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In recent years, the shift in the teaching approaches employed in Thai
English as a Foreign Language (EFL) classroom provides new opportunities
and challenges to the teachers and students form Generation Z
(1995 — 2009) and Generation Alpha (2010 —2024). This study examines
verb errors among Thai EFL learners from Generation Z and Generation
Alpha to compare error types and sources. 300 written assignments from
both generations were analyzed by Grammarly based on a mixed-methods
approach adapted from Corder’s (1974). The findings showed that
Generation Z produced 466 errors, considerably more than Generation
Alpha's 355 errors, with both cohorts producing all types of errors, namely
misformation, omission, addition, and misordering, respectively. Despite
Generation Z producing higher overall error detection, Generation Alpha
displayed higher rates of the certain error forms, such as misuse of
singular and plural verb usage and expletive construction. Interlingual
interference was the most frequently produced error source for both
groups. These findings highlight the balance between L1 and L2 in EFL
classrooms and the significance of teacher supervision in promoting
autonomous learning. The study provides valuable insights for EFL
teachers, suggesting appropriate teaching strategies in writing classes
tailored to different generations.

INTRODUCTION

English has become the global language for communication, used by people worldwide
regardless of their nationality. Due to the significance of English language proficiency, educators
in applied linguistics have given considerable attention to the topics of learning and teaching
the English language. Numerous researchers have identified potential pedagogical solutions
for challenges faced by both learners and teachers in an English as a Foreign Language (EFL)
context; however, they may not be universally applicable to every English learning context. In
Thailand, for instance, learners struggle with low English proficiency even though English is
taught from a young age and many researchers revealed that one of the common difficulties
faced by Thai EFL learners is the verbs usage (Nonkukhetkhong, 2013; Promsupa et al., 2017;
Watcharapunyawong & Usaha, 2013).
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The differences between the Thai and English language systems are one of the reasons why
Thai students find challenging to use the verb accurately in English. According to Kulsirisawad
(2014), four types of verb errors are commonly produced by Thai EFL learners namely using
the wrong verb tense, omitting ‘be’, lacking subject-verb agreement, and incorrect forming of
irregular verb. These certain verb rules do not exist in Thai; therefore, it can contribute to
difficulties in English writing (Watcharapunyawong & Usaha, 2013).

Apart from the absence of grammatical rules in learners’ L1, an interlingual interference is
another cause of Thai EFL students producing verb errors, where negative elements from the
first language (Thai) affect the target language (English). Nevertheless, several research have
revealed that these errors can also stem from intralingual factors, which are errors caused by
the target language itself (Kampookaew, 2020; Sermsook et al., 2017). The significance of these
sources of errors has drawn attention in the field, leading to extensive research on the
difficulties faced by Thai EFL learners in English writing. However, only a few studies have
focused on a particular grammatical error, especially verb errors, which are examined among
Thai EFL students (Amnuai, 2020; Kampookaew, 2020; Phetdannuea & Ngonkum, 2017;
Pongsukvajchakul, 2019; Sermsook et al., 2017). These studies have consistently found that
verb errors, including subject-verb agreement, verb forms, and tenses, are among the most
common and recurring errors in the written work produced by Thai EFL learners.

It is important to investigate the verb usage among Thai EFL learners to deliver a complete
thought in English since verb is an essential word class in English, conveying actions and states
of the subject in a sentence. According to Burton-Roberts (2011), in terms of English syntax,
a sentence can be formed by a combination of subject and predicate. The subject can be either
a noun or a pronoun which is called a noun phrase (NP) whereas a predicate must contain
averb which s called a verb phrase (VP). In addition, verbs possess grammatical characteristics
such as tense, aspect, person, number, and mood (Richards & Schmidt, 2010). For this reason,
comparing to other language skills, writing in English might be considered the most intricate
for Thai EFL learners to master (Ismawati et al., 2021). Specifically, the dissimilar structures
and components of English and Thai writing are believed to contribute to the occurrence of
errors in Thai students' English writing (Kaweera, 2013).

