the auxiliary most frequently omitted by EFL learners, as in ‘She studying English’ instead of ‘She was studying English’ (Yule, 2020). The auxiliary do (do, does, did) is required for negation and questions in the simple present and simple past when no other auxiliary is present ‘She did not go to school’ learners often combine did with an already-inflected verb, producing ‘She did not went to school’ (Fromkin et al., 2018). The auxiliary have (have, has, had) forms the perfect aspect ‘They had already left’, which (Yule, 2020) notes is conceptually difficult for many EFL learners and therefore prone to omission. Modal auxiliaries (can, could, will, would, must, should) are always followed by the base form of the verb, and errors typically involve adding an unnecessary inflection, as in ‘He must goes now’ instead of ‘He must go now’(Fromkin et al., 2018). Auxiliary verbs are directly relevant to recount text writing because the genre relies on past, and at times past progressive or past perfect, constructions to narrate events and show how actions relate in time, and omission of obligatory auxiliaries is among the most common syntactical errors in EFL narrative and recount writing (Fromkin et al., 2018; Yule, 2020).
[bookmark: _Toc234314594]Subject–Verb Agreement
Subject–verb agreement requires the verb to match its subject in number and person. Yule (2020) explains that English marks this primarily in the present tense, where third-person singular subjects require the -s suffix ‘She walks to school’ while other subjects use the base verb form ‘They walk to school’, Fromkin et al. (2018) note that learners sometimes overgeneralize the singular -s marker to plural subjects, producing errors such as ‘*The students walks to school.’ Agreement also applies to the auxiliary be in both present and past tense ‘He is happy’ / ‘They are happy’; ‘She was tired’ / ‘They were tired’, and errors involving be are especially frequent because its form changes by both person and number (Yule, 2020). Although this study focuses on recount text, which is predominantly written in the simple past, subject–verb agreement remains relevant because recount texts often use be in past progressive or descriptive constructions, where agreement between the subject and was/were is required; Razak and Ravinthar (2017), cited in Le (2023), reports that subject–verb agreement was the most common grammatical error in their study of EFL learners’ essays, highlighting its significance as a frequent syntactical challenge.
[bookmark: _Toc234314595]Syntactical Errors
Building on section 2.3.1, syntactic errors are deviations from the grammatical rules that govern how words are arranged into phrases, clauses, and sentences, even when the individual word forms are correct (Yule, 2020). This distinguishes syntactic errors from morphological errors, which concern a word’s internal form rather than its placement or combination with other words. Fromkin et al. (2018) describe such errors as evidence of a learner’s developing, rule-governed interlanguage rather than as random mistakes, a view consistent with Reski’s (2023) characterization of syntactic errors as arising from inaccuracies in the rules governing sentence structure. Such errors are typically systematic, often reflecting first-language influence or an incomplete grasp of a specific rule such as auxiliary selection or word order, and a single erroneous sentence may simultaneously fall under more than one surface category, which is precisely the overlap that this study’s two-stage morphological and syntactical framework is designed to clarify (Fromkin et al., 2018; Yule, 2020).
Based on the syntactic areas discussed above, this study identifies five common types of syntactical error in EFL writing, each grounded in a specific subsection of this chapter: auxiliary omission, the failure to include an obligatory auxiliary such as be, do, or have (section 2.3.5); word order errors, where sentence elements violate English SVO or modifier-placement rules, often through first-language transfer (section 2.3.4); clause structure errors, where a dependent clause is left unattached to an independent clause, producing fragments or run-ons (section 2.3.3); sentence structure errors, where a basic element such as the subject, verb, object, or complement is missing, duplicated, or misplaced (section 2.3.2); and subject–verb agreement errors, where the verb form does not match the number or person of its subject (section 2.3.6). Grounding each category in established syntactic theory ensures that the error classification used in this study’s analysis is systematic rather than arbitrary.
