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Abstract

This study investigated avoidance behavior in the use of the English 
present perfect among intermediate-level Thai learners of English, 
employing a mixed-methods approach. Two contrasting theoretical 
frameworks were explored: the Avoidance Behavior Hypothesis (ABH) 
(Laufer & Eliasson, 1993; Schachter, 1974), which attributes avoidance 
to L1–L2 differences or the absence of a corresponding L1 form, and the 
Factors of L2 Non-avoidance Hypothesis (FNAH) (Thiamtawan & Pongpairoj, 
2013, 2019; Wang & Pongpairoj, 2021), which suggests that avoidance 
is not always observed in L2 learners due to some contributing factors. 
Thirty participants were recruited from a tertiary-level institution, with 
data collected through a comprehension task, an Indirect Preference 
Elicitation (IPE) task, and semi-structured interviews. The results indicated 
that the learners did not exhibit avoidance behavior with the continuative 
and resultative perfects. However, they showed avoidance specifically 
toward the experiential perfect, despite the presence of the aspectual 
marker kʰɤɤj in Thai, semantically encoding the English experiential 
perfect. The findings therefore confirmed FNAH. It was assumed that 
the Thai learners’ (non-)avoidance behavior could be accounted for 
by intralingual transfer (Mahmoud, 2011), which stems from the 
syntax-semantics interface of the English present perfect, differences in 
L1–L2 semantic mappings, and transfer of training (Selinker, 1972).

INTRODUCTION

Research in Second Language Acquisition has investigated the underuse of specific target 
language forms by L2 learners over the decades, a phenomenon possibly attributed to the 
adoption of avoidance strategies. According to the Avoidance Behavior Hypothesis (ABH), 
L1–L2 differences or the absence of a corresponding target form in L1 can cause learners to 
avoid using L2 target-like forms, even though they demonstrate an understanding of how to 
use these forms (Laufer & Eliasson, 1993; Schachter, 1974). A range of studies has been conducted 
to examine the avoidance behaviors among learners from different L1 backgrounds (e.g., 
Dagut & Laufer, 1985; El-Dakhs, 2016; Kleinmann, 1977; Kosolsombat & Pongpairoj, 2017; 
Laufer, 2000; Liao & Fukuya, 2004; Rattanasak & Phoocharoensil, 2014; Schachter, 1974; Wang 
& Pongpairoj, 2021), challenging the misconception that a low frequency of errors indicates 
L2 learners’ mastery of target structures — learners may opt for seemingly simpler structures, 
avoiding the target structures while effectively conveying the intended ideas (Laufer & 
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Eliasson, 1993). These studies emphasize that if such avoidance behaviors are overlooked, L2 
learners could be mistakenly perceived to possess a higher level of proficiency than they 
actually do with respect to target structures when they deliberately resort to alternative, more 
familiar linguistic forms that deviate from the target language patterns. 

While a number of studies supporting ABH have found that L2 learners exhibit avoidance 
behavior in using specific linguistic forms due to L1 transfer, other research has revealed that 
avoidance behavior is not always observed, even when the L1 lacks direct correspondences 
to L2 form-meaning mappings. According to the Factors of L2 Non-avoidance Hypothesis 
(FNAH), learners may still produce L2 target-like representations without resorting to avoidance 
(see Thiamtawan & Pongpairoj, 2013, 2019; Wang & Pongpairoj, 2021). This is due to some 
factors, such as L2 learners’ familiarity with L2 target forms influenced by transfer of training, 
the simplicity of L2 structures, and the influence of task effects, each of which may play a 
significant role in whether avoidance occurs. With these two competing frameworks, there 
remains a gap in the literature regarding the specific factors that influence whether learners 
avoid or do not avoid using L2 target-like forms. 

According to Fuchs et al. (2016), one of the English language constructions within the tense–
aspect system that potentially poses a challenge for L2 learners of diverse L1 backgrounds is 
the present perfect (henceforth PP). This structure is deemed “one of the most semantically 
complex verb forms” (Kearns, 2011, p. 182) and a “learner-hard” or “latecomer” construction 
(Fuchs et al., 2016, p. 298), making the PP the subject of significant investigation by scholars 
and educational practitioners. In particular, Karpava and Agouraki (2013) found that Cypriot 
Greek learners experienced difficulties with the use of the English PP due to L1 negative transfer, 
leading them to substitute the simple past (henceforth SP) for the PP, as they tended to equate 
the semantics of the SP with those of the PP. A similar effect of L1 negative transfer was 
observed in a study by Kwan and Wong (2016), where Malaysian Chinese ESL learners faced 
semantic difficulties in distinguishing between the SP and the PP. Furthermore, Yoshimura and 
Nakayama (2009) argued that Japanese learners found the use of the PP challenging due to 
morphosemantic discrepancies between their L1 and L2, making them use the SP in place of 
the PP in L2 writing. In essence, the complexities of the PP may stem from diverse possibilities, 
ranging from its ability to convey several nuanced meanings (Kearns, 2011; Nelson & 
Greenbaum, 2018; Quirk et al., 1985) to its proximity to “semantically close neighbors” 
(Bardovi-Harlig, 1997, p. 376), with the SP being the most probable alternative. 

According to the Default Past Tense Hypothesis (Salaberry, 2003), it is predicted that L2 learners 
at the beginner level will consistently employ a single past tense to express all past events. 
This suggests that when confronted with the complexities of the PP, L2 learners may tend to 
view the SP as the default form, even in situations where the SP and the PP “do not have the 
same semantics” (Schaden, 2009, p. 132) and a choice between the two exists for referring to 
past events. Given the perceived semantic simplicity of the SP and the complex nature of the 
English PP due to overlapping temporal frames and L1–L2 differences, it is plausible that L1 
Thai learners tend to avoid the usage of the PP. 

While existing research has extensively explored avoidance behaviors among L1 Thai leaners 
of English across various linguistic phenomena (e.g., Kosolsombat & Pongpairoj, 2017; Laufer, 
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2000; Rattanasak & Phoocharoensil, 2014; Schachter, 1974; Thiamtawan & Pongpairoj, 2013, 
2019; Wang & Pongpairoj, 2021), little attention has been directed specifically to their 
avoidance of using the English PP. Halliday (1994) emphasizes the critical role of mastering 
tense and aspect concepts in achieving advanced proficiency in an L2, thereby highlighting the 
importance of investigating L1 Thai learners’ avoidance behaviors related to the PP. To address 
this research gap, this study aims to investigate (1) whether L1 Thai learners of English avoid 
using the English PP, (2) the extent to which L1 Thai learners of English avoid different types 
of the PP, and (3) what factors cause L1 Thai learners to either avoid or not avoid using the 
English PP. By examining these aspects, the research seeks to deepen our understanding of 
how L1 Thai learners navigate challenges in English tense and aspect systems, contributing 
insights into their language acquisition processes and proficiency development.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Previous L2 avoidance studies