As of 2023, the students in primary and high school in Thailand are known as Generation Z
and Generation Alpha who were born between 1995 to 2009 and 2010 to 2024, respectively.
Because of the rapid digital development, the methods of educating have been adjusted from
traditional learning to more engaging, visual, multimodal, and hands-on learning to allow the
new generations to learn and to be engaged in the classroom. Even though technology has
been playing a dominant role in two recent generations, a slight difference can be seen in
terms of amount of technology usage adopted in the last decade. According to Phoocharoensil
(2022), the English Language Teaching (ELT) research trends in Thailand between 2019 and
2021 showed that technological implementation within teaching methodology, namely mobile
assisted language, online learning, and use of social media, were frequently explored. On
contrarily, less technology was likely to be implemented in prior generation’s research as they
focused more on student performance and learning support (Deerajviset, 2022). Besides,
several research employed web-based methodology, but it only provided the reading resources
from internet (Kongkapet, 2007; Wongpattanakit, 2006).
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As Generation Z and Generation Alpha gradually become the dominant groups in schools, it
is vital to study the differences of errors made between two generations which highlights
several importance. Firstly, it aids in recognizing common strategies to enhance students’
writing quality, especially when they are at older age and writing skill is important for academic
progress (Kampookaew, 2020; Putamata, 2011). Secondly, for younger students, examining
errors can help to investigate their unexploited learning potential, and provide insights to
teachers to adjust their approaches to reduce error’s production (Kopfer, 2022). By addressing
these errors early on, effective approaches to minimize errors can be identified, ensuring that
fewer errors are produced among the future generation. Therefore, analyzing grammatical
errors has been a fundamental aspect in comprehending how language is acquired, and the
strategies employed by learners (Corder, 1967). While numerous studies on error analysis have
been conducted worldwide in the context of English as a Foreign Language (EFL) writing (Debora,
2018; Helmiyadi, 2018; Khatter, 2019; Liu et al., 2022; Sari, 2016), only a few have specifically
focused on verb errors (Solihat & Novianti, 2015; Vazariah & Rozimela, 2020). Furthermore,
in the Thai EFL context, numerous studies have analyzed learners' errors, but those specifically
focusing on verb errors are limited. Verb errors have been frequently identified among Thai
EFL learners indicating a need for further analysis of this specific error type to address the
research gap (Amnuai, 2020; Jenwitheesuk, 2009; Kampookaew, 2020; Nonkukhetkhong, 2013;
Phetdannuea & Ngonkum, 2017; Pongsukvajchakul, 2019; Promsupa et al., 2017; Sermsook
etal., 2017; Watcharapunyawong & Usaha, 2013). Also, most of the research in the Thai context
has focused on interlingual and intralingual errors made by university-level students
(Phetdannuea & Ngonkum, 2017; Phuket & Othman, 2015; Sermsook et al., 2017). Nevertheless,
this study seeks to investigate the influence of both interlingual and intralingual errors on the
English writing skills of Thai learners from Generation Z and Generation Alpha. Since these
cohorts are the current learners who will soon eventually become significant global citizens,
the findings of this study can be used to examine the hypothesis on how different teaching
approaches and the role of technology in two distinguished generations are likely to either
avoid or produce more language errors. Therefore, two research questions were developed
for this study: (1) What are the differences of types of errors found between the Generation
Z’s and Generation Alpha’s Thai EFL learners? (2) What are the differences of sources of errors
found between the Generation Z’s and Generation Alpha’s That EFL learners? The outcomes
of this study aim to investigate the verb errors made by two generations and to provide the
teachers with more contemporary and applicable teaching approaches for the forthcoming
generations. Not only does it contribute to the academic personnel, but it also provides
references for the researchers to conduct further research in this field.

LITERATURE REVIEW
Types of verb errors
A surface structure taxonomy introduced by Dulay et al. (1982) is one of the error classifications
that develops hypothesis and inferences in the second language learning process. The surface

structure taxonomy has been employed widely in categorizing language errors, especially in
writing, as it is based on the altered surface language elements that can be seen from the
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written production. Thus, the deep structures of the language are disregarded which makes
it one of the common descriptive error classifications that allows the researchers to understand
learner’s cognitive process that underlies their target language construction. In addition, the
taxonomy develops deep awareness that learner’s errors can be produced due to various
factors. To illustrate, the errors can possibly be produced by learner’s carelessness or laziness;
however, they can also be produced because of the learner applying some temporarily
principles when they produce the target language.

According to Dulay et al. (1982), the surface structure taxonomy is classified into four categories
namely omission, addition, misformation, and misordering. As this study focuses on verb errors,
the descriptions and examples illustrated below by Dulay et al. (1982) are based on verbs. The
first category is an omission error which happens when the item that must be placed in a
sentence is omitted. According to James (1998), omission is not comparable to ellipsis as it is
ungrammatically allowed to exclude certain element from a sentence. Both content morphemes
and grammatical morphemes are frequently omitted in the early stages of learning the target
language. Dulay et al. (1982) argued that omission errors are likely to be less common at the
later stage once the learners employ compensatory strategies.

Following by addition error, it is the appearance of an item in a well-formed sentence that is
not supposed to be presented and it often occurs once the learner has mastered a set of new
rulesin their target language. It can be divided into three subtypes which are double markings,
regularizations, and simple addition. The first subtype, double markings, is when an item that
the learner fails to delete in a sentence despite being correct in other structures. For example,
the learner might say ‘I didn’t went’ instead of ‘I didn’t go’ (Dulay et al., 1982). The second
addition error is a regularization which happens when the learners apply the specific rules to
every utterance without an exception (Dulay et al., 1982). For instance, the learner might say
‘eated’ instead of ‘ate’ as the rule for regular verb form is applied to the irregular verb form.
The last form is simple addition which includes the other addition errors that do not list under
double markings or regularizations. For example, ‘doesn’t’ in ‘The fishes doesn’t live in the
water’ is a simple addition as a morpheme ‘-es’ is added to the verb in spite of plural subject
(Dulay et al., 1982).

The third category is a misformation error which is the use of incorrect structure or morpheme
in a sentence. It can be classified into three subtypes including regularizations, archi-forms
and alternating forms. Firstly, regularization occurs when a regular rule is applied to irregular
form produces regularizations. For example, the learner might say ‘runned’ instead of ‘ran’
(Dulay et al., 1982). Followed by an archi-form, it occurs when the learners select only one
class of forms to represent in another language context. In English verb usage, an archi-form
can be found when the learners place infinitive verb form after every verb such as ‘finish to
watch’ (Dulay et al., 1982). Lastly, an alternating form occurs once the learners broaden their
lexical and syntactical knowledge as they alternately use different items of a class in a sentence.
To illustrate, the learners might use participle forms alternately with the past irregular forms
as in ‘l seen her yesterday’ and ‘He would have saw them’.

The last category is the misordering error which occurs when a morpheme or a group of
morphemes are placed in the incorrect order. This type of error is common when the learners
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do literal translation from their mother tongue to the target language (Dulay et al., 1982). One
of the common misordering errors is the incorrect formation of indirect questions such as
‘I don’t know what is that’ instead of ‘l don’t know what that is’ (Dulay et al., 1982). The summary
of types of errors discussed above is presented in Table 1.

Table 1
A summary of types of verb errors (Dulay et al., 1982)

Note. [0] refers to the item that was omitted in the sentence.

In addition to identifying the types of errors, it is essential to examine how those errors were
caused, as this helps in developing strategies to enhance the learning process and prevent
students from repeating the same errors.