[bookmark: _Toc234314596]Syntactical Errors in Recount Text Writing
Recount texts describe a sequence of past events in chronological order. Their specific structural and grammatical rules make them vulnerable to five common error types. Auxiliary omission often occurs because these texts sometimes need past progressive or past perfect tense to show ongoing or completed actions relative to others. For example, in ‘While we were waiting for the bus, it started to rain,’ omitting 'were' makes the temporal relationship unclear. Sentence fragments and clause errors happen when students use subordinators like 'after,' 'when,' or 'because' without linking them to complete independent clauses, or when they combine multiple actions without proper connectors, creating run-on sentences. Word order mistakes are frequent when students translate directly from Indonesian, leading to unnatural sequences such as ‘Mother I lose handphone,’ especially since recount texts frequently involve family, places, and possessions, increasing the likelihood of transfer errors. Subject–verb agreement issues mainly appear with the verb 'be' in past progressive tense, such as ‘The children was playing in the yard,’ instead of ‘The children were playing…’ Overall, assembling recount texts requires students to link a series of complete sentences with time connectors and consistent past tense, maintaining the chronological order. According to Poejilestari (2020) and Nadia (2024), this task demands simultaneous management of verb tense, sentence structure, and chronological connectors. The identified categories auxiliary use, sentence structure, subject–verb agreement, and word order are rooted in the syntactic theory developed throughout this chapter, ensuring coherence from theoretical principles to methods, results, and discussion.
[bookmark: _Toc234314597]Surface Strategy Taxonomy
[bookmark: _Toc234314598]Definition of Surface Strategy Taxonomy
Surface Strategy Taxonomy is a framework for classifying second language errors proposed by Dulay et al. (1982) in their seminal work Language Two. The taxonomy categorizes errors according to the way learners alter the surface structure of target language utterances, focusing on observable modifications to the form of linguistic output rather than on the underlying cognitive or psycholinguistic processes responsible for those deviations. Dulay et al. (1982) identified four principal strategies through which learners deviate from target norms: omission, addition, misformation, and misordering. The central analytical premise of this taxonomy is that each error type reflects a distinct pattern of surface alteration, thereby offering researchers a systematic and replicable means of describing interlanguage production.
The primary purpose of Surface Strategy Taxonomy is descriptive and classificatory. It enables researchers to identify what learners do to the target form whether they omit a required element, add a redundant one, select an incorrect form, or position a linguistic unit incorrectly rather than why the error occurred. This focus on observable surface phenomena has made the taxonomy one of the most widely adopted frameworks in EFL writing research. Studies such as those by Khansir and Sharifabad (2020) and Alamin and Ahmed (2021) have applied the taxonomy to analyze written errors in EFL contexts across different educational levels, consistently confirming its utility in providing structured, categorizable error data that can inform pedagogy. Its relative simplicity and its independence from speculative causal inference make it especially practical for classroom-based research settings.
Nevertheless, Surface Strategy Taxonomy carries an inherent limitation that is directly relevant to the present study. Because the taxonomy classifies errors solely by their surface manifestation, it does not inherently distinguish whether a given error pertains to the morphological or syntactical dimension of the learner's interlanguage. An erroneous verb form, for instance, may simultaneously constitute a morphological deviation and be classifiable as misformation within the taxonomy; however, the taxonomy itself does not mark that distinction. This conceptual gap means that Surface Strategy Taxonomy, when applied in isolation, yields a typological classification without a corresponding linguistic-level analysis.
It is for this reason that the present study does not employ Surface Strategy Taxonomy as a standalone framework. Instead, following the theoretical model of Yule (2020), errors are first classified as either morphological or syntactical based on their linguistic level before being further categorized according to Dulay et al. (1982) four surface strategies. This two-stage analytical framework preserves the descriptive precision of Surface Strategy Taxonomy while grounding each error in a principled linguistic category, thereby producing findings that are both typologically and linguistically informative.
[bookmark: _Toc234314599]Omission
Omission errors occur when a learner fails to include a morpheme or linguistic element that is obligatory in well-formed target language output (Dulay et al., 1982). These errors are pervasive in EFL writing and tend to cluster around grammatical functors elements that carry little independent semantic content but perform essential syntactic and morphological roles rather than content morphemes, which are more likely to be retained because of their communicative salience. Grammatical elements commonly omitted by EFL learners include the third-person singular -s inflection, the regular past tense suffix -ed, the copula be, articles, prepositions, and auxiliary verbs (Ellis & Barkhuizen, 2005; Khansir & Sharifabad, 2020).
