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Abstract—Pragmatic transfer, an emerging part of interlanguage pragmatics (ILP), has heen receiving serions
attention from applicd linguists currently. This study was aimed at imvestigating pragmatic errors and
pragmatic transfer learners made and effect of second language (1.2) proficiency to their pragmatic transfer.
Eighteen students of Darmasiswa who have been learning Indonesian language and culture form Bali State
Polytechnic (PNB) and from Teacher Training Institute of Saraswati Tabanan, Bali, Indonesia were involved
as research participants. Discourse completion test (DCT) comsisting of nine situations designed with
sociocultural aspect of power, distance, and rank of imposition (PDR) was used to dlicit data of refusal
strategies. The data were analysed to see pragmatic errors, pragmatic transfer, and effect of L2 proficiency on
participants’ pragmatic transfer. Result of analysis revealed that learners’ pragmatic competence was stll low,
They were pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic crrors made dealing with Tndonesian moun phrase (NF)
structure, the use of verb, noun, prepositions which are very different from English patterns. Moreover,
pragmatic transfer was frequently made due to learners’ shortage of L2 pragmatic proficiency and learners’
L1 cultural knowledge. In addition, learners’ pragmatic transfer was fonnd to be strongly influenced by
learners’ L2 proficiency.

Index Terms—pragmatic transfer, pragmatics, proficlency, Indonesian language learning

1. INTRODUCTION

Undeniably, learning Indonesian language, like learning other second language, also requures that learners should be
introduced with pragmatics. In order for them tu be able to perform speech acts, they have to be ready with two main
treasures: knowledge of form and knowledge of social norms. Knowledge of form is included in pragmalinguistics, i.c.
the linguistic resources by which speakers can produce functional utterances, and sociopragmatics, i.e. the knowledge
about hearers’ social rules based on which speakers will be able to produce appropriate utterances (Leech, 1983).

The case which usually comes up on second language acquisition (SLA) is how speakers can produce functionally
and socially appropriate speech acts if their knowledge resources of hoth aspects are still limited, on the other hand,
their Knowledge of mother tongue still dominates their minds. Consequently, they are only able to realize poorly
structured sentences of target language (TL) which adopt some of their L1 sentences or phrase structures or social
norms. In this case, transfer of either language or pragmatic will occur. Language transfer is the influence resulted from
the similarities and differences between the target language and any other languages that have been previously acquired
(Wang, 2015). Language transfer is a common issue in SLA and foreign language teaching. It is also a domain of cross
linguistic.

The: present study is focused on responding to the following questions:

1. What pragmatic crrors did learners make?

2. To what extend were pragmatic transfers performed by leamers?

3. Does proficiency affect their pragmatic transfer?

Pragmatic transfer, as a parl ol language transter, 1s a newly emerging area of study known as interlanguage
pragmatic (ILP). Its emergence is caused by the effect of similarities and differences between the first language and the
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second language of speakers. To put it deeper, its existence is caused by a number of aspects, such as cultural
differences (Connor, 1996); pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic {Leech, 1983}; as well as speakers’ first langnage (L1)
background and their second language (L2) proficiency (Hui, 2016). Leamers of English as a foreign language (EFL)
often attempt to compensate for their lack of knowledge by transferring some features of their LI to 1.2, This is
triggered by the desire they would like to achieve, i.e. they should be able to convey something even though with the
production of functionally aond cullurally inappropriate sentences (Tavakoli and Salva, 2013). The problem about
misuse of language forms functionally and social norms appropriately to produce sentences results in an endeavour of
transferring what they have based on their L1 knowledge. Thus, transfer can be drawn as the use of native language
knowledge in the acguisition of L2 (Gass and Selinker, 1992), which sometimes may lead to communication breakdown
or pragmatic negative transfer (Thomas, 1983). Syahri (2007) underlines that pragmatic transfer, in the context of
interlanguage pragmatic transfer occurs due to the culture difference. For instance, Indonesian leamers often transfer the
non-ac¢eptance strategies using ‘No’ when responding to English compliment which they usually use in Indonesian
language. In ling with this notion, Zcgarac and Pennington (2000) states that pragmatic transfer exists when there is
influence on newly learned L2 knowledge by the existing native language knowledge in mind, It appears when people
from different cultures communicaic with each other without perceiving their different culwre. Tn this case,
miscommunication may probably happen and pragmatic transfer may probably occur (Bu, 2011),

There have been some studies adminisiered in the field of pragmatic transfer. However, those research utilized
different speech acts (SA) or topics to raise, such as ‘suggestion® (Bu, 2011), ‘request skrategies’ (Noda, 2013; Hui,
2010; Loutfi, 2016; Syahri & Kadarisma, 2007, Alam & Gill, 2016), ‘negative transfer’ (Wang, 2015}, ‘refusal
strategies” (Tavakoli & Salva, 2013; Jafari, 2018), and ‘cffcet of L1 pragmatic transfer” (Alhadidi, 2017).