Sources of verb errors

Once the errors are categorized based on their types, the study of sources of errors plays a
dominant role to understand how learners produce errors and what variables control them.
Brown (2007) supported this point as it broadens the understanding of the learners’ cognitive
and affective processes within the language system during their second language acquisition.
A variety of sources of errors categorizations had been proposed by several scholars; for
example, Richards’s (1971) interlanguage errors and intralingual errors, Brown’s (2007)
interlingual transfer, intralingual transfer, the context of learning, and communication strategies,
and James’s (1998) interlingual errors, intralingual errors, communications-strategy, and
induced errors.

In Thai EFL context, several studies have been conducted for decades to study the sources of
errors appeared the written production by Thai EFL learners (Phuket & Othman, 2015;
Sattayatham & Somchoen, 2007; Watcharapunyawong & Usaha, 2012). Since this study focuses
on the Thai EFL context, the selected literature review is based on Kaweera (2013) in which
provides a vibrant picture of the sources of errors produced by Thai EFL learners, explaining
two aspects of interlingual interference (lexical and syntactic) and seven aspects of intralingual
interference (false analogy, misanalysis, incomplete rule application, exploiting redundancy,
overlooking cooccurrence restrictions, hypercorrection, and overgeneralization). The errors
exemplified in aforementioned study were produced during EFL learning based on James’s
(1998) theoretical concept of interlingual and intralingual errors.
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Interlingual error is one of the sources of errors caused due to the interference of learner’s
mother tongue—Thai language (L1). The errors in this case may result from learners inaccurately
applying a set of L1 language patterns to the target language. Richards (1971) pointed that
such phenomenon can be termed when the learners lack ability to distinguish two language
systems. Four types of verb errors that are commonly produced by Thai EFL learners are 1.
Misuse of English tense, 2. Omission of ‘be’ 3. Lack of subject-verb agreement and 4. Incorrect
formation of irregular verbs (Kulsirisawad, 2014). In addition to that, according to Kaweera
(2013), interlingual errors in Thai EFL context can be explained based on two aspects which
are L1 lexical interference and L1 syntactic interference.

The first aspect of interlingual error is the L1 lexical interference. Based on James’s (1998)
semantic errors in lexis, Thai EFL students tend to direct translate from Thai to English when
they compose writing in English. Thus, they often produce incorrect lexical choice due to
literal translation. According to James (1998), two main types of semantic errors in lexis are
considered as interlingual errors which are confusion of sense relation and collocational errors.
Confusion of sense relations occur when L2 learners fail to make lexical distinction due to the
limited competence of the target language. For example, Thai EFL learner might write ‘I play
the internet’ instead of ‘I surf the internet’ since ‘play’ in Thai has multiple meanings such as
doing something pleasurable, acting in the movie, or surfing the internet. Besides, collocation
errors occur when the learners assumed that certain item can be collocated in the same way
in both L1 and L2. For example, Thai EFL learner might say ‘He described about his house’ as
they directly translated /giaao" gap*/ to ‘about’ in English. However, certain preposition is
redundant as it does not collocate with the verb ‘described’.

Apart from incorrect lexical choices, direct translation from Thai to English is also common for
Thai EFL learners when they construct English sentences. Several grammar errors such as the
incorrect usage of subject-verb agreement, verb tense, passive voice, relative clause, expletive
structure, and word orders are commonly produced due to the differences between L1 and
L2 and inexistence of certain L2 language patterns in Thai language. Pongpairoj (2002) classified
the L1 syntactic interference in Thai EFL written compositions into three main types which are
sentence construction, sentence boundary, and word order. Sentence construction errors
consist of three subtypes namely the misuse of expletive constructions, adjectival constructions,
and transitive verb phrase constructions. Expletive construction, ‘there + verb to be’, is one of
the English sentence constructions that Thai EFL students find it challenging as they often
replace certain structure with the equivalent construction in Thai: ‘mi (=have) + noun’. Adjectival
constructions occur when a copular verb that links the subject and the complement of the
sentence is excluded. This type of error is also common as certain verb is unnecessary in Thai
language. Lastly, incorrect transitive verb phrase constructions occur when a direct object is
omitted after a transitive verb, and this type of error is often produced since it can be optional
in Thailanguage if a sentence provides a clear context. Apart from the sentence constructions,
Thai EFL students find it difficult to define the sentence boundary, including run-on sentences
and sentence fragments. As the usage of punctuation mark to indicate the sentence boundary
does not exist in Thai language system, Thai EFL learners often leave a space or place a comma
to separate the sentences which result in making them run-on sentences. In addition, sentence
fragments are commonly produced when they fail to include both subject and predicate
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within the sentence. Ultimately, although English and Thai have the same word linear order,
some sentences in English can be formed differently such as indirect questions and adjective
orders.

In contrast to previously mentioned interlingual errors, intralingual errors refer to the errors
caused due to the faulty learning of the target language (Richards & Schmidt, 2010). James
(1998) explained the concept of intralingual errors based on learning strategies that can be
produced in EFL writing: False analogy, misanalysis, incomplete rule application, exploiting
redundancy, hypercorrection (monitor overuse), and overgeneralization.

The first aspect of intralingual error is a false analogy which happens when the learners
incorrectly assume that new item complies the same rule with the existing item without
considering exceptions. For example, they might have learned that past simple form can be
formed by adding ‘-ed’ so ‘hitted’ and ‘throwed’ are faultily written (James, 1998).

The second aspect intralingual error is a misanalysis which occurs when the learners created
a faulty hypothesis of L2 knowledge and apply them to their writings. For example, the learner
might say ‘its’ instead of ‘their’ to show plural possession (James, 1998).