One of the pioneering avoidance studies conducted by Schachter (1974) allows us to observe 
the phenomenon when L2 English learners were inclined to have the lower error rate of 
English relative clauses as they produced fewer instances of the target language structure, 
rather than fully mastering it. This observation led to the development of ABH. Following this 
groundbreaking research are a number of avoidance studies that explored different L2 
structures among learners from diverse L1 backgrounds that supported ABH. For example, 
studies found avoidance of English idioms by L1 Hebrew learners (Laufer, 2000), passive voice 
constructions by L1 Iranian learners (Ghabanchi & Goudarzi, 2012), English relative clauses by 
L1 Korean learners (You, 1999) and L1 Hebrew learners (Dagut & Laufer, 1985), and phrasal 
verbs by L1 Egyptian learners (El-Dakhs, 2016). Notably, previous research suggests that L1–L2 
differences, the semantic complexity of target language structures, limited L2 exposure, and 
learners’ interlanguage development may contribute to the avoidance behavior among 
English learners from different L1 backgrounds (Dagut & Laufer, 1985; El-Dakhs, 2016; Laufer, 
2000; Liao & Fukuya, 2004).

In the Thai context, the body of research literature on L1 Thai learners’ avoidance behaviors 
that supports ABH has also been growing. Kosolsombat and Pongpairoj (2017) investigated 
avoidance of L2 English phrasal verbs among 52 university students of intermediate levels, 
using a comprehension task, a preference task, and a translation task to elicit the data. The 
results testified avoidance behaviors of L1 Thai learners who tended to choose single-word 
verbs over phrasal ones and avoid figurative phrasal verbs more than literal ones due to their 
semantic complexities. Another study conducted by Rattanasak and Phoocharoensil (2014) 
also showed that L1 Thai learners of English avoided using non-restrictive relative clauses, and 
they were found to avoid using more marked types of non-restrictive clauses than the less 
marked ones. For instance, students more frequently opted to avoid a marked structure where 
the relative pronoun serves as an indirect object, as in “George Smith, to whom I introduced 
you, won the Booker Prize”, than the less marked form where the relative pronoun functions 
as a subject, as in “George Smith, who won the Booker Prize, is my lifelong friend” (Rattanasak 
& Phoocharoensil, 2014, p. 268).
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While these previous studies consistently showed that L2 learners tended to avoid using 
target structures due to L1–L2 differences, some other studies also revealed that L2 learners 
did not necessarily apply avoidance strategies despite the non-existence of L2 features in their 
L1. Proposing FNAH, the study on avoidance behavior of English participial reduced relative 
clauses among L1 Thai learners by Thiamtawan and Pongpairoj (2013) showed that students 
tended not to avoid using English participial reduced relative clauses due to the L2 learners’ 
familiarity, simplicity of the reduced relative clause, and the nature of the tasks.

Wang and Pongpairoj (2021) investigated the avoidance of passive construction among 
31 Chinese upper-intermediate learners by using the Comprehension Task and Indirect 
Preference Elicitation (IPE) Task to elicit the data. The results revealed that the participants 
were more likely to use passive than active forms in both adversity and non-adversity contexts, 
even though the participants were more inclined to avoid the English passive construction in 
non-adversity contexts than in adversity ones due to transfer of training in the Chinese 
educational practices.  The overall findings thus support the Factors of L2 Non-avoidance 
Hypothesis (FNAH) (Thiamtawan & Pongpairoj, 2013, 2019), whereby L2 learners of English 
may not avoid using certain structures despite L1–L2 differences.      

Even though several studies have been conducted to provide insights into avoidance phenomena 
among L2 learners of English, research specifically focusing on tense-aspect systems, particularly 
the English PP, remains scarce. Since the PP is considered “the most confusing tense” 
(Arakkitsakul, 2008, cited in Thumvichit, 2016, p. 248) and can pose difficulties for L1 Thai 
learners (Arakkitsakul, 2008; Petchtae, 2011; Thumvichit, 2016), it is crucial to investigate 
whether L1 Thai learners tend to avoid using it. Given the focus on the English PP in this study, 
the following section will provide a discussion of its usage.

The English present perfect  

The English PP, a structure comprising the present-tense auxiliary ‘have’ followed by a past 
participle (e.g., ‘we have arrived at the party’), has emerged as a subject of significant 
scholarly interest due to its intricate semantic complexities. This structure has been described 
as “one of the most semantically complex verb forms” (Kearns, 2011, p. 182), with scholars 
offering diverse interpretations that highlight both commonalities and variations in their analyses. 
For instance, Comrie’s (1976) and Kearns’s (2011) descriptions of the PP include the meaning 
of ‘recent action/event’ to denote the immediate relevance to the present moment, as 
exemplified in “Bill has just arrived” (Comrie, 1976, p. 60). Conversely, other scholars, such as 
Eastwood (1994), Leech (2004), and Quirk et al. (1985) focus on habitual actions or states that 
have persisted over time, with examples like “I’ve always walked to work” (Leech, 2004, p. 36). 

Among its multiple interpretations, a central meaning of the English PP extensively discussed 
in scholarly literature is the ‘current relevance’ (see e.g., Howard, 2000; McCawley, 1971; 
Rastall, 1999). Scholars have described this aspect as “an interval stretching from the past into 
the present” (McCawley, 1971, p. 105), “an identification of prior events with the ‘extended 
now’” (McCoard, 1978, p. 19), or “past-time-related-to-present-time” (Leech, 2004, p. 36), 
serving to establish a link between past events and their ongoing relevance to the present.  



rEFLections
Vol 32, No 3, September - December 2025

1824

Building upon McCawley (1971), the English PP in this study encompasses three primary 
meanings, namely continuative/universal, resultative, and experiential/existential, classified 
for clarity and analytical convenience. These three distinct meanings were also found to be 
the most frequent in textbook data (Chareonkul & Wijitsopon, 2020). The three meanings of 
the English PP are exemplified as follows:

(1) a. I have known Jane since 2000. (continuative/universal) 
      b. Jane can’t come tonight. She has caught the flu. (resultative) 
      c. We have discussed this before (experiential/existential) 

Sentence (1a) serves as an instance of the continuative/universal reading, indicating a 
situation that began in the past and persists up to the time of the utterance. In sentence (1b), 
the resultative perfect is exemplified, wherein the enduring consequence of a past event 
remains in effect. Sentence (1c) illustrates the experiential/existential perfect, employed to 
assert a completely past state of affairs. 

As demonstrated by the examples above, the PP encodes anteriority, similar to the SP. Smith 
(1981, p. 259) highlighted that both utterances “Max has met the President” and “Max met 
the President” share identical truth values: if one is true, the other is also true — they are not 
distinct in terms of truth conditions and cannot be simultaneously asserted and denied. 
However, despite the shared semantic feature [+anterior], the PP uniquely possesses [+current 
relevance], while the SP is characterized by [-current relevance] (Suh, 1992), setting them 
apart from each other.