Bu (2011) investigated pragmatic in suggestion strategics by Chinese who icarn English language. The study was
also in attempt to see what kind of pragmatic transfer in suggestion strategies occurs in intercultural communication and
how the transfer occurs. The study involved thirty participants (ten English native speakers, ten Chinese learners of
English, and ten native Chinese speakers). Data of pragmatic transfer in suggestion were obtained by using discourse
completion task (NDCT). By the help of Chi-square, the collected data were compared to see frequency of the use of
suggestion strategies. Finding was successfully drawn that Chinese learner of English tended to use direct suggestion
and hedged suggestion morc frequently than English native speakers group. The transfer of pragmatic was done from
culture of Chinese, The rescarch proposed that, in field of pedagogy, teacher should incorporate matcrials about cross-
culturat differences into instruction syllabus for teaching. In addition, in the teaching activities, teachers and materials
designers have to expose students with formulac of suggestions which are made as contextual as possible.

Investigation of pragmatic transfer in SA of request was held by Noda (2013). The pragmatic transfer was focused on
request written in email. The study was attempted to investigate how American lcamers of Japanese perform request SA
in email. Specifically, it was in purpose to draw differences between request by Japanese nalive speakers and Japanese
learners in terms of explanatory sequence, Tequest sirategy, senience final form. In addition, the study was aimed at
searching if there was evidence of L1 pragmatic transfer from English language to Japanese and if social aspects of
power {P), distance (D), and rank of imposition (R) affect request realization. DCT with ten situations were applied for
particiganis to make request. Learners” performance was compared to that of native Japancsc speakers to see if there
were aty differences and similaritics between the two performances. Data of requests were analysed from point of view
of ‘exﬁanatory sequence, request strategies, and politeness’ and ‘sentence tinal form’. Results of analysis revealed that
Japanese learners wrote noticeably fewer explanation sequences than Japanese native speakers, Japanese learners were
influenced by P but Japanese native speakers were not. Japanese learners could produce shorter explanatory sequence
than Japancse native speakcrs in all situations. Negative transfer occurred in the usc of direct guestions from English.
Lastly, Japanese learner could use more limited apology strategy than Japanese native speakers.

Ressarch on request by Hui (2010) was undertaken to examine the hypothesis that ‘there are some comimon and
uniquei pragmatic features in English text”. Explicitly, it was aimed at drawing pragmatic transfer that emerges in
English email written by Chinese L2 English speakers. By involving thirteen participants with different English
proficiéncy (based on their IELTS score) and exposure, there were 104 emails successfully analysed. The participants
were also given questiohnaires to see factors that affect their pragmatic performance. The result of analysis indicates
that fevel of proficiency did not affect their pragmatic performance. The extent of pragmatic transfer of each individual
participant was complex, triggered by some aspects, such as English proficiency, exposure to English, and confidence
in usingr the language. Most participants, when making request SA, were found to be direct on the sentence level but
indirect on the level of discourse.

Loutfi (2016) tried to explore Moroccan EFL learners produced request in order to investigate if 1.2 pragmatic
competfence acquisition is still desired. The research was aimed at comparing the average frequency of direct and
indirect stratepics used by native Moroccan English learners and native English speakers. In line with the Hui’s (2010)
study, f:his rescarch was also undertaken to see if proficiency gives tmpact to transfer they made. The study raised up a
hypothesis, i.e. ‘transfer decreases as the study level increased’. The subject involved was 60 people (40 Moroccan
learner of English and 20 native Speakers of English). Request stratcgics were set using frame work of CCSARP
{Blum-Kulka, 1991). Data was collected using DCT with 7 situations with focused on investigating transfer of
pragmalinguistics and soctopragmatics. Upon data analysis, some conclusions were found that Moroccan learners of
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English! werc not satisfactory. Sociocultural dimensions were fundamental to support acquisition of L2. There was
transfer. from L} to L2 done by Moroccan leamas of English. And, pragmatic competence was found to play a major
role in the communicative failure of Morocean leamers of English. The result was emerging some pedagogical
implications, such as teacher should include teaching pragmatic competence in curriculum to raisc students’
pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic awareness of target language. Thus, teacher should be equipped with knowledge
of pragmatic variation, how to teach pragmatic in L2 and how to asses it. In addition, students should be exposed to
authentic 1.2 materials.