Followed by the third type of intralingual error,incomplete rule application refers to an occurrence
whereby the learners fail to acquire a comprehensive understanding of language rules and
apply simplified and less complex rules instead of the accurate ones. For example, the learner
might say ‘Il suggest to go to the mall’ instead of ‘Il suggest going to the mall’ as they failed to
write the correct verb form that follows the verb ‘suggest’ (James, 1998).

Exploiting redundancy, as Kaweera (2013) illustrated that it does not insert any additional
meaning to the sentences, includes word redundancy, qualifier redundancy, and synonyms
redundancy. For instance, the learner might say ‘return back’ instead of ‘return’ (Kaweera, 2013).

The next type of intralingual error is the overlooking cooccurrence restriction. It arises when
the learners fail to consider the restrictions of the existing structure of the target language.
The learner might say ‘Il decided to gave’ instead of ‘I decided to give’ (Kaweera, 2013). They
might assume that every verb in the sentence should be in past form to show past time
element.

Followed by hypercorrection, it is a type of error that occurs when a learner overly monitors
their use of the target language and tries to consistently apply its rules to other sentences or
compositions. To illustrate, the learner might mistakenly write ‘l am a second years student’
instead of ‘l am a second year student’ as they assume that ‘second year’ should be pluralized
(Kaweera, 2013).

The last type of intralingual error is an overgeneralization. It is the occurrence where the
learners apply their existing knowledge of a language to a new language situation without
recognizing any exceptions or deviations from the existing rules. For example, the learner might
say ‘her likes anime character’ instead of ‘she likes anime character’ as they overgeneralized
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the use of subject and object pronouns (Kaweera, 2013). The summary of sources of verb
errors discussed above is presented in Table 2 and Table 3.

Table 2

A summary of sources of verb errors (Interlingual errors) (Pongpairoj, 2019)

Note. [0] refers to the item that was omitted in the sentence.

Table 3
A summary of sources of verb errors (Intralingual errors) (Kaweera, 2013)

Beyond identifying error types and sources, a proper approach should be employed to understand
learners' difficulties and develop effective pedagogical strategies.

Error analysis
Once the frameworks of types and sources of errors are selected, the learner’s errors can be

studied linguistically by an error analysis approach to understand the process underlying
second language acquisition (Seddik, 2023). Corder (1967) illustrated four crucial points of
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the error analysis. Firstly, the approach must focus on how both L1 and L2 are learned as they
are governed by similar underlying mechanisms, procedures, and strategies. Secondly, it is
important to differentiate between language intake and input concepts. Errors should not be
linked to what learners receive, as they are considered indications of the learner's internalized
syllabus. Thirdly, errors provide valuable evidence of L1 and L2 learners' ability to develop
independent language systems. Lastly, it is crucial to distinguish the concepts of errors and
mistakes since they have distinct notions. Errors are produced due to the absence of knowledge
of the linguistic rules of the L2, whereas mistakes refer to a set of errors caused by physical
circumstances, which can be corrected by the learners.

To analyze learners’ errors, several steps must be followed. Respective scholars (Corder, 1974;
Ellis, 1997; Gass & Selinker, 2008) proposed different error analysis steps; however, they share
several similarities. In this study, a research framework was specifically designed in order to
collect and analyze data from Thai EFL students who belong to Generation Z and Generation
Alpha. The framework was based on Corder’s (1974) five-step error analysis as it has been
widely applied in the study of error analysis in Thailand (Phetdannuea & Ngonkum, 2017;
Patarapongsanti et al., 2022). The steps include collection, identification, description,
explanation, and evaluation of errors; however, the last step, evaluation of errors, was excluded
as Ellis (1994) had argued regarding the unclear criteria used in judging the errors.

Based on the literature reviewed, the errors were categorized based on Dulay et al’s (1982)
surface structure taxonomy, and the causes were explained based on Kaweera’s (2013)
classification of sources of errors as these frameworks are well-suited to the context of this
study.

Grammarly

Error analysis has been widely employed to study learners’ errors but an alternative method,
computer-aided error analysis, has become a new flavor of error analysis in the field with
a technology advancement (Al-Ahdal, 2020). For instance, Grammarly is one of the writing
tools developed to assist in enhancing English writing skills. It is widely used among academic
professionals to assess written tasks in a short span of time (Rao et al., 2019). Grammarly offers
five suggestions to improve writing confidence: correctness, clarity, engagement, delivery, and
citations. These features are available in the Free Plan, but users can access more advanced
features by subscribing to the Premium plan. Many users, including students, claim that
Grammarly has a user-friendly interface that is easy to use and straightforward to understand
(Fitria et al., 2022; Pratama, 2020). In addition, Grammarly has been widely used among
academic professionals, including academic staff and students, and had been extensively agreed
that it is one of the helpful writing support tools to avoid writing errors (Rao et al., 2019).
Firstly, lexical and syntactical errors were minimized with the aid of Grammarly usage in written
compositions (Hakiki, 2021; Nur Fitria, 2021; Pratama, 2020). Secondly, from teachers’ point
of view, Grammarly has been found to be helpful in terms of assessing students’ writing as it
shortened their time (Wijayanti et al., 2021). According to a study conducted by Sahu et al.
(2020), Grammarly demonstrated superior performance in error detection, particularly in
identifying spelling and syntactic errors, when compared to four other software programs
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studied. In comparison to human raters, Grammarly was successful in detecting a greater
number of errors (Almusharraf & Alotaibi, 2022).

Due to its exceptional error detection in the study conducted by Sahu et al. (2020), Grammarly
was employed as an assisting tool to detect verb errors in this study. The collected data was
directly uploaded to the Grammarly Editor (https://app.grammarly.com/) and was analyzed
gquantitatively based on Grammarly’s detection.

In addition to the research framework, it is important to review the studied groups as their
characteristics and backgrounds are essential context for interpreting the research findings.