Beyond current relevance, the semantics of the PP also dictate its collocation with specific 
temporal adverbs, distinguishing it from the SP. The PP commonly co-occurs with indefinite 
adverbials (e.g., recently, already, or yet), whereas the English SP typically accompanies 
adverbs denoting ‘finished time’ (e.g., yesterday, two weeks ago, or in 2000) (Swan, 1980, 
pp. 494 – 495). Although instances of using ‘finished time’ adverbials with the PP can be found 
and are acceptable in existing corpora, such as British National Corpus (BNC), most scholars 
consider this usage ungrammatical (Comrie, 1976; Inoue, 1979; Quirk et al.,1985; Suh, 1992; 
Swan, 1980, as noted by Thumvichit, 2016). Therefore, (2a) and (2b) are grammatical, while 
(2c) is infelicitous. 

(2) a. I have already washed the car. 		  (PP)
      b. I washed the car yesterday.		  (SP)
      c. *I have washed the car yesterday.

Due to the incompatibilities of ‘finished time’ adverbials with the semantics and functions of 
the PP, which are crucial for facilitating a clearer distinction between the PP and the SP for L2 
learners, previous studies consistently reported the overemphasis on temporal adverbials in 
textbooks and the frequent overuse of temporal specification when using the PP among L2 
learners, especially those with low proficiency (see e.g., Bardovi-Harlig, 1997; Fujimoto, 2017; 
Park, 2016; Thumvichit, 2016). 



rEFLections
Vol 32, No 3, September - December 2025

1825

As the study centers on the use of the PP among L1 Thai learners, the following section 
provides a theoretical background on how time reference is conceptualized and expressed in 
Thai. 

Time references in Thai

In contrast to English, Thai is identified as a tenseless language. While English uses auxiliaries 
and morphological inflections to encode tense-aspect time references, Thai is an isolating 
language that lacks verb inflections to indicate time frames (Prasithrathsint, 2006). Instead, 
time references in Thai are expressed through free grammatical morphemes that function as 
aspectual markers. Thai aspectual markers (henceforth TAMs) include both preverbal auxiliaries 
(e.g., ‘kamlaŋ’ and ‘kʰɤɤj’) and postverbal particles (e.g., ‘jùu’ and ‘lɛ́ɛ́w’), which are possibly 
categorized into imperfective, perfective, and the perfect (Boonyapatipark, 1983; Comrie, 
1976; Howard, 2000; Jenny, 2001). 

The imperfective aspect is characterized by its reference to the internal temporal progression 
within a situation, while the perfective aspect presents the situation as a unified whole, 
observed from external perspective, denoting completed actions (Comrie, 1976; Howard, 
2000; Jenny, 2001). In contrast to the imperfective and perfective aspects, the perfect refers 
to “some state to a preceding situation (and) indicates the continuing present relevance of a 
situation” (Comrie, 1976, p. 52). Examples of each TAM are provided below:  

(3) a. เขากำำ�ลัังอ่่านหนัังสืือ
          khǎw kamlaŋ ʔàan nǎŋssɨ̌ɨ̌ 
          he-ASP-read-book
          He is reading a book.

      b. เขาอ่่านหนัังสืืออยู่่�
          khǎw ʔàan nǎŋsɨ̌ɨ̌ jùu 
          he-read-book-ASP
          He is reading a book.

      c. เขาเคยอ่่านหนัังสืือเล่่มนี้้�
          khǎw kʰɤɤj ʔàan nǎŋsɨ̌ɨ̌ lêm níi 
          he-ASP-read-book-this
          He has read this book (before). 

      d. เขาอ่่านหนัังสืือเล่่มนี้้�แล้้ว
          khǎw ʔàan nǎŋsɨ̌ɨ̌ lêm níi lɛ́ɛ́w
          he-read-book-this-ASP
          He has read this book already. 
          ?He read this book already.

In examples (3a) and (3b), the imperfective is exemplified where the act of reading a book is 
semantically expressed as an ongoing process through TAMs kamlaŋ and jùu, which serve to 
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convey meanings similar to the English progressive form. Notably, while both markers indicate 
an ongoing action, they differ semantically: ‘kamlaŋ’ emphasizes progression at the reference 
time, typically the moment of speech, whereas ‘jùu’ denotes a continuous situation over time 
(Kullavanijaya & Bisang, 2007). 

Example (3c) illustrates the Thai perfect marker kʰɤɤj, specifically indicating an experiential/
existential perfect (Howard, 2000; Jenny, 2001). The utterance khǎw kʰɤɤj ʔàan nǎŋsɨ̌ɨ̌ lêm níi, 
probably translated as “He has read this book (before)”, not only emphasizes the completion 
of reading but perhaps also underscores its current relevance or understandings it brings to 
the present discourse. Notably, while kʰɤɤj is generally understood in recent studies as denoting 
the experiential perfect, it was traditionally described by some scholars as expressing the 
preterit or the SP (see Dhanvarjor, 1973 for further discussion). 

In (3d), the use of lɛ́ɛ́w in khǎw ʔàan nǎŋsɨ̌ɨ̌ lêm níi lɛ́ɛ́w, possibly translated as “He has read 
this book already”, serves to mark the completion of the action of reading the book while also 
underscoring the resultative impact on the present state. The PP suggests that the person now 
possesses knowledge of the book’s content or has formed opinions as a consequence of reading 
it, while the SP, such as “He read this book already”, focuses solely on the completion of the 
event at a specific past moment without highlighting its current relevance to the present.

Notably, the VP-final ‘lɛ́ɛ́w’, often translated as ‘already’ (Schmidt 1992, cited in Howard, 2000, 
p. 380), remains a subject of considerable debate among scholars of TAMs due to its semantic 
nuances. On the one hand, lɛ́́ɛw has been argued as a perfective marker, indicating the 
occurrence of a situation at a specific moment, rather than spanning across a duration of time 
(Scovel, 1970), or expressing a completed key point of situations (Kullavanijaya & Bisang, 
2007). Additionally, it has been observed that utterances with lɛ́ɛ́w do “not always have 
continuing relevance at the speech time”, and therefore are not always equivalent to the 
English perfect (Boonyapatipark, 1983, pp. 161–162). On the other hand, while acknowledging 
these views, Howard (2000) argues that lɛ́ɛ́w should be regarded as a perfect marker that 
signals the current relevance of a situation. He highlighted that “the meaning of the perfect 
in Thai cannot be limited to anteriority, because […] the notion of relevance of a situation to 
the reference time always holds” (Howard, 2000, p. 400). Given such controversy, it is possible 
that lɛ́ɛ́w inherently falls under the grammatical categories of both the perfective aspect and 
the perfect, depending on its contextual implications (Iwasaki & Horie, 2005).  