Apart from Loutfi’s (2016) work, Syahri & Kadarisma (2007) investigated pragmatic transfer in request realisation
by &8 Tndonesian university sindents majoring in English study. The rescarch was focused on recognizing how
pragmatic transfer occurred in SA of request in EFL learners and to present enactment of language learners’ SA which
specify one fype of SA realization. The participants pursuing 450 TOEFL score were involved in the project and
provided with DCT questionnaire including 15 situations using variable of Power (P} and Distance (D). Result revealed
thal external modification was appearing more frequently than internal modification, Indonesian leammers of English arc
considered to be influenced by their native eulture norms. The research participants were also found to be able to embed
some supportive move prior to executing head acts, and inserted move in initials position. However, the study did not
figure out pedagogical implication to be proposed for instructional needs.

Alam & Gill (2016) also did a work on request and apology done by two groups of speaker, Pashto English learmers
and Siraiki English learners, The study was focused on investigating cffectiveness of pragmatic transfer of both
speakers from L1 to L2, their accomplishment of SA of apology and request in target language, as well as what specific
culture and linguistic resources are trmnsferred, why they use pragmatic transfer and how it affects pragmatic
competence. DCT and semi structured interview were applied to 8 participants of both speakers who were from Engtish
cultural and linguistic background. Result of the discussion revealed that both speakers showed different performance.
Pashta English speakers were more pragmatic and indirect in realizing request SA and were more direct in apology SA.
Meanwhile, English speakers of Siraiki were more indirect and polite during their accomplishment of both SA.

Existence of pragmatic transfer was also proved by the work of Wang (2015) which investigated negative transfer in
English writing, number of attributive clauses errors commonly occurred in Chinese students” writing and mfluences
interferences made to the learners writings. Tt involved 60 students of Juinjiang University who were majoring in
English and were given 30 minutes to do online writing composition. Data of research was also obtained from an
interview. The collected data were sorted out to see frequency of mistakes. The analysis was also done to see
interference in English writing, in terms of how many errors were made, how interferences inflnenced Chinese students
writing. Result of analysis indicated that there were five error categories, including avoidance strategics, redundant
pronoun, and omission of preposition, underused, misplaced and redundant relative words. Tt was also found that
transfer error occurred in students’ writing as they consciously or unconsciously turned (o their L1 and they wanslate
every words, i.e. English words with Chincse meaning. Suggestion to find more valid data was given by improving the
study limitstion, use of more than university as locus, combine written version with oral fest, and use of format and
informal situation.

Reseprch in refusals SA was also carried oul by Tavakoli & Salva {2013) and Jafari (2018). Tavakoli & Salva (2013)
investigated backward pragmatic transfer. This study used DCT to collect data and involved 44 Persian speakers (24 of
whom were Persian EFL leaners, 20 of whom were native speakers of Persian. Persian EFL learners were grouped into
three levels of elementary, intermediate and advanced using Oxtord Placement Test (OPT). Data were collected via 3
scenarid role plays. Analysis was in purpose to exarmine participants” multiple competence by investigating backward
pragmalic transfer from English to Persian when pertorming refusal to invitation. [n addition, the study was also
undertaken to explore participants’ frequency and content of refusals strategies in L1 regarding the social status of P
and D érnd proficiency level of EFL learners. Result of analysis fostered that there was a significant difference between
Persian, native speakers and high proficient EFL leamers in terms of content and frequency of refusal strategies. EFL
learners scemed more direct and employed more specific response to their refusal than Persian native speakers.
However, Jafari’s (2018) work was focused on investigating pragmatic transfer on Iranian EFL leamers’ refusal
strategies and finding out their pragmatic competence. In that study, 60 EFL Iranian learners of advanced level aged 20-
31 were involved. Multiple choices DCT was applied to collect data on realization of pragmatic recognition ability of
participant while writien DCT was applied to 20 participanis of advanced leamers of English. MDCT was built up of 10
situations in English. Result of study revealed that L1 interference caused 50% failure of Iranian EFL elementary
learners. Intermediate and advanced learners mostly had difficulty in pragmalic recognition of English language. It can
be implied that pedagogical intervention shall introduce pragmatic and cuiture aspects.