Teaching Generation Z and Generation Alpha

As labeled by McCrindle and Wolfinger (2014), Generation Z refers to a group of individuals
who were born between 1995 to 2009. Generation Z’s learners are highly flexible in their
learning environment (Whitehead, 2023). They enjoy learning by doing rather than being told
what to do. Apart from being active learners, Generation Z’s learners recognize language skills
as a necessary tool for effective functioning in the world (Astanina & Kuznetsov, 2020). For
this reason, they prioritize understanding how the knowledge they gain applies to their everyday
lives rather than impractical application. To illustrate, they are willing for more situational
communicative activities as they find it more applicable to the real-world than book-oriented
learning (Demir & S6nmez, 2021). Being the ‘Digital Natives’, computers are not technology,
and the Internet is one of the necessities of life (Harmanto, 2013). Therefore, videos,
smartphone applications, and online games such as Kahoot are preferred to computer and
smart board as they are more attractive, enjoyable, and effective in learning language (Demir
& Sénmez, 2021; Polakova & Klimova, 2019).

Following the Generation Z, McCrindle and Fell (2020) labeled the current young generation
as ‘Generation Alpha’ who were born from the Millennials parents in between 2010 until the
end of 2024. For this youngest generations, innovative teaching methods are desirable due to
the rapid access to the overflowed information, whereas a traditional and rigid teaching method
may hinder their engagement (Nagy & Kolcsey, 2017; Tofonao et al., 2020). Generation Alpha’s
learners prefer the use of visual, auditory, and kinesthetic tools in learning as they are easily
distracted and have shorter attention span. According to Horvat and Kuzma-Kachur (2021),
like the previous generation, learning becomes engaging and leads to better results for
Generation Alpha when they understand its relevance to their lives and goals while unmotivated
learners struggle to achieve proficiency in tasks. Apart from the practical application, studies
by Khirzani et al. (2023) showed that Generation Alpha demonstrates increased focus and
active use of English when surrounded by the language. They naturally seek interaction with
native speakers for clarification and engage in peer-to-peer practice, highlighting their
inclination towards self-directed learning. Even though they are familiar with autonomous
learning habit, social interactive learning and collaborative learning also stimulate their learning
process. More active and stimulating method, such as gamification of teaching, and metaverse
gaming in education, such as Minecraft and Roblox, is likely to attract this generation better
as it makes learning more fun, active, and engaging to motivate the learners (Juki¢ & Skojo, 2021;
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McCrindle, 2024). Apart from that, according to Visaltanachoti et al. (2021), the use of recent
artificial intelligence (Al) technology in education such as Amazon Alexa and Chatbots, helped
the students in learning English speech. Also, the Al writing tool, such as Grammarly, were
proven to be highly effective and were satisfied among Thai students. In terms of writing, the
use of Canva and Padlet also help to improve fluency in writing and boost writing creativity
(Ramadhani et al., 2023; Sari et al., 2023)

Although the two generations employ many similar language learning strategies, a difference
in their learning approaches can be seen (Apaydin & Kaya, 2020). The study by Apaydin and
Kaya (2020) involved twelve preschool teachers from private kindergartens, who reported that
Generation Alpha uses the target language less than Generation Z. This is attributed to their
heavy reliance on technology, which can restrict their exposure to traditional language learning
methods and opportunities to practice the target language. In contrast, Generation Z
demonstrated superior communication skills, being more receptive to advancements in
language learning and interpersonal relationships. Even though Generation Alpha are exposed
to screens more than social interactions, it improves their language skills (Soly et al., 2021).

The new generations learn differently from previous generations and to cope with the rapid
changing world and preparing for the new generations, the new National Education Act was
established in 1999 and it brought significant changes to ELT in Thailand. According to the Act,
English become a compulsory subject from elementary to secondary levels (12 years in total)
and more various educational approaches were encouraged to be adopted in the classrooms.
One of the teaching methodologies specified in the new Act was the learner-centered approach;
however, it was interpreted and adopted into classrooms differently as some teachers
misunderstood the concept (Darasawang, 2007). Therefore, many concerns were expressed
by the educators for proper training so that they can design the classroom practices according
to learner-centered approach (Dueraman, 2013). In addition to the misconception, some Thai
teachers of English were overloaded with work which resulted in fossilizing their teaching
styles to rote-learning, teacher-centered classroom activities and using Thai as the medium
of instructions (Noom-ura, 2013). To summarize, varied teaching methods have been promoted
in Thailand, but its implementation faced challenges due to teacher misunderstandings,
workload issues, and a persistence of traditional teaching methods.

METHODOLOGY

This study utilized an explanatory sequential mixed-methods approach incorporating both
gquantitative and qualitative methods. Quantitative method is conducted at the beginning,
then the results are explained in more detail with qualitative data (Creswell, 2014). The reason
why this method was employed is to clarify the findings from the initial phase to address any
outliers that do not aligh completely with the collected data in quantitative part (Toyon, 2021).

Samples

Since this study focuses on Thai EFL learners from Generation Z and Generation Alpha, a
purposive sampling was used to select the specific group of individuals. The student samples
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were recruited from Thai high school students who were born between 1995 and 2009
(Generation Z), with 150 participants, and 2010 onwards (Generation Alpha), also with 150
participants, based on McCrindle and Wolfinger’s (2014) and McCrindle and Fell’s (2020)
generation labels. This label was adopted as it has been commonly used to define the group
of individuals in educational research (Apaydin & Kaya, 2020; Horvat & Kuzma-Kachur, 2021;
Sramové & Pavelka, 2023). At that time of data collection, Generation Z students were in
10" grade, while Generation Alpha students were in 71" grade in different private schools
outside Bangkok, Thailand. Both groups had varying levels of English proficiency and included
learners from the standard Thai program, English Program, and English Gifted Program The
Standard Thai Program teaches students in Thai and follows the Thai national curriculum,
whereas the English Program teaches most subjects in English and combines Thai and
international curricula to foster bilingual proficiency. The English Gifted Program also employs
English as the medium of instruction; however, it provides a more rigorous and advanced
curriculum that is specifically tailored to academically gifted students. They are all Thai native
speakers who study English as a foreign language.