In the context of recount text writing, omission is particularly evident in the narration of past events, where learners frequently omit the past tense morpheme in verbs, producing utterances such as "Yesterday, I go to the market with my mother" in place of the target form "Yesterday, I went to the market with my mother." The omission of the past tense marking may appear in both regular (walk → walk instead of walked) and irregular forms, though the latter case overlaps with misformation. Similarly, learners writing recounts may omit the copula in predicative constructions ("The food delicious" for "The food was delicious") or omit articles before noun phrases ("I visited beach" for "I visited the beach").
From a pedagogical standpoint, the prevalence of omission errors suggests that EFL learners have not yet fully automatized the obligatory deployment of English grammatical morphemes, a finding consistent with Dulay et al. (1982) observation that functors are among the last elements to be acquired. Classroom instruction should therefore prioritize explicit and repeated exposure to obligatory morpheme contexts, supported by form-focused feedback that draws learners' attention to instances where required elements have been omitted. In the present study, omission errors are analyzed within this framework and are further classified as either morphological (e.g., omission of inflectional suffixes) or syntactical (e.g., omission of auxiliary verbs or prepositions) in accordance with Yule (2020) categorization before being coded as omission under Surface Strategy Taxonomy.
[bookmark: _Toc234314600]Addition
Addition errors are defined as the presence of a linguistic item that should not appear in a well-formed target language utterance (Dulay et al., 1982). Unlike omission, where required elements are missing, addition involves the inappropriate insertion of morphemes or lexical items. Dulay et al. (1982) identified three subtypes of addition errors: double marking, regularization, and simple addition.
Double marking refers to errors in which a semantic feature is marked twice when the target language requires it to be marked only once. A prototypical example in EFL writing is the double past tense marking observed in forms such as ‘He didn't went’, where the past tense is encoded both by the auxiliary did and the past form of the main verb, resulting in redundant morphological marking. Regularization, in the context of addition, occurs when a marker that is required in some forms is inappropriately added to an exceptional or irregular form for example, the addition of the plural -s to an already irregular plural ‘childrens’. Simple addition encompasses all other cases where a linguistic element is inserted without falling into the preceding two subtypes, such as the unnecessary insertion of an article ‘I ate a rice’ or a preposition ‘She entered to the room’.
In recount text production, EFL learners often make double marking errors with past tense, especially in negative and interrogative forms. In these cases, the auxiliary 'did' already indicates tense, yet learners also inflect the main verb, leading to errors. This indicates that learners have partially learned the rule but haven't fully grasped the prohibition against double marking. Teaching should focus on the distribution of tense markers in English, clarifying that in periphrastic past constructions, the tense is expressed by the auxiliary, not the main verb. The study examines and classifies these errors at both morphological and syntactic levels before categorizing them using Surface Strategy Taxonomy, ensuring a comprehensive understanding of each error.
[bookmark: _Toc234314601]Misformation
Misformation errors are produced when a learner uses an incorrect form of a morpheme or linguistic structure in place of the correct target form (Dulay et al., 1982). This category is distinguished from omission and addition in that the target morpheme or element is present in the learner's output, but the specific form selected deviates from the target norm. Dulay et al. (1982) described three subtypes of misformation: regularization, archi-form, and alternating form.
Regularization within misformation occurs when a learner applies a regular morphological rule to an irregular form, producing errors such as ‘goed’ for went or ‘teached’ for taught. This subtype reflects the overgeneralization of a productive morphological rule to lexical items that require irregular forms, a phenomenon documented extensively in both first and second language acquisition research (Ellis, 2008). Archi-form errors involve the selection of one member of a class of forms in contexts that require a different member for instance, using "him" for all third-person singular pronouns regardless of case ("Him is my friend"). Alternating form errors are characterized by the inconsistent and apparently random use of two or more forms interchangeably, such as alternating between "he" and "him" in subject position without apparent systematicity.