On different ground, Alhadidi (2017) researched the effect of L1 pragmatic transfer on the acquisition by Saudi
speaker's of English. 42 participants of Saudi speakers of English were involved and multiple choices questionnaire was
employed to examine participants’ pragmatic awareness of varions SA. Specifically, it was undertaken to sec if Saudi
English speakers relay on their L1 pragmatics when they communicate in English, and do the beginner and advanced
spoakers transfor pragmatics from L1 to L2 equally. Data were collected by using online survey through Google forms.
Data were analysed by using SPSS particularly that of paired sample t-lest to compare result of T1 and T2. T test
statistical significant was also used to draw differences between the averages of the two groups. Result of analysis
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showed |that beginner level of EFL leamers tend to rely on L1 due to shortage of L2 pragmatic knowledge. During
process lof SLA they actively transfer knowledge of their native language to generate their L2 acquisition process. In
contrast, advanced group did not show L1 pragmatic during the acquisition meaning that the higher the level of
proficieficy, the less L1 pragmatic is transferred.

II. METHOD

This ktudy involved eighteen foreign leamers of Indonesian who had been leaming Indonesian language intensively
for onel year in Bali. It is a scholarship program financed by governmenmt of Indonesia for foreigners who learn
lndm%I‘a language and culture in universities or the like all over Indonesia. The rescarch participants involved arc from
nwmnerolls countries aged between 20 — 35 years old. They also have different level of Indoncsian language (L2)
proficiehcy upon given a placement test. The study was undertaken in the Darmasiswa classes at Bali State Polytechnic
and Teacher Training Institute of Saraswati Tabanan, Bali, Indonesia.

Ins itsl implementatian, the participants were given placement test to cee at what level of proficiency they were. The
test was taken from the regular test provided by Darmasiswa program which is usually used o measure students’
proficiency prior to their level determination. The test was a-multiple choice test consisting of 40 questions. The result
of test was listed to recognize participants’ base- line. To collect data of participants’ pragmatic competence particularly
pragmalic transter, participants were given DCT consisting of role play of invitation 1o elicil their performance of
refusal BA. DCT consists of nine situations of request which included social aspects of power (P) and distance (D) of
the hearer. Participants of research were to make refusal to request in each role play card. Upon the pre-test, participants
werc given a treatment in the form leaming Indonesian language (particularly grammar) using self-directed leaming
(SDL) model. The model was developed in previous research. However, this research was not focused on measuring
effectiveness of SDL specially designed for Indonesian language learning, but on leamers’ pragmatic errors and transfer
made. Upon one session of learning of Indonesian language, they were given post-test. These tests were given to

- recognize whether learners’ proficicncy of L2 was in line with transfer they made. Their responscs in form ol refusal
SA wetle noted on spaces next to each request or invitation. Although they were requested to make refusals in
Indonesian language, some of them made it in English as they were not able to perform their capability. All of their
works Were collected and explicated. Participants’ answers were listed and codified. Their responses were then analysed
using theory of @ansfer.

III. RESULT AND DISCUSSION

Datal analysis on participants® refusal performance led in some findings regarding pragmatic competence of
participants. As described above, there are two main aspects viewed concerning the data, they arc *pragmalinguistic’
and *sofiopragmatic’. Pragmalinguistic errors deal with the use of linguistic resources or form functionally, such as
grammgr, structure, collocation, phrases patterns, use of possessive pronouns, and things dealing with forms.
Sociopragmatic errors deal with use of form in refation to correct context.

A Prajﬁmalinguisric Errors and Transfer

In situation 1, pragmalinguistic errors are drawn as follows. The use of ‘anda pergi’ which is based on the interview
result means ‘you may go’ which refers to a giving permission. The utterances '...tefapi anda akan bekerja satu hari
lagi’ is| not appropriately used to tell nccessity as akan is used to tell fawrity. Thus, harus referring to ‘have to’ is
appropriate word instcad. And the expression ‘Kamu bekerfa uniuk hari ind.., is also less approprizte functionally as it
is suitably used for telling necessity, and it requires ‘harus’ to be *kamu harus bekerja untuk hari ini.