Sample analyzed papers

A total of 300 written assignments, with 150 from each generation, produced during the
academic year 2023, were analyzed to examine language errors made by Thai EFL learners
from two different generations who studied in a private school (Generation Z) and a public
school (Generation Alpha) outside Bangkok, Thailand. They were asked to complete during
the fundamental English classes within the time limit (50 minutes). The samples included both
fictional and non-fictional narrative writings, each with a minimum length of 100 words. The
topics written by Generation Z were “My Perfect Gift” and “My Memorable Experience”. For
Generation Alpha, the topics were “My Favourite Vacation” and “Mermaid and Island”. The
Generation Z and Generation Alpha in this study were asked to write in termly and monthly
basis, respectively. Technology was used during writing but with different amount. To illustrate,
Generation Z’s learners incorporated the use of iPad in some types of writing (i.e., e-mail) while
Generation Alpha’s learners often used Canva, Padlet, and PowerPoint to write a project.

Research framework

Figure 1 The framework of the study
554



/) rEFLections
L Vol 31, No 2, May - August 2024

To gather and analyze the data, the study employed four-step error analysis, adapted from
Corder’s (1974) original five-step approach, as it can be seen in Figure 1. Each step is
thoroughly discussed below.

The collection of errors was the first step of the error analysis where the sample of the learner’s
languages was collected. According to Corder (1974), several significant points could be raised
while collecting language samples, such as the techniques used, sample size, length of time,
and more. The second step was the identification of errors. When identifying the errors, the
target language used as a norm had to be decided to distinguish whether the collected data
was an error or a mistake, or overt or covert. Also, the researcher had to decide if the analysis
examined either correct or appropriateness deviations, or both. In the following step, description
of errors, the errors collected were organized into categories based on Dulay et al’s (1982)
surface structure taxonomy. The last step was the explanation of errors where the errors were
explained and interpreted as a reflection of how language was produced by the learners. Ellis
(1997) stated that errors had many sources. They could be produced due to L1 transfer or
faulty attempts in constructing languages. In this study, the sources of errors were explained
based on James (1998), adapted from Kaweera’s (2013) classification of sources of errors
among Thai EFL learners.

Data collection

For the quantitative phase, the electronic form (.docx) of written assignments were collected
and uploaded to Grammarly Editor (http://app.grammarly.com). Then, a verb error list was
created to see the number of verb errors detected and asked to the experts to ensure accuracy.

For the qualitative phase, since the researcher of this study was not the one who directly
interacted with the participants, a semi-structured interview was conducted with the instructors
of both participants to obtain more insights and details of the qualitative data, such as the
teaching methodologies, language used in the class, technology used during the lessons, and
teaching materials, since the researcher of the study did not have a direct interaction with the
participants in the classrooms.

Data analysis

The three remaining steps were followed in order to analyze the data in quantitative phase.
In the stage of identifying errors, the data was analyzed based on the Standard English language
rules in Oxford Modern English Grammar (Aarts, 2011). As this study focused on learners’
errors, mistakes were not taken into account. Both covert and overt errors were analyzed as
well as their deviations of correctness and appropriateness. After that, the errors were
categorized based on Dulay et al.s (1982) surface structure taxonomy. Once they were
categorized into each taxonomy, the causes of errors were explained referred to James (1998)
and Kaweera’s (2013) sources of errors among Generation Z and Alpha’s Thai EFL students.
Then, for the qualitative phase, the semi-structured interview was recorded and transcribed
to provide in-depth details of educational contexts from both generations.
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FINDINGS

In this section, the findings are discussed in response to the two research questions: (1) What
are the differences of types of verb errors found between the Generation Z’s and Generation
Alpha’s Thai EFL learners? (2) What are the differences of sources of errors found between the
Generation Z’s and Generation Alpha’s Thai EFL learners? Figure 2 and Figure 3 present the
number of occurrences of errors produced by Generation Z and Generation Alpha. To fulfill
the first research question, the number of errors from both generations were compared as it
can be seen in Figure 4.

Figure 2 The number of occurrences of errors produced by Generation Z

Starting from Generation Z, 466 errors were detected in their writing assignments. The findings
indicated that all four types of errors were produced, and the majority of the errors were
misformation errors (206 items counted as 48.7%), followed by omission (227 items counted
as 44.2%), addition (28 items counted as 6%), and misordering (5 items counted as 1.07%).

Figure 3 The number of occurrences of errors produced by Generation Alpha

For Generation Alpha, the total errors detected were 335 errors and all four different types of
errors were found. The most frequently produced errors were misformation errors (197 items
counted as 59%), followed by omission (104 items counted as 31%), addition (31 items counted
as 9.3%) and misordering (3 items counted as 0.9%).
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Figure 4 The comparisons of types of errors between Generation Z and Generation Alpha

To answer the first research question, the detected errors were classified into the types of
verb errors based on Dulay et al. (1982)’s surface structure taxonomy and were compared
between two generations in Figure 4. Upon analyzing the two data sets, several notable
patterns emerge. Both generations produced the same order of frequency, with misformation
being the highest, followed by omission, addition, and misordering. Besides, the most
frequently produced misformation error by both generations was using present simple instead
of past simple, such as ‘After that he told me that he feel thankful for giving the gift [...]". To
express the past action, the word ‘feel’ should be corrected as ‘felt’. Despite the similarity,
Generation Z demonstrated a significantly elevated total frequency of verb errors in comparison
to Generation Alpha, indicating a numerical increase of 111 items (28.1%). In addition to that,
the differences of omission errors between Generation Zand Generation Alpha were 102 items
(49.5%), which showed a notable difference between two generations. The most common
omission errors made by Generation Z was omission of ‘-s” in a singular verb; for example, ‘[...]
he always make me and people around me laugh [...]". Since the subject is third person singular,
‘make’ should be corrected as ‘makes’.