Misformation consistently emerges as the main error category in EFL writing studies using Surface Strategy Taxonomy (Ridha, 2012; Muangsamai, 2018; Alamin & Ahmed, 2021), and the present study yields findings consistent with this trend. This prominence stems from the complexity of English morphological patterns, especially the irregular past tense, which forces learners to memorize and recall individual lexical entries rather than applying a standard rule. In recount text writing, misformation mainly appears through incorrect past tense verb forms, a morphological error, as well as via improper preposition use and pronoun case errors, which also involve syntactical aspects. By classifying each misformation as morphological or syntactical before applying Dulay et al.'s taxonomy, this study offers a more detailed account of misformation than the Surface Strategy Taxonomy provides.
[bookmark: _Toc234314602]Misordering
Misordering errors occur when the morphemes or linguistic elements of an utterance are present but arranged in a sequence that violates the syntactic rules of the target language (Dulay et al., 1982). Unlike the preceding three categories, misordering does not involve the absence or inappropriate presence of a linguistic item, but rather concerns its placement within the larger structural unit. English, being a relatively fixed word-order language following a Subject-Verb-Object (SVO) canonical pattern, is particularly susceptible to misordering errors from learners whose first languages permit greater syntactic flexibility.
Common misordering patterns in EFL writing include the incorrect placement of adjectives following the noun in accordance with the learner's L1 pattern ‘a jacket red’ instead of ‘a red jacket’, the displacement of adverbials to non-canonical positions, and the incorrect ordering of auxiliary and main verb elements in interrogative constructions. In recount text writing, learners may produce sequences such as ‘I very enjoyed the trip’ or ‘Then came we home, both of which reflect misordered constituents in declarative sentences. Such errors frequently reflect syntactical rather than morphological deviations, though Surface Strategy Taxonomy does not make this distinction explicit.
Pedagogically, misordering errors suggest that learners have not fully internalized the positional constraints governing English constituents, particularly in extended discourse such as recount texts where multiple clause types and complex sentences are required. Explicit instruction in English sentence construction, supported by structural analysis of well-formed models, is therefore recommended to address this error type. In the present study, misordering errors are documented and analyzed at the syntactical level, consistent with their structural nature, before being classified under Surface Strategy Taxonomy, thereby reinforcing the two-stage analytical model that distinguishes linguistic level from error surface strategy.
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Applying Surface Strategy Taxonomy in EFL writing research is useful but has a key limitation: as a surface-level classification, it only describes the type of formal deviation without considering the specific linguistic subsystem involved. For example, an error labeled as misformation in Dulay et al. (1982) taxonomy could be due to either a morphological mistake, like an incorrectly inflected verb, or a syntactic issue, such as an improper prepositional phrase. Since Surface Strategy Taxonomy does not differentiate between these levels, it cannot provide a comprehensive linguistic error analysis on its own. This issue has been recognized in error analysis literature, where scholars advocate combining taxonomic frameworks with more detailed linguistic categorization schemes (Corder, 1981) (James, 1998).
The present study addresses this limitation by adopting a two-stage analytical framework. In the first stage, all errors identified in the learners' recount texts are classified as either morphological or syntactical in accordance with Yule (2020) framework, which defines morphology as the study of word-internal structure and form, and syntax as the rule-governed system governing the arrangement of words into phrases and sentences. This initial classification assigns each error to its appropriate linguistic subsystem and provides the principled basis for subsequent analysis. In the second stage, each error already identified as morphological or syntactical is further categorized according to the four surface strategies of Dulay et al. (1982): omission, addition, misformation, or misordering. This sequencing ensures that the surface strategy classification is interpreted within the correct linguistic context, producing findings that are simultaneously typologically structured and linguistically grounded.
This study's main contribution to error analysis literature is a two-stage framework. Unlike the typical use of only the Surface Strategy Taxonomy in many undergraduate research, it integrates Dulay et al. (1982) taxonomy into a wider morphosyntactic classification system. This integration enables more accurate analysis of errors made by EFL learners when writing recount texts. By combining Yule (2020) morphological and syntactic categories with Dulay et al.'s error types, the study produces cross-tabulated results that reveal not only the surface strategies employed by learners but also the linguistic levels where these strategies are most common. This comprehensive method provides a clearer picture of learner interlanguage and delivers insights with direct implications for EFL curriculum design and writing instruction. 