Resplonses to situation 2 of the role play card were not also proper. The utterance ‘semua yang ferbaik untuk wjian'
has nof been in line with the speaker intention to say *let’s do the best for our exam’. Additionally, ‘the expression
‘setelah ujign itu, tolong datang ke kelas’ is still not relevant to what the speaker meant by “after the exam, please come
to the dlass’. The articie “‘the’ is translated as it is really needed in English language. The utterance *...hari examnya
sava belajar juga, tidak ada munghin’, includes two crrors. First, native Indonesian will commonly express ‘pada saat
ujian (exam)’ and tidak mungkin saya meminjamkan buku itu kepada anda’ which needs to have a complement after
the wond ‘mungkin’.

Dealing with situation 3, ya pak, sebentar, saya punya istirahat untuk makan siang sekarang’ is less proper as native
speakers of Indonesian commonly say ‘beristirahat’ to refer to 'I'Hl have a rest’. Apart from this, ‘saya mau mengantar
anda di sana’ also used improperty. Its problem is on use of preposition di which shall be replace with ke to express a
movement instead of existence.

Two) expressions in situation 4 may be based on or derived from English expressions thus sound less appropriate.
* ...aku| mau pergi dengan kamyu, aku akan senang’ is not congidered common in Indonesian since sincere expressing
markerl|is commonly inserted in sentence or clause, commonly placed between subject and verb, as ‘saya sangar senang
bisa ikut dengan kamu'. And expression 'Ok tidak, saya sakit dan tidak bisa pergi ke konser” may be derived from the
speaker's L1 patiein so that it sounds very expressive. As il is in purpose to apologize. it may be more appropriate to
express "Maaf, saya sakit dan tidak bisa pergi ke konser’.
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Two expressions in situation 5 also scemed to be awkward. ‘Terima kasik pak untuk invitasi, saye akan cobha, saya
mau ke “kesantunan berbahasa” pada seminar minggu depan di kampus' By expressing the utterance, the speaker
scemed [to lack of verb treasurc to cxpress the verb “invitation’ in Indonesian language which should appropriately be
‘undangan’. The speaker’s confusion in arranging sentence, L.e. which part of sentence shail be placed as an adverb of
place fallowing a verb or as a complement placed at the end of the entire sentence made his/her expression sounds
confusijlg. The preposition ke must always be followed by a place or cvent and the name of event is usually placed after
the event.

In situation 6, some expressions failed to cxpress clear meaning to hearer as they contain disagreement between
subject,|verbs, and complement. In utterance * Terima kasih uniuk mengundang, sava akan kehadiran’, the words fevima
kasik sHall be followed by utterance ‘karena telah mengundang saya or atas undangannya’. In addition, the modal verb
‘akan’ (will) shall be followed by verb ‘hadir’ to make an acccptable sentence. The other case, “saya akan hadir pada
kehadiran anda’ also expose a puzzling information as it loses a proper part of speech. The sentence needs a noun
expressing an event, or the botd word needs to be formed into a noun as it is preceded with preposition ‘pada’ {on).
Thus, the following word which suits to fill in the position is any word expressing an event, such as pesta’ (party),
‘rapal’ kmeeting), and so forth.

In sifuation 7, the utterance ‘fidak apa-apa, kami adalah teman’ fosters an error of form, as “kami’ is used when
hearer ilka not included in an action. However, this case or context needs that the hearer is included as the doers, thus it
has to use ‘kita’ instead. The imperative sentence "Tetapi mengemudi dengan aman’ sounds awkward as it misses the
use of appropriate verb form. The used verb functions as declarative verb which does not mean to give a direction to
hearer. : Thus, the sentence should use ‘mengemudilah’ or ‘tolong mengemudi’ to make an imperative sentence.
Ulterange ‘Saya bukan marah karena_situasi ime’ also shows less appropriateness as bukan is used incorrectly and
karena lsituasi ifu sounds uncoramon. The word bukan is not appropriaicly used to prevede an adjective, thus it should
use fiddk instead, and situasi itu is not commonly used to refer to an cvent or incident. To make it more functional, the
sentence should sound 'Saya tidak marah karena kejadian itu " The utterance ‘Tapi hati-hati untuk sepeda motor ' does
not alsd sound properly as it is not commonly uttered, even though in less tormal verity. In order Lo make it proper, the
sentence should sound “Tapi hati-hati dengan sepeda motornva’ or “Tapi hati-hati naik sepeda motor’. Lastly, "Tidak
apa-apa, saya bisa menggantinya itu’ is less relevant grammatically as it uses double object pronouns ‘-aya’ and ‘itu’.
The sextence should use only onc of the two object pranouns to avoid ambiguity so that it can foster a clear intention,