In order to respond to the second research question, the sources of errors from Generation Z and
Generation Alpha were analyzed and were grouped into two different sources namely, interlingual
and intralingual errors. Generation Z produced 370 interlingual errors (79.4%) and 96 intralingual
errors (20.6%) whereas Generation Alpha produced 281 (83.1%) and 57 (16.9%), respectively.
The findings from both generations and their comparisons were presented in Figure 5 and 6.

Figure 5 The number of sources of errors detected in the written assignments composed by

Generation Z and Generation Alpha
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According to Figure 5, more than half of errors produced by the Generation Z's learners in this
study were due to the first language interference, which counted as 370 items out of 466
(79.3%). A noticeable distinction between Generation Z and Generation Alpha was apparent
when considering the number of interlingual errors detected in the written assignments. The
percentage difference was approximately 27.37% between Generation Z, consisting of 370 out
of 466 errors (79.6%), and Generation Alpha, which comprised 281 items out of 338 (83.1%).

Figure 6 The comparisons of interlingual errors between Ggneration Z and Generation Alpha

According to Figure 6, the interlingual errors can be categorized into 11 subtypes namely,
adjectival construction, collocational error, confusion of sense relation, direct translation,
expletive construction, lack of subject-verb agreement, misuse of verb tense, run-on sentences,
sentence fragments, transitive verb phrase construction and word order.

For Generation Alpha, only 10 subtypes of interlingual were detected and the most frequently
produced errors were misuse of verb tense (145 items, representing 52%), run-on sentences
(50 items, representing 17.8%), and lack of subject-verb agreement (46 items, representing
16.4%) which were in line with the Generation Z’s findings.

As it can be seenin Figure 6, only 10 types of interlingual errors out of 11 were detected among
Generation Alpha which made a noticeable difference when contrasting the data of Generation Z
and Generation Alpha. Even though the majority of interlingual errors were frequently
produced by Generation Z, there were two sub types of errors, namely confusion of sense
relation and expletive construction, were more frequently committed by Generation Alpha.
For example, Generation Alpha’s participants often directly translated the word from Thai to

558



/) rEFLections
L Vol 31, No 2, May - August 2024

English the word as in ‘[...] the company decided to open the song again [...]". ‘open’ was used
instead of ‘play’ or ‘turn on’ as ‘open (1Ua)’ can refer to ‘play the music’ in Thai. Apart from the
direct translation of lexical element, the learners often use incorrect expletive construction
such as ‘They have’ instead of ‘There + be’. This is because ‘have ()’ in Thai can be used to
show possession and existence.

Figure 7 The comparisons of intralingual errors between Generation Z and Generation Alpha

Apart from the errors caused by the mother tongue interference, the faulty learning of the
target language also impacted the way the participants of this study from both generations
produced ill-formed sentences as it shown in Figure 7. Generation Z produced 96 items (20.6%)
whereas 57 items (16.9%) were detected among Generation Alpha. Even though they were
the minor errors in both generations, four subtypes of intralingual errors detected including
overlooking cooccurrence restriction, overgeneralization, incomplete rule application, and
false analogy. Generation Z in this study often applied incomplete rule to certain structures,
and one of the explicit structures was the conditional sentences. They often placed incorrect
form of verb tense in the if-clause and main clause as it can be seen in ‘if our class doesn't
have this boy, the class would be very quiet’. Instead of ‘would’, it had to be ‘will’ to express
the possibility. Contrarily, Generation Alpha in this study struggled with overgeneralization.
They often added unnecessary item, especially the verb ‘be’ along with the main verb: ‘I'm
feel very happy’ and ‘The bus is arrive at the school at 22.00 pm’.

In summary, Generation Z being studied produced most of the intralingual errors; however,
Generation Alpha produced more overgeneralization errors, but no exploiting redundancy
errors in this research.
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DISCUSSION

The results of the study revealed a difference between Generation Z and Generation Alpha in
terms of the patterns that emerged in the types of verb errors and sources of errors detected
in their written assignments.

First, the study found that the frequency of omission errors between Generation Z and
Generation Alpha revealed a difference with 102 occurrences. These findings align with those
of several previous studies conducted by Promsupa et al. (2017) and Suvarnamani (2017), as
omission errors were the most common type detected among Generation Z learners. The
evident contrast in error frequency in this study indicates potential variation in the teaching
approach adopted in the EFL classroom in each generation. Since most Generation Z were
born between 1995 and 2009, and most of their teachers were born before a certain time, the
common teaching method employed in the classroom is likely rote learning and often uses
Thai as the medium of instruction (Noom-ura, 2013). Generation Z’s teacher commented in a
semi-structured interview that even though English was used at some pointin the lesson, such
as giving a direction of task, Thai was mainly used to explain the structures and vocabulary.
This implies that Thai was still mostly used by the teacher in the classroom, which leaded to
more error detection among Generation Z in this study. The response given in the interview
aligned with Domingo’s (2020) that an exposure to the target language can affect language
learner’s acquisition.

Apart from language exposure, a learner-centered approach was adopted in Generation Z’s
classroom, but with a few misconceptions. Even though the learner-centered approach, which
provides more learner autonomy, has been introduced, most teachers in this generation were
likely to misunderstand the concept and could not adopt it appropriately in the classroom
(Darasawang, 2007). Generation Z’s teacher explained that autonomy was given only during
the writing activity; however, it was mainly book-oriented and teacher-centered in other parts
of the lesson. In other words, Generation Z learners being studied were taught in a less
student-centered classroom, where they were not provided with enough environment to be
exposed to authentic learning. The teacher shared that the structures and vocabulary chosen
in each lesson were fixed by the student’s book; therefore, the classes were taught based on
the fixed material. In addition, the teacher commented that many students do not find studying
grammar or writing important because they are not applicable to their real life. These insights
were consistent with Demir & S6énmez (2021) that Generation Z students are willing for more
practical usage rather than material-oriented learning.