With the complexities of the form-meaning mappings of TAMs and English tense-aspect 
language systems, L1 Thai learners would need to develop a distinct set of classifications for 
English verb forms when expressing temporal frames in English, since a singular form of the 
Thai VP construction can convey up to four distinct temporal frames within the context of 
English verb forms (Lekawatana et al.,1969). Specifically, they need to differentiate between 
the SP and the PP in English. As shown in Table 1, the TAM lɛ́ɛ́w semantically covers both 
preterit (completed past actions) and the resultative perfect, with the subtle implication of 
current relevance (Boonyapatipark, 1983; Howard, 2000; Iwasaki & Horie, 2005; Lekawatana, 
1969). In contrast, the marker kʰɤɤj likely denotes exclusively the experiential perfect 
(Howard, 2000; Jenny, 2001), which may make the form-meaning mapping of this feature less 
problematic for L1 Thai learners.
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Table 1
Form-meaning mappings of aspectual markers in L1 Thai and L2 English

(adapted from Boonyapatipark, 1983; Dhanvarjor, 1973; Howard, 2000; Lekawatana, 1969)

Due to the subtle semantic properties of lɛ́ɛ́w and the diverse meanings of the English PP, 
alongside its vague notion of current relevance, it is probable that L1 Thai learners of English 
may encounter difficulties using the English PP compared to the SP. For example, they may 
overgeneralize the rules of the SP and use it in place of the PP, as discussed in (3d). In other 
words, the TAM lɛ́ɛ́w, semantically denoting both the preterit and resultative perfect, is likely 
to contribute to the competition between the SP and PP. As Arakkitsakul (2008) pointed out, 
the semantic overlap between the PP and SP further complicates the use of the PP for L1 Thai 
learners. According to the Default Past Tense Hypothesis (Salaberry, 2003), this overlap may 
lead L1 Thai learners to resort to the simpler structure of the SP over the more complex PP 
when describing actions completed in the past. Therefore, it was hypothesized that L1 Thai 
learners will avoid using the resultative perfect, due to its semantic overlap with the SP and 
its morphosemantic discrepancies with the TAM lɛ́ɛ́w.

On the other hand, according to FNAH (Thiamtawan & Pongpairoj, 2013, 2019; Wang & 
Pongpairoj, 2021), which suggests that L2 learners’ familiarity with L2 target forms due to 
transfer of training and the simplicity of L2 structures can contribute to non-avoidance behavior, 
it is plausible that L1 Thai learners may not avoid the continuative and experiential perfects 
due to certain contributing factors, even in the absence of corresponding form-meaning 
mappings between L1 and L2. Since the continuative perfect is predominantly exemplified 
in textbooks used in Thai tertiary-level ESL classrooms, potentially providing L2 input and 
instruction that familiarizes learners with its usage (see Chareonkul & Wijitsopon, 2020 for 
further details), it is likely that learners will not avoid using the continuative perfect. Additionally, 
according to Howard (2000) and Jenny (2001), the TAM kʰɤɤj exclusively semantically encodes 
the experiential perfect in English. The simplicity of this corresponding form-meaning mapping 
between kʰɤɤj and the experiential perfect should facilitate its use by Thai learners, presumably 
leading to the tendency of non-avoidance behavior in the use of the experiential perfect.

While several studies have investigated the interlanguage development of the English PP 
among Thai learners, highlighting the difficulties L1 Thai learners face with the PP, such as its 
syntactic complexities (the auxiliary have + past participle) in transforming present participle 
to past participle (Petchtae, 2011), its semantic overlap with the SP (Arakkitsakul, 2008), and 
its use with temporal adverbials that deviate from patterns commonly found among native 
speakers, as shown in a comparative corpus analysis (Thumvichit, 2016), there has been little 
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focus specifically on the usage of the PP across its three different types — continuative, 
experiential, and resultative — as a primary area of investigation. Additionally, there has been 
limited attention to whether Thai learners avoid using the PP when the SP is explicitly provided. 
To address this gap and resolve the disparities in existing findings of learners’ avoidance 
behaviors, more avoidance research into the area of the tense-aspect system is needed. Since 
identifying avoided items or structures is crucial for pinpointing learning difficulties, refining 
teaching methodologies, and improving instructional materials (Laufer & Eliasson,1993), 
exploring avoidance behaviors in the context of the English PP can provide nuanced insights 
that contribute to a more comprehensive understanding of L2 learning processes. This study 
therefore aims to investigate whether L1 Thai learners avoid using the English PP and examine 
the plausible factors that influence their use of the PP.

Objective

The objectives of this study were:

1. To examine avoidance behavior of the English PP in 1) continuative perfect, 2) experiential  
     perfect, and 3) resultative perfect by L1 Thai learners.
2. To investigate the factors behind avoidance or non-avoidance behavior of The English PP by  
     L1 Thai learners. 

Hypotheses

The subsequent statements outline the research hypotheses:

1.  L1 Thai learners of English do not avoid using the English PP in (1) continuative perfect and  
     (2) experiential perfect; however, they avoid using the PP in (3) resultative perfect and use  
     the SP as a default form.
2.  Based on the Factors of L2 Non-avoidance Hypothesis (FNAH), L1 Thai learners of English do  
      not avoid the PP in (1) continuative perfect and (2) existential perfect, but avoid (3) resultative  
    perfect, due to the transfer of training, a negative transfer, and the overgeneralization of  
     rules.  

METHODOLOGY 

Participants
 	
The participants were thirty volunteer tertiary students studying English as a foreign language 
in a Thai public university in Bangkok. They were between 18 to 22 years old and had a 
minimum of 12 years of exposure to English in classroom settings. Their English proficiency 
fell within the intermediate level (CEFR: B1), with scores ranging from 30 to 39 out of 60 on 
the Oxford Quick Placement Test (QPT) (Syndicate, 2001). The focus on intermediate learners 
was due to their potential to either use or avoid complex target structures. At this stage, they 
might still be experimenting with these structures, making their linguistic behaviors particularly 
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informative for understanding how they transition from avoiding complex structures to using 
them more effectively. The exclusion criteria for volunteers included failure to complete the 
required questionnaire, unwillingness to provide necessary information, and not being within 
the designated data collection period. Participants could also withdraw from the study if they 
choose to leave voluntarily, if the researcher deemed their adverse symptoms to be potentially 
harmful, or if they experienced severe illness during the study. The research project would be 
terminated under several circumstances: if authorized personnel decided to discontinue the 
study, if unexpected adverse side effects more severe than anticipated arose, or if the funding 
source or sponsor withdrew support for the project.

The control group for the IPE task comprised five native English-speaking American adults aged 
25 to 35, residing in the U.S., all of whom were working professionals with a bachelor’s degree. 
They completed the IPE task, and their results served as baseline data for comparison. This 
selection is based on the recognition that variations in English varieties (such as British vs. 
American English) can influence the usage of the PP in certain contexts. For instance, while 
British English speakers may say “Have you had lunch?”, American English speakers may say 
“Did you have lunch?” with similar meanings and intentions (Hundt & Smith, 2009). To 
minimize such potential variations, this study focuses on American English.