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Recount text is a written genre primarily used to retell past experiences or events in chronological order, mainly to inform or entertain the reader (Anderson & Anderson, 2003). Unlike narrative texts, which build arguments or resolve complications, recounts reconstruct a sequence of personal or observed events. Gerot and Wignell (1994) describe recount as a genre that retells events with the goal of informing or entertaining, maintaining a focus on time sequence and personal involvement. This functional focus makes recount one of the most accessible genres in EFL writing education, as it leverages learners' experiences and involves a limited set of linguistic tools.
The typical structure of recount texts generally follows a three-part framework. It begins with the Orientation, which introduces the participants, setting, and time frame of the events, giving the reader essential background to understand the story (Knapp & Watkins, 2005). Next come the Events, ordered chronologically, where the writer narrates what happened step-by-step. The final part, Reorientation, is optional and serves as a closing reflection or personal comment, bringing the story back to the writer's current perspective (Derewianka, 2004). This predictable structure is a key characteristic of the genre, setting it apart from other types of texts like descriptive or argumentative writing.
The linguistic features of recount text are closely tied to its social function and generic structure. Because recount involves reconstructing past events, it is characterized by the predominant use of past-tense verbs, both regular and irregular, which constitute the primary grammatical demand placed on EFL learners producing this genre (Anderson & Anderson, 2003). Action verbs, rather than relational or mental verbs, are foregrounded, as the genre prioritizes the narration of physical events and observable occurrences. Temporal conjunctions such as first, then, after that, finally, and when are used to establish and maintain the chronological sequence of events, functioning as cohesive devices that link clauses and sentences across the text (Knapp & Watkins, 2005). The use of personal participants, typically realized through first-person pronouns, reflects the genre's personal and experiential character, and maintaining consistent reference across pronoun forms constitutes an additional grammatical demand. Taken together, these linguistic features require learners to draw on a range of morphological and syntactic competencies simultaneously.
Recount texts are especially suitable for examining morphological and syntactical errors in EFL learners' writing. Their linguistic features, such as the mandatory use of past-tense verbs and the need for correctly ordered, coherent clauses, create focal areas where errors are likely to occur, aligning with this study's analytical goals. The past tense requirements, including inflecting regular verbs and retrieving irregular forms, make recount writing a valuable context for identifying frequent morphological errors that provide useful data. Likewise, the genre's dependence on multi-clausal structures and temporal sequencing challenges syntactical skills, which can be observed through errors. Therefore, the recount writings from participants offer a rich dataset for systematically identifying and classifying morphological and syntactical mistakes, following the framework outlined earlier.
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A number of prior studies are relevant to the present research, as they examine grammatical errors, morphological and syntactical deviations, and Surface Strategy Taxonomy in EFL learners' written production, particularly in recount text contexts. The following review synthesizes findings from studies that share theoretical, methodological, or thematic grounding with this research.
Asni and Susanti (2018) conducted a study on grammatical errors in recount text writing among eighth-grade students of SMP Negeri 20 Kota Jambi. Using a qualitative case study approach with 26 student participants, the study analyzed errors through Surface Strategy Taxonomy, identifying omission, addition, selection, and misordering as the four error categories. The findings revealed that omission was the most frequent error type, accounting for 166 errors (38.97%), followed closely by selection errors (38.03%), addition (15.73%), and misordering (7.28%). The study also concluded that intralingual transfer, arising from the complexity of the English system itself rather than Indonesian interference, was the dominant source of error. Students were particularly confused about verb forms — both regular and irregular past tense — and the appropriate use of the copula be. This study is directly relevant to the present research because it confirms the high frequency of grammatical errors in recount text writing and demonstrates the relevance of past tense forms and sentence structure as focal problem areas. However, the study does not distinguish between morphological and syntactical errors prior to applying the taxonomy, which is precisely the analytical gap that the present research seeks to address.