Respionses to situation 8§ also foster a number of errors functionally. The utterance Terima kasih untuk baru’ to
rcsponﬂgnto speaker’s promise to change the hearer’s tom hook with a new one still consists of incorrect use of word
‘wntuk”) The sentence should sound * Terima kasih karena anda telah mengganti buku tersebut dengan vang baru’. The
utterande, ‘Anda tidak harus akan menggantinya dengan yang baru’ in addition, also contains abuse of words Aarus and
akan which are commonly used in English. However, the two words do not normally emerge mutually in a sentence. In
order t¢ make it more appropriate ‘akan’ can be omitted that the sentence will function {0 express negative nccessity.
The setence ‘Tidak apa-apa bro, tetapi aku mau haru buku minggu depan’ indicates a mistake of noun phrase (NP)
structutie. The Indonesian NP structure should be N — Modifier, thus it will form ‘buku baru’. Lastly, uiterance ‘Tidak
apa-apl temanky, itu tersebut robek di anda’ according to further discussion concerning what the speaker meant by
writing| such sentence should sound ‘ Tidak apa-apa temanku, buku tersebut sudah rohek sebelumnva .

Situation 9 also exposes a number of abused forms or sentences. They are *Terima kasih untuk dipromosikan chef,
maaf tetapi saya tidak bisa memberi waktu’, ‘Mohon madf bapak, saya tidak bisa karena adg situasi keluarga’, "Maaf
pak, sdya tidak bisa promosi kavena keluarga saye memerlukan. Mungkin setelah tiga bulan saya bisa berpromosi,
terima kasih, ‘Maaf boss, saya sibuh unoh Aeluerga suyu ', ‘Istrinya tidak ada wakiu wntud anak analnva, jadi saya
mau tinggal pada anak-anak anda untuk waktu kecil’. The use of phrase untuk dipromosikan chef sounds awkward, The
word “ferima kasih' requires a clause ‘karena saya sudah dipromosikan menjadi chef, to make proper sentence. The
phrasc |‘ada situasi keluarga’ (o cxpress a reason, also needs to be revised to be ada urusan keluarga. The clause ‘tidak
Bisa promosi’ should be made as a passive clause to make an accepted sentcnce, therefore it should be ‘tidak bisa
dipromosikan . Tn addition, the clause ‘saya sibuk untuk keluarga saya’ should be ‘saya sibuk karena urusan keluarga’.
The of possessive adjective —nya is inappropriate which should be using —saya as the speaker wants to express his
ot her family, thereforc it should be Zastri saya tidak ada wakiu untuk anak-anak saya’. And at last, Jadi saya mau
tinggal dengan anak-anak anda untuk waktu kecil’ should be jadi sava mau tinggal dengan anak-anak saya untuk
sementara wakiu ',

Pragma-linguistically, speakers’ performance on refusal SA above exposed cvidence of pragmatic transfer. It is
obvioukly recognized that speakers’ production relies very much on their L1, in this case English language. The case of
transfet can be explained as follows.

The|clause ‘setelah wjian itu’ in the sentence ‘tidak apa-apa, setelah wjian itu tolong datang ke kelas’ was formed
bascd on speaker’s L1 knowledge ‘after the exam” and is not very comvaon in Indonesian. The clanse should be *setelah
ujian’ to make it sounds more appropriate. The other sentences containing transfer from L1 to L2 can be seen on the
sentence *...hari examnya sava belajar juga, Magf, maaf tidek ada munykin’. Transfer of Li {English language) is
clearly viewed here that hari examnya was derived from English pattem “on the exam day’ which in Indonesian sounds
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awkward. ‘Tidak ada munghkin’ was also derived from the form ‘there is no possibility’ which should be expressed
‘tidak memungkinkan’ or ‘tidak ada kemmgldnan”

The dlause ’saya punva istirahat’ and ‘saya akan mengantar anda di sana’ also indicate that L1 stil dominate
speakers’ mind. To express ‘I will have a rest’ is very common in their L1, however it should certainly be converted
into Indonesian clause ‘saya mau beristirahat'. In addition, adverb of place ‘there’ was figured out to be ‘di sena’
which sillou]d be ‘ke sana’. A pari from these examples, ullcrances “Ya saya terima bro. Aku mau pergi dengan kamu.
Aku ak?n senang’ indicated that speaker converted it from the English utterance ‘I’d like to’, which, common
Tndonesian expression should merely say ‘saya senang bisa ikut .