Research procedures

The research comprised three main phases: a comprehension task, a preference assessment 
task, and a semi-structured interview. One week after taking the English proficiency placement 
test, participants were asked to complete the comprehension task and preference assessment 
tasks, adapted from Kleinmann (1977), within 45 minutes. The comprehension task focused 
on understanding English PP through a multiple-choice test, while IPE task was employed to 
determine if participants avoided using the PP construction. Subsequently, all participants 
would receive an email asking if they are interested in participating in the semi-structured 
interviews. The first twelve volunteers to respond affirmatively to the email were selected in 
the study. They were informed of the interview time, which was conducted virtually, recorded, 
and held the following day.

Following data collection, results from the comprehension and preference assessment tasks 
were analyzed using descriptive statistics (Mean and SD) and inferential statistics (one-way 
ANOVA) to test the hypotheses. Data from semi-structured interviews underwent thematic 
analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006), categorizing elicited responses into significant emerging 
themes. Details for each phase will be explained below.

Research instruments

Comprehension task

Since avoidance of a particular structure presupposes learners’ comprehensive understanding 
of that target syntactic representation and their choices regarding its use (Kleinmann, 1977), 
a comprehension task was administered to all participants to ensure they fully understand a 
specific target structure before any claims of avoidance were made. 
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The test comprised twenty-five items in total, including twelve target items and thirteen 
distractors. The twelve target items were designed to assess the use of the three PP meanings: 
the continuative perfect, the experiential perfect, and the resultative perfect. Each meaning 
of the PP was represented by four items: two items with temporal markers, while the remaining 
two without. The sentences in the test were drawn from a range of sources, including COCA 
corpus-based data, English language teaching textbooks, scholarly research, and newspapers. 
These sentences were adapted to align with the study’s objectives. 

To ensure consistency across variables, the subjects of all target items were [+animate] noun 
phrases, proper nouns, or pronouns, limited to a maximum of three words and without any 
post-modifiers (e.g., “my Midwestern friend”, “butterflies”, “He”, and “Sarah”). Examples are 
provided below:

(1) He  _____________ his training already, so he is now qualified to handle the new task. 

 	 (A) 	 will complete			   (B)	 has completed
 	 (C) 	 completes			   (D) 	 is about to complete

  	   Completely           Mostly              Half-sure/	       Mostly            Completely
     	      unsure                unsure             half-unsure               sure	        sure

(2) Because Sarah __________ the lottery, she will not need that job. 

 	 (A) 	 has won 			   (B) 	 wins
 	 (C) 	 is winning 			   (D) 	 was winning

                Completely           Mostly              Half-sure/	       Mostly            Completely
     	      unsure                unsure             half-unsure               sure	        sure

While both (1) and (2) test participants’ comprehension of the resultative perfect, they differ 
in that question (1) included the temporal marker “already”, whereas question (2) did not. 
This distinction ensures that participants have comprehensive understanding of the English 
PP, including its compatibility with specific temporal markers and its meaning in context when 
the temporal marker is absent. 

As exemplified in (1) and (2), participants needed to choose the most appropriate answer for 
each question and also rated their confidence in their answer on a scale from 1 to 5, where 
1 means ‘completely unsure’ and 5 means ‘completely sure’. This confidence assessment scale 
would be considered in determining the scores based on reported confidence. If a participant 
answered an item correctly and selects “completely sure” on the scale, the score would be 
marked as +5. Conversely, if a participant answered incorrectly but reported being “completely 

>

>

>

>   1                            2                         3                             4                          5

1                            2                         3                             4                          5
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sure”, the score for that item would be marked as -5. In essence, the penalty for incorrect 
answers was adjusted based on the degree of confidence reported.

Only those who achieve an 80 percent or higher score were included in the study to ensure 
participants possess adequate knowledge of the PP in order to determine if they tended to 
avoid using the construction. A total of 31 volunteer participants, all at the intermediate level 
(CEFR: B1) as assessed by the OQPT (2001), were recruited from two ESL classrooms at a 
tertiary education institution. These participants took part in both the Comprehension task 
and the IPE task. Of the 31 participants, 22 achieved scores above 80 percent and were included 
in the study. To meet the required sample size, additional 8 participants were recruited from 
another ESL classroom, with the inclusion process conducted individually, ensuring a total of 
30 participants in the study.

The Indirect Preference Elicitation (IPE) task
 	
The second task consisted of fourteen items, each with three blanks to be filled with an 
appropriate word or phrase. In total, there were forty-two blanks to complete, with twelve 
target items and thirty distractors. The task comprised twelve targeted items, with four items 
representing each of three meanings of the PP: continuative, resultative, and experiential. For 
each meaning, two items featured temporal markers, while the remaining two did not, similar to 
the comprehension task. However, in the IPE task, participants were asked to select between 
two options: the PP or the SP. A preference for the SP would indicate the avoidance of the PP. 
Similar to the comprehension test, the IPE task employs [+animate] noun phrases, pronouns, 
or proper nouns, each no longer than three words and free from any post-modifiers, to control 
for variables. The test items were reviewed and validated by three Thai instructors, each with 
over five years of experience teaching English in tertiary education in Thailand, to ensure the 
relevance, accuracy, and alignment of the test items with the intended research objectives. 
Here are some examples:

(3) (A) ____________   Paris twice this year, (B) ____________    I have some great tips to 
share. I can recommend nice places to eat, cool things to see, and the best times to visit 
famous spots. I also know some quieter areas (C) ____________. Whether they like food, art, 
or just walking around, I have ideas to make their trip special.

(A) 1. I’ve visited 		
       2. I visited 

(B) 1. and			 
      2. so

(C) 1. worth exploring	
      2. that are worth exploring

In the IPE test example (3), the subject is the pronoun ‘I’ without any postmodifiers. The 
participants were asked to choose between ‘I’ve visited’ (the PP) and ‘I visited’ (the SP) in (3A) 
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within the context of the experiential perfect where the PP is expected, with the temporal cue 
‘twice this year’ provided, to test whether they avoid using the PP. (3B) and (3C) serve as 
distractors.

Semi-structured interview 

Unlike previous studies on avoidance behaviors, this study incorporated semi-structured 
interviews into its methodological design. These interviews were used to uncover attitudes or 
beliefs that may not be directly observed (Kvale, 1996). Each interview lasted approximately 
10-15 minutes per person and was conducted in Thai to ensure that the participants could 
freely express their opinions on the topics under discussion, without facing communicative 
difficulties. This approach aimed to explore the reasons behind the avoidance or non-avoidance 
of the PP, providing a more comprehensive understanding of avoidance phenomena among 
L2 learners of English. Examples of the interview questions included:

1. Which English tense do you think is the hardest to learn, and why?
2. Between the simple past and the present perfect, which one do you find more difficult and  
    why? How are they similar or different?
3. How’s your experience been with learning these two tenses? Can you share with me about  
     it?
4. Do you think the present perfect tense can be used for the situations that happened in the  
    past? If yes, when is it right to use it? If no, why not?

