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In Thailand, English is learned in a school for foreign language. It has been taught since elementary school
and so on. Despite of learning for several years, English proficiency of Thais is still in unacceptable level.
From all communication skills, writing skill is the most important skill since it is a key indicator for official
communication. As writing tasks become more difficult in higher education level, students must apply a wide
range of skills to write legibly and logically. This combination of requirements makes writing the most
complex and difficult use of language. From observation, English writing skill of Thai students is one of the
most troublesome in learning. Their writings contain a grammatical error and misleading vocabulary. However,
grammatical errors in written text are explicitly detectable and easier to comprehend comparing to vocabulary
issue. Hence, this thesis studies on reasons for the vocabulary error of Thai students in English learning and
proposes a method/tool to improve the problem.

To find a cause of vocabulary errors, a corpus of English essay written by Thai students is used as source for
analysis. From accessible resources, the corpus from the New EAGLE v3 was selected as a base for the error
analysis. It contains 320 essay documents, and incorrect parts in the documents were manually tagged with
error type. From my own analysis, the issues are grouped into three types as global comprehension, syntactic
and semantic issue. Although the tag set is heavily focused on syntactic level, I found that the documents with
less comprehensible are those with the tag of “Wrong words” and “L1 thought patterns (word-by-word
translation)”. The incorrect part in these documents is about selecting an inappropriate word to represent an
intended concept and leading to misunderstanding or incomprehensible. From deeper analysis, I found that the

incorrect words of these types from most documents were not totally off when translated back to their native




language, Thai. The reverse-translation to Thai of the text is understandable though it is hardly understandable
in English counterpart, as the chosen translated word does not semantically fit in the context. This shows that
English learners did become not aware or realize about homonym (different meaning with the same surface
form) in their native language (L1) while trying to translate to target language (L2). Therefore, it conclusively
indicates that homonymy of L1 word is one of the cause for misusing English words.

To help students understand about L1 homonym, a confusing word from L1 is a major key. Since this issue
is language-dependent, Thai language is specifically investigated in this work as it is a students’ native
language. It is noted that the confusing words of L1 homonym in this work is not the same as common
confusing word in English learning English because the cause of confusion is not from L2 (the target language,
English) but multi-sense from L1 part in students’ thought in writing process. The words in the list are
collected from a frequently used Thai word containing many senses and appeared in the above-mentioned
corpus causing the error.

The tool is implemented to give hints on L1 homonym once students use a word from the list of confusing
words of L1 homonym. The hints in this work include possible translations of the L1 words and colocation
statistic of the L2 words. The possible translations of the L1 words are generated from an existing Thai-English
bilingual dictionary, LEXiTRON. The confusable word in English show all possible Thai translation words to
help them realize that the word is ambiguous in their native language. In addition, those Thai words are
attached with their English translations as a guidance for other possible words in a case that the students do not
know about the English translation of a given new sense. This hint is generated in graphical style as word
translation relation. Another hint is given in a Pie Chart to inform colocation statistic of the L2 word. This Pie
Chart will hint students about how many the chosen word compositions are used in general. It is the fact that if
students compose a sentence containing a word with wrong sense, the frequency of those consecutive words
will be noticeably low. The Pie Chart is generated in focusing on the confusable word and their surroundings.
The statistics are from the hit rate of search engines including Google and Bing. The last hint is Text Hint
which generates from suggestions between the word relation of hypernym and hyponym in WordNet. The Text
Hint represents to the students as a text in order to provide the most appropriate for the students not to be too
general and specific. With these three hints, it is expectable that students will realize and learn the correct word
sense from L1 to L2 and select proper word in their English writing.

To evaluate the tool, an experiment to see students’ improvement in vocabulary selection and a questionnaire
about using the tool were conducted. 210 Thai students in Grade 8 in the same school participated in the
experiment. All the students were asked to answer the vocabulary knowledge test which consists ten questions
with given multiple choices for the confusable words before doing the main test. The Thai word for the missing
part was given to represent intended concept meaning. The Thai word, though, was a confusable L1 homonym,
and the choices were the possible translations of the confusable Thai word. When the students conducted the
test once, the proposed tool was given to them to change the answer freely. A comparison between the

pre-using and with-tool was collected to see the improvement of the answer results. In the testing, the samples



were grouped to 14 testing groups. The groups were to find the effect on different hint types from the tool.
Moreover, the questionnaire was given after the with-tool experiment for the students to inform feeling about
the tool.

The experiment results in overall showed that around 30% of the total answers were adjusted while they
used the tool, and about 78% of the changed answers were to change from incorrect to correct answer.
Regarding the hint types, the word relation hint performed best to convince them to correct the wrong answer
the most, and the Pie Chart hint came in second. A one-way ANOVA was conducted to compare the effect of
the hint types. There was a significant effect of amount of hint types at the p < 0.05 level for the seven
conditions [Welch’s F(6, 89.723) = 5.199, p < 0.001]. Post hoc comparisons using the Games-Howell test
indicated that the mean score for the word relation hint condition was significantly different. The results can
also be implied that the students with moderate proficiency or lower were more affected by the hints than those
with high proficiency. In addition, no case was found in the experiments that the students chose to change from
a correct answer to incorrect answer with the given hints. From the results, it showed that the tool can help the
students to realize a different in word sense selection based on ambiguity of L1 homonym effectively.
Moreover, it can be used to give vocabulary information for the students to learn new meanings of the
confusable word.

From the questionnaire, the students mentioned that the hints were effective to give them a clue in their word
selection. The Relation of word graph received the best favorite while the word relation came in secondly. 77%
of the students found the tool was useful, and their main reason was that it could give extra information of
ambiguity in words across languages. Moreover, they stated that the hints of the tool were easy to understand.

In conclusion, this study reveals that homonym from L1 can greatly cause a misusing L2 word in English
writing. To solve the issue, the tool is implemented to clarify the ambiguity from L1 with the hints including all
word relations of confusable L1 word and Pie Chart of colocation statistic of L2. The word relation hint helps
Thai students to be aware of possible meanings of L1 and realize their intended meaning before selecting an
English word. The colocation hint assists them to crosschecking a possibility of word compositions and to

observe context more carefully after choosing the English words.
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