Alka et al. (2023) extended the application of Surface Strategy Taxonomy to younger learners by investigating grammatical errors in the writing of fourth-grade primary school students at SD Muslim Cendekia Batu. The study involved 40 students and employed a descriptive qualitative design. Errors were classified using Dulay et al. (1982) framework into omission (25 errors, 31.6%), addition (21 errors, 26.5%), misformation (26 errors, 32.7%), and misordering (7 errors, 9.2%), with misformation emerging as the most prevalent category. The study found that students frequently created their own grammatical rules when they lacked sufficient knowledge of English structure, leading to overgeneralization errors and inconsistent morpheme usage. Unlike Asni and Susanti (2018), where omission dominated, this study showed that misformation was the most common error type, suggesting that different learner levels and age groups may exhibit different dominant error patterns. The relevance of Alka et al. (2023) to the present study lies in its confirmation that misformation errors are prevalent across educational levels and that Surface Strategy Taxonomy provides a reliable framework for classifying surface-level grammatical deviations in learner writing.
Saputra (2022) applied Surface Strategy Taxonomy to academic writing produced by students in the Talent Scouting Program at IAIN Salatiga, a more advanced learner population than those examined in the previous two studies. The study analyzed the writing assignments of 25 students and identified a total of 29 errors distributed across omission (17 errors, 58.62%), misinformation (5 errors, 17.24%), addition (5 errors, 17.24%), and misordering (2 errors, 6.90%). Omission was overwhelmingly the most frequent error, largely involving missing articles, prepositions, auxiliary verbs, plural markers, and grammatical functors that EFL learners tend to treat as semantically dispensable. The study also identified sources of errors, finding that developmental or intralingual factors accounted for 48.27% of all errors, suggesting that incomplete internalization of English grammatical rules rather than L1 interference alone is a primary driver of written errors. Saputra (2022) is significant for the present study because it demonstrates that Surface Strategy Taxonomy can be applied to diverse writing genres and learner levels, and that omission and misformation consistently emerge as the most analytically informative categories. However, as with other studies in this review, Saputra (2022) does not differentiate between morphological and syntactical error types before applying the taxonomy.
These three studies share several features that influence the current research. All utilize the Surface Strategy Taxonomy as their main analysis method, demonstrate that grammatical errors in EFL writing are both widespread and systematically patterned, and identify omission and misformation as the most common surface error types. However, none explicitly distinguish between morphological and syntactical errors beforehand, creating a gap in both theory and methodology. The present study addresses this by first categorizing errors as morphological or syntactical based on Yule (2020) framework, then applying Dulay et al. (1982) Surface Strategy Taxonomy. This approach refines previous analyses and provides a more linguistically precise model for EFL error classification.


CHAPTER II   LITERATURE REVIEW   English as a Foreign Language (EFL) Learners   Definition of EFL   English as a Foreign Language (EFL) pertains to learning and using English  in settings where it is not the primary or official language of everyday  communication. Brown  (2000)   describes language learning in the EFL context as a  process where the target language plays a limited role within the learner's local  social and cultural environment. This sets EFL apart from English as a Second  Language (ESL), where students live in Engl ish - speaking communities and  regularly engage with the language outside formal classes.   Richards and Renandya (2002)   highlight that in EFL situations, there is  limited real - world exposure to English, so classroom instruction becomes the main  method for language acquisition. As a result, the effectiveness of teaching methods  and curriculum design becomes especially impor tant in EFL environments  compared to ESL.  Harmer (2007) emphasizes that EFL teachers need to create  lessons that foster meaningful exposure and genuine language use during class, as  students often have few chances to practice English outside school. Additionally,  Nation (2009) points out that EFL  learners mostly encounter high - frequency  English words in academic or instructional contexts, which limits how well they  can internalize vocabulary and grammar.   Characteristics of EFL Learners   EFL learners exhibit specific characteristics shaped by the conditions of  learning a foreign language. Brown  (2000)   highlights language transfer as a key  feature: learners use their first language (L1) as a cognitive tool, resulting in positive  transfer when L1 and the target language share similarities, and negative transfer,  or interference, when differences cause er rors. Richards and Renandya (2002) add  that limited   authentic input hampers fluency and accuracy development, especially  in writing, where learners must create extended, coherent text without the  immediate support of real - time interaction.   Harmer (2007) notes that EFL learners are often motivated by practical  goals like exam success or career growth, rather than the more social motives 