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
	
The results from the IPE task are shown in Table 2 and Figure 1. As shown in Table 2, the overall 
usage rates of the English PP by L1 Thai learners across all the three functions — continuative, 
resultative, and experiential — were considerably lower than that of native English speakers: 
61% for the former compared to 80% for the latter. 

Table 2 
Frequency of the English PP usage by L1 Thai learners and native English speakers
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Figure 1 Frequency of the English PP Usage for continuative, resultative and experiential perfects by L1 Thai 
learners and native speakers of American English

However, when the data were closely scrutinized, the results showed quite different results 
of L1 Thai learners’ usage of the English PP in relation to its different functions. Figure 1 shows 
that L1 Thai learners tended to avoid using the experiential perfect. Specifically, while their 
use of the continuative and resultative perfects was relatively close to that of native speakers 
(with L1 Thai learners using the continuative perfect 70% of the time, compared to 85% for 
native speakers, and the resultative perfect 62%, compared to 70% for native speakers), their 
use of the experiential perfect was notably lower, at just 52%, in contrast to 85% for native 
speakers. Notably, with regard to the usage of the resultative perfect, native English speakers 
were less likely to use the PP (70% of the time), compared to the continuative and experiential 
perfect (85% of the time). This could be attributed to the closer semantic relationship between 
the resultative perfect and the SP, as both involve a singular event or result state, making the 
experiential perfect nearer to the SP than the experiential perfect (see Mittwoch, 2008, for 
further discussion). This similarity likely created some degree of competition between the 
resultative perfect and the SP, and may have led native speakers to occasionally choose the 
SP over the PP for the resultative perfect, in contrast to the less similar continuative and 
experiential perfect. The ANOVA showed a significant difference in the use of the experiential 
perfect compared to the continuative and resultative perfect among L1 Thai learners, 
F (1, 33) = 5.990, p < 0.05, Partial η² = 0.154. A t-test comparison between L1 Thai learners 
and native speakers showed a statistically significant difference in the use of the experiential 
perfect (t = 8.125, df = 33, p < 0.001), indicating that L1 Thai learners tended to avoid using 
this form compared to native speakers.

Hypothesis 1 states that L1 Thai learners of English do not avoid using the English PP in (1) 
continuative perfect and (2) experiential perfect; however, they avoid using the PP in (3) 
resultative perfect and use the SP as a default form. The results thus partially supported the 
hypothesis: L1 Thai learners of English did not avoid using the PP in the continuative perfect, 
as their usage was not significantly different from that of native speakers, F (1, 33) = 1.018, p 
> 0.05. However, the hypothesis that they do not avoid using the PP in the experiential perfect, 
while avoiding it in the resultative perfect, was contradicted. Their use of the experiential 
perfect was significantly lower than that of native speakers, while their use of the resultative 
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perfect not significantly different from that of native speakers, F (1, 33) = 0.355, p > 0.05. 
Given that Thai, in contrast to English (with the former being an isolating language and the 
latter an inflectional language), lacks a direct morphosyntactic equivalent to English PP (i.e., 
the auxiliary have + past participle) and instead uses TAMs, such as lɛ́ɛ́w (typically indicating 
the resultative perfect) or kʰɤɤj (commonly marking the experiential perfect), the findings 
confirmed FNAH: avoidance behavior was not consistently observed, even in the absence of 
corresponding L1 (morpho)syntactic representations in the L2, due to certain factors. For 
instance, although Thai lacks the corresponding morphosyntactic-semantic form for the 
English resultative perfect, 22 out of 30 Thai learners (73%) chose the PP (has crashed) over 
the SP (crashed) to describe the situation of Kathy crashing her motorcycle and still knowing 
the feeling of it. This choice highlighted the learners’ recognition of the current relevance of 
the situation and its ongoing effects, an essential semantic feature of the resultative perfect 
in English. Furthermore, when asked to choose between the PP (has maintained) and the SP 
(maintained) to describe the situation — ‘Due to his cancer, Chris ______ his fitness routine, 
consistently going to the gym and eating healthy food’ — 26 out of 30 Thai learners (87%) 
selected the PP ‘has maintained’ to semantically convey the continuative perfect. The 
non-avoidance of the resultative and continuative perfects by L1 Thai learners suggests that 
L1–L2 differences may not solely serve as a factor in the (non-)avoidance of certain L2 
structures in the absence of direct L1 equivalents.

It was assumed that the (non-)avoidance of the English PP among Thai learners may be 
attributed to three main factors: intralingual transfer (Mahmoud, 2011; Scovel, 2001), L1–L2 
differences in form-meaning pairings (McManus, 2015), and transfer of training (Selinker, 
1972).

Firstly, the avoidance of the English PP among L1 Thai learners, particularly the experiential 
perfect, could stem from intralingual transfer (Mahmoud, 2011; Scovel, 2001), possibly caused 
by the syntax-semantics interface of the English PP. Intralingual transfer, as defined by Scovel 
(2001, p. 51), refers to “the confusion a language learner experiences when confronting 
patterns within the structure of a newly acquired language, irrespective of how the target 
language patterns might contrast with the learner’s mother tongue”. The findings from 
semi-structured interview revealed that most participants (67%) regarded the PP as the most 
complex English tense, and when asked specifically to compare the difficulty of the PP with 
the SP, 10 out of 12 (84%) found the PP more complicated, attributing its difficulty to a 
combination of semantic subtleties and syntactic complexities. 

	 I believe it’s the present perfect tense because it requires more careful consideration  
	 to determine whether it’s being used correctly. If discussing something in the past,  
	 I would choose the past tense and provide further explanation or context if more  
	 clarification is needed, especially when people don't fully understand in real-life  
	 situation. (Participant 1)

	 I find the present perfect the most challenging because it can be used in various con 
	 texts. The simple past and present perfect sometimes seem to be used interchangeably,  
	 adding to its confusion. (Participant 2)
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	 The present perfect tense is the most challenging since it spans the past, present, and  
	 future. Furthermore, constructions like ‘has been’ don’t have the simple patterns like  
	 the simple past or the present simple tenses, which makes it more complex. (Participant 3)

	 I think it should be the present perfect tense because, for example, with present simple,  
	 you just add ‘-s’ or ‘-es’, but with the present perfect tense, you must use has or have  
	 plus the past participle. It seems more complicated compared to past simple, where  
	 you only need the past form of the verb (Participant 9) 

As demonstrated in the excerpts above, Participants 1 and 2 primarily attributed the difficulty 
of the English PP to its overlap with past temporal frames. In particular, Participant 1 
expressed a clear preference for using the SP over the PP when discussing past events due to 
the perceived complexity of the latter and opted to provide explanations to clarify the 
situations rather than considering whether the PP would be more appropriate in the context. 
Additionally, Participants 3 and 9 further discussed the syntactic complexities of the PP, 
specifically the challenge of combining both the correct conjugation of verbs for subject-verb 
agreement and the past participle form to convey the intended perfect aspectual meaning. 
This process introduces an additional cognitive processing step not required in the SP, where 
only past tense marking is applied. In other words, the syntax-semantics interface of the PP 
possibly contributes to its perceived difficulty among L1 Thai learners, supporting the Interface 
Hypothesis (Sorace, 2011). This hypothesis suggests that difficulties in acquiring L2 target-like 
representations presumably emerge when learners must integrate syntax with contextual 
discourse-pragmatic information, even in the presence of partial structural overlap between 
L1 and L2.