Apart from the types of errors, another significant difference found between the two generations
in this study was the source of the verb errors. Although most errors for both generations were
due to interlingual interference, several notable differences were observed.

First, Generation Z learners demonstrated a higher frequency of interlingual errors than
Generation Alpha learners. In addition, 10 subtypes of errors (out of 12) were detected more
frequently: adjectival construction, collocational error, direct translation, exploiting redundancy,
lack of subject-verb agreement, misuse of verb tense, run-on sentences, sentence fragments,

560



/) rEFLections
L Vol 31, No 2, May - August 2024

verb phrase construction, and word order. The results corresponded to a previous study in
which interlingual sources were the main cause of written errors by participants from this
generation (Phetdannuea & Ngonkum, 2017). Generation Z’s teacher elaborated that their
students continuously produced the same errors, especially verb tense and subject-verb
agreement, even though they were explained thoroughly in Thai. This interview data might
imply the fossilization of language learning among studied group as they were not able to use
them correctly despite rules having been instructed.

Despite the lower frequency of interlingual errors, Generation Alpha struggled with confusion
regarding sense relations and expletive construction. For example, the students directly translated
the sentences ‘turn on the music’ and ‘turn off the song’ to ‘open the song’ and ‘close the
song’ as in Thai, /bpeert" phlaehng"/ and close /bpit" phlaehng"/ can be used to convey the
meaning of playing and stopping the music. Moreover, the Alpha students frequently used
‘have’ instead of its correct form ‘there + be’ for the expletive construction. These errors may
be attributed to the inability to distinguish between the L1 and L2 lexical meanings. It was
remarked by the Generation Alpha’s teacher that English was used most of the time to promote
English speaking environments to the students which might have led to the negligence of
explaining how two language systems can be different in lexical meanings. Therefore, they
frequently applied what they could write in Thai to English without noticing linguistic exemptions
because of their limited semantic competence in English (Kaweera, 2013).

Second, intralingual errors were also detected in both generations, which aligns with previous
research that highlighted that faulty learning of the target language could also be a possible
stem to Thai students’ errors (Kampookaew, 2020; Sermsook et al., 2017). Similar to prior
findings, Generation Z learners produced more intralingual errors compared to Generation
Alpha, with incomplete rule application being the most frequent, followed by overlooking
co-occurrence restriction, false analogy, and exploiting redundancy. The findings implied that
the learners were not able to employ the accurate structures of the target language because
of their faulty or partial knowledge of English. The Generation Z teacher stated that due to the
large number of students, proper individual feedback in writing class was not given to the
students as it was time-consuming. Thus, learners were not able to acknowledge the errors
they made because of not receiving writing feedback individually.

Conversely, Generation Alpha demonstrated a different rank of common errors, particularly
those caused by over-generalization. Such a situation can arise if the teacher allows learners
to have full control over their learning experience without proper monitoring. The Generation
Alpha’s teacher stated that younger learners were assigned to complete the assignments by
themselves if they were not too complicated. This insight suggests that giving full autonomy,
especially to younger students, might lead to a negligence of notable exceptions in the L2
system and constant application of faulty knowledge.

In conclusion, the findings indicate that Generation Alpha demonstrated a better understanding
of the L2 system and exhibited a greater ability to apply L2 rules accurately. One possible
explanation for this is how they learn English in the classroom. The Generation Alpha’s teacher
stated that they mostly teach English with project-based learning and question-based learning
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in read and write subjects and promote English speaking environments to the students even
though the subject is taught by Thai teacher. This qualitative finding contributes to the notion
by Khirzani et al. (2016) that students were more focused and use English actively when
instructed by the Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) method. Additionally, the Alpha’s
teacher mentioned that technology-based learning was promoted during writing classes by
incorporating Canva, Padlet, and PowerPoint. As mentioned by Ramadhani (2023) and Sari
et al. (2023), younger learners performed better in writing with the use of mentioned
applications. Itis speculated that they demonstrate a greater ability to understand the concepts
of the target language due to increased exposure to L2.

CONCLUSION

This study provided empirical evidence on the types of verb errors and their sources made by
Generation Z and Generation Alpha’s Thai EFL students. The findings of this study results
encourage ongoing investigation and adjustment to cater to the requirements of upcoming
learner generations. The data clearly shows that Thai EFL learners of both Generation Z and
Generation Alpha in this study commonly struggle with verb tense errors, run-on sentences,
and subject-verb agreement issues; therefore, an appropriate teaching method, varies according
to the generations, can be employed to tackle with the problems. For Generation Z, it becomes
evident that they should be more exposed to English to foster linguistic development.
Thus, language instruction in the classroom should prioritize practical application over
textbook-oriented approaches, facilitating more practical learning opportunities. Furthermore,
individualized feedback is essential to correct repeated verb errors. Conversely, for Generation
Alpha, a balance between L1 and L2 is important to distinguish two language systems,
especially the lexical meanings.

Regarding the study’s limitations, this study is a case study with a limited sample size and
participants with varying levels of English proficiency. Additionally, the topics of the written
assignments and the total number of hours spent on English-related environments were varied
which may limit the generalizability of the results to all Thai EFL learners from Generation Z
and Generation Alpha. For future research, it is recommended that samples be collected from
participants who have been exposed to the same level of English instruction and environment,
and write on the same topics, ensuring they have similar English backgrounds.
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