Secondly, it was assumed that differences in L1–L2 semantic mappings may lead to avoidance 
of experiential perfect among L1 Thai learners. As Jiang and Liu (2024) highlighted, accurate 
form-meaning pairing relies on the establishment of a distinct semantic system for the L2, 
which requires a process of developing new meanings, resetting semantic boundaries, or 
incorporating new semantic features to map L2 forms onto L2-specific meanings. Given that 
the English PP form (have + past participle) conveys continuative, resultative, and experiential 
meanings, Thai learners may be required to cognitively process and map these subtle meanings 
onto their L2 while also restructuring the semantic domains of the English PP along with 
existing L1 TAMs jùu, lɛ́ɛ́w, and kʰɤɤj, each of which carries its own unique semantic features 
that may differ from the English counterpart. In this way, Thai learners would likely need to 
reset the semantic boundaries of the English PP, as the semantic domain of the TAM kʰɤɤj may 
overlap with the experiential perfect, but not align exactly. For example, while the English 
experiential perfect is incompatible with the use of definite temporal adverbials like 
‘yesterday’ or ‘last year’, the TAM kʰɤɤj can co-occur with these adverbials, as demonstrated 
in (4) and (5). 

(4)  ฉัันเคยเล่่าให้้เธอฟัังเมื่่�อวานนี้้�
       chǎn kʰɤɤj lâw hây thəə faŋ mɨ̂âwaan níi
       I-ASP-tell-you-yesterday
       I told you yesterday.
       *I have told you yesterday.
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(5) ฉัันเคยไปประเทศจีีนปีีที่่�แล้้ว
      chǎn kʰɤɤj pay pràthêetciin pii thîilɛ́ɛ́w
      I-ASP-go-China-last year
      I went to China last year.
     *I have been to China last year.

Examples (4) and (5) highlight the key differences in the aspectual viewpoints between the 
English experiential perfect and the TAM kʰɤɤj. While the English experiential perfect denotes 
an event or experience from an indefinite time in the past, kʰɤɤj in Thai permits a more definite 
temporal frame while still conveying an experience or completed event but within a specific 
time period. This cross-linguistic distinction highlights that the semantic mappings between 
the English experiential perfect and kʰɤɤj are not identical, revealing crucial differences in how 
each language frames past experiences within specific temporal contexts. Unlike the semantic 
pairing between lɛ́́ɛw and the resultative perfect, where the semantic feature [+current 
relevance] emphasizes the ongoing result of the event and makes it more salient than the 
experiential perfect, Thai learners may find it more challenging to reset the semantic boundaries 
between kʰɤɤj and the experiential perfect, even though lɛ́ɛ́w and kʰɤɤj can denote preterit. 
Consequently, Thai learners of English may need to adjust their conceptualization of these 
aspectual distinctions since the partial overlap in their semantic domains requires recalibrating 
the semantic boundaries between the two. Such overlap in semantic features could lead to 
the overgeneralization of rules (Selinker, 1972), causing learners to resort to a simpler form 
the SP to express past events. This supports the Default Past Tense Hypothesis (Salaberry, 
2003), which posits that L2 learners will use the SP to express past events — a point in line 
with data from the semi-structured interview for using the SP as a default form for the PP. 

Finally, transfer of training could be another potential factor contributing to (non-)avoidance 
behavior of the PP among L1 Thai learners. That is, they may apply patterns and usage strategies 
from prior L2 instruction. As highlighted in the semi-structured interviews, almost all participants 
(11 out of 12) stated that the PP is ‘used for events that occurred in the past and have an 
impact on the present’, with some also adding ‘and continue into the future’, a phrase 
commonly taught and recited as part of the conceptualization of the PP tense in Thai ESL 
classrooms, alongside ESL textbooks that emphasize these functions of the tense. For 
example, some textbooks such as the ESP book Business results: upper-intermediate level  
used in some tertiary-level institutions explain the use of the PP in terms of “a present 
situation resulting from a past action” (Duckworth et al., 2018, p. 22), while grammar 
reference books used in Thai society such as English grammar in use (Murphy, 2002) and 
Advanced grammar in use with answers: A self-study reference and practice book for 
advanced learners of English (Hewings, 2013) describe the PP as a morphosyntactic-semantic 
structure used to highlight that “the action in the past has a result now” (Murphy, 2002, p. 14) 
and to talk about “a period that continues until now” (Murphy, 2002, p. 16).

	 If I say something wrong, feel free to correct me. It’s something that started in the  
	 past, continues to the present, and keeps going on. (Participant 1)
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	 The present perfect — though I might be explaining it incorrectly — refers to a period  
	 of time that began in the past and continues to the present. (Participant 9)

	 I probably won’t remember this very well either. <laugh> The present perfect refers to  
	 an event that happened in the past and has an effect on the present. (Participant 11)

Notably, when explaining the use of the PP, some participants  prefaced their responses with 
hedging, such as ‘If I say something wrong, feel free to correct me’ (Participant 1), ‘Though I 
might be explaining it incorrectly’ (Participant 9), or ‘I probably won’t remember this very well 
either’ (Participant 11), unlike when asked to describe other tenses, such as the SP or the 
present simple tense where participants tended to offer more confident and direct explanations. 
This stance-taking suggested a degree of uncertainty regarding the use of the PP, further 
highlighting its perceived complexities compared to other tenses (the aforementioned 
intralingual factor). The excerpts also suggested that their understanding of the PP was 
primarily centered around its continuative and resultative meanings, despite their knowledge 
of the experiential perfect, as indicated by their achieving 80% on the comprehension task. 
The absence of any references to the experiential perfect could perhaps indicate that they 
were either unfamiliar with this specific use of the tense, or that the experiential perfect 
simply did not come to mind during the discussion. This suggested that the continuative and 
resultative perfects are perhaps more frequently emphasized or practiced in the classroom, 
and are perceived as the core meanings of the PP, making the patterns of their use comparable 
to those of native speakers. However, this also likely pointed to a deficiency in the learners’ 
ability to fully grasp the broad semantic and pragmatic meanings that the PP can convey 
across diverse contexts.

The interviews also revealed that Thai learners tend to rely on temporal adverbials as cues for 
PP usage in both English classrooms and tests, highlighting the influence of L2 instruction on 
their use of the PP. Rather than discussing the use of the PP from daily life, most participants 
highlighted temporal adverbials, such as since, for, and already as key indicators for using the 
tense in a test context, an effort to establish semantic/pragmatic boundaries of the English PP 
functions.

	 The simple past tense will have adverbs like ‘last week’ or ‘yesterday’ to identify it,  
	 while the present perfect tense often uses ‘since’ or ‘for’. (Participant 2)

	 Most of the time, they ask you to identify the keywords, like ‘since’, ‘for’, or ‘already’,  
	 to help identify the tense. (Participant 12)

	 When it comes to tenses, I will look at the sentence structures first (whether it is  
	 something that happens in the past) because by analyzing the structure, I can easily  
	 identify the tense without going into details about its meanings. If the sentence is  
	 ambiguous or unclear, then I will focus on the meaning. (Participant 8)

The excerpts above revealed that the participants primarily relied on temporal adverbials as 
key indicators for identifying tenses, potentially suggesting that they tended to approach 
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tense usage in a more structural manner and prioritized forms over meanings in a test context. 
Such a form-based approach implies that learners were likely to focus on memorizing 
grammatical rules, presumably due to challenges in applying tenses — especially outside of 
controlled test settings, where contextual understanding is essential for appropriate tense 
choice.

In line with the findings from semi-structured interviews, the IPE task also highlighted that 
Thai learners tended to rely on temporal adverbials as indicators for the tense usage. Table 3 
shows the use of the experiential perfect in relation to time markers among L1 Thai learners. 
It was observed that L1 Thai learners used the experiential perfect 62% of the time when no 
temporal cues were provided. However, in contexts with temporal adverbials, their use of the 
experiential perfect decreased to 44%, with a noticeable preference for the SP instead. The 
tendency to use the SP as a default tense when the temporal markers were present may stem 
from an (over)reliance on the available temporal cues they saw rather than a comprehensive 
consideration of the entire context of the situation (e.g., whether the event was ongoing, 
habitual, or completed). For example, when asked to choose has always looked forward to 
and looked forward to in the circumstance when John was reflecting on his ongoing or repeated 
excitement (looking forward to the international conference) that started in the past and 
continues to the present, 19 out of 30 Thai learners (63%) chose the SP over the PP. This might 
be because Thai learners interpreted the temporal adverbial ‘always’ as denoting an event 
regularly occurring in either the present or the past, and the time frame in the subsequent 
clause was in the SP, prompting them to use the SP. 

A similar pattern can be observed in another IPE test item where a temporal cue ‘twice a year’ 
appeared in the context. In this instance, 50% of the Thai learners chose the SP (I visited) over 
the PP (I have visited) to refer to two distinct visits to Paris within an indefinite time frame ‘this 
year’, highlighting their experiences across the broad span of time. The findings were in line 
with Thumvichit’s (2016) comparative study on the use of the PP among Thai learners and 
native speakers in relation to temporal adverbials, underscoring the tendency of Thai learners 
to rely on temporal markers as cues for tense selection, rather than fully interpreting the time 
frame of events through their subtle contextual meanings. This suggests that Thai learners 
may have difficulty conceptualizing nuances in the conceptual distinctions between the PP 
and the SP.

Table 3
Frequency of the experiential perfect usage with and without time markers by L1 Thai learners

Additionally, the frequency pattern of the PP usage found in this study was also consistent 
with Chareonkul and Wijitsopon’s (2020) corpus-based study on the frequency of the English 
PP examples in textbooks for Thai ESL classrooms at the tertiary level, supporting the idea that 
transfer of training can influence the linguistic behavior of L1 Thai learners. Their study found 
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that the continuative perfect was the most dominant usage in the sampled textbooks, 
followed by resultative perfect. By contrast, the experiential perfect was the least frequently 
represented in the PP examples. This similar frequency pattern — observed both in the 
avoidance behavior of L1 Thai learners and in the textbook corpora — possibly emphasized 
that the lower frequency and less accessibility of semantic/pragmatic function of the 
experiential perfect may contribute to processing difficulties, leading to avoidance behavior 
in the use of experiential perfect. 

Essentially, the results confirmed FNAH as avoidance behavior is not always observed: there 
was a tendency for L1 Thai learners not to avoid the continuative and resultative perfects. 
However, they tended to avoid the experiential perfect, even though Thai has the TAM kʰɤɤj, 
which can convey meanings of experiential perfect. The findings supported the hypothesis 
that the Thai learners’ (non-)avoidance behavior could be explained by intralingual transfer, 
differences in L1–L2 semantic mappings that lead to overgeneralization of rules, and transfer 
of training (Mahmoud, 2011; Selinker, 1972). The findings were in line with Thiamtawan and 
Pongpairoj (2013, 2019) and Wang and Pongpairoj (2021), supporting FNAH. 

CONCLUSION 

The present study investigated avoidance behavior of the English PP among L1 Thai learners. 
Using a mixed-methods approach, the findings indicated that intralingual transfer (Mahmoud, 
2011), which was caused by the syntax-semantics interface of the PP, differences in L1–L2 
semantic mappings that can lead to overgeneralization of rules (Jiang & Liu, 2024), and transfer 
of training (Selinker, 1972) contribute to (non-)avoidance behavior of L2 learners in using a 
specific L2 target-like representation.

The findings yielded some pedagogical implications, particularly regarding the role of L2 
instruction and input in influencing avoidance behaviors. The results of this avoidance study 
revealed a frequency pattern that parallels the use of the English PP found in textbooks used 
in Thai ESL classrooms (see Chareonkul & Wijitsopon, 2020). This similar pattern suggests that 
L2 instruction may contribute to either the avoidance of certain linguistic structures or the 
adoption of particular patterns of language use, thereby shaping learners’ language production 
in a manner consistent with the frequency of structures presented in classroom instruction 
and instructional materials. As noted by Thiamtawan and Pongpairoj (2013, 2019) as well as 
Wang and Pongpairoj (2021), frequent exposure to the target structure can improve familiarity 
with the target form. Educational practitioners can leverage them to inform the design of the 
instructional materials, lesson plans, and curricula that teach the use of the structure while 
emphasizing the semantic nuances of the English PP to enhance learners’ familiarity with the 
target structure. In other words, educators should consider revisiting curriculum design to 
ensure it aligns with the linguistic patterns that learners are most likely to encounter, thereby 
reinforcing both the form and function of their language use.

While the study provided insight into avoidance behavior in the use of the English PP among 
Thai learners of English, caution is warranted when interpreting the findings, as the data were 
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primarily based on the IPE task. The reliance on this single task type may not fully capture 
learners’ natural, spontaneous language use or account for contextual factors that could 
influence their avoidance behavior, limiting the generalizability of the results. Future research 
may incorporate natural production tasks, such as storytelling and picture description tasks, 
which would allow for a comparison between different task types and provide a deeper 
understanding of how contextual factors impact language production. Additionally, investigating 
whether different types of verbs (e.g., telicity, atelicity, achievement, and accomplishment) or 
the distinction between regular and irregular verbs (e.g., ‘play’ and ‘played’ vs. ‘drink’ and 
‘drunk’) influences learners’ avoidance behavior of the PP would contribute to a more 
comprehensive understanding of how specific linguistic features affect the use of the English 
PP among Thai learners of English.
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