“Terima kasih untuk undangan’ shows a transfer. It is very common in speaker’s L1 to embody the preposition “for”
in ‘Thank you for the invitation’. However, grammatical Indonesian sentence should be ‘Terima kasih atas
undangdannya "

Using phrases, for instance noun phrase (NP) usually confuses the participants. Their L1 knowledge which
formulizes NP with Adjective — Noun or Modifier — Noun triggers the speaker to produce sentence “Saya mau ke
“Kesanfunan berbahasa’ pada seminar minggu depan di kampus’. Another example is the use of 'baru bufue’ which
should Be ‘brku baru’. The speaker did not seem to recognize that Indonesian NP construction is formulized with N —
Adjective / Modificr.

The gase of part of speech also puzzles the speakers. They failed to comprehend and determine which is noun and
verb. Thc ultcrance ‘saya akan kehadiran™ was formed because of speaker’s belief that kehadiran is a verb.

B. Socii;pragmatic Errors and Transfer

Socioipragmatic error seemed to oceur less frequently than pragmalingusitic error. However, it was still significant to
indicate that speakers were less competent. The case was triggered by speakers’ insufficient knowledge of aspect of
social status, i.e. power {P) and distance (D).

The sitterance Kapan anda mau berbelanja ke supermarket? Katakan_padaks’ containg inappropriate use of ‘anda’
and ‘padaku’ as the hearer whom the speaker talked with was his or her superior at work who has +P and +D. At office
or workplace context, communicating with superior requires polite and formal words and expression. The Indonesia
utterances wiilized seemed that the speaker speaks to his or her workmate who have the same power or no distance with
him or Her.

Another utterance ‘Ya pak, sebentar. Sepuluh menit dan saya bisa mengantar anda ke supermarket’ contains
sociepragmatic etrors as it is violating the principle of politeness. On the basis of Indoncsian culture, communicating
with someone who is superior at work requires the speaker to be obedient to the principle. Although addressing system
with ‘ppk’ (sir) was vonsidered honorific, but the use of subject ‘enda’ is noi polile when addressing such an
interloctor, as he or she has higher power (+P) and there is distance between them (+D). In line with this case,
speakcr*s utterance ‘Ya terima kasih untuk undangarmmya. Saya akan hadir pada seminar tersebut’ expressed to his or
her lectirer, also indicates that the speaker still has insufficient knowledge of sosiopragmatic. Although it sounds nice
and shows correct grammatical items, the utterance is still considered less appropriate socially as it omits addressing
system [Pak’, an addressing term which has high sense of respectfulness in this context.

In coptrast, inappropriate utterance also occurs in the following sentence, where speaker of the utterance should use
colloguial sentence as the hearer has lower social status (-P and -D). The usterance “Tidak apu-apa, kami adelah teman’
is not appropriately used by the speaker 10 his or her staff at office context. This utterance violates politeness principle
in Tndonesian culture. The expression ‘kami adalah teman’ mdicates that the speaker and the hearer have close relaton.
Howevar, the fact indicates that both speech participanis do not have close relation.

Lastly, the utterance “Terima kasih untuk dipromosikan chef” and "Maaf boss, sava sibuk untuk keluarga sava’ also
fail to ppsition the speaker as someone who respects his or her superior. The utterance should use some markers to show
that he pr she shows a respect, for instance by saying Terima kasih Pak, sava sudah dipromosikan menjadi Chef” or
“Verimd kasih, karena Bapak telah memberikan kesempatan kepada saya mevjadi Chef. The secund utterance also
sounds pdd, as the speaker used term of address ‘Boss” to speak with his or her superior in a formal situation. In other
words, the speaker should embed term of address 'Pak’ {sir), and avoid the use of ‘hoss’ and use ‘Pak’ or Bapak’
instead.

There are some transfers the speaker made sccing from view point of sociopragmatic. The transfers are fully
influenged by the knowledge of speakers’ L} which are contradictive to L2 pragmatic knowledge. There is cultural
differenice on how to address sormcone at different context {ef Bu, 2011). For instance, in L1 context, it is common to
inentiot] name and to use term of address ‘boss”’ or pronoun ‘you” but in Indonesian culture, ‘you® referring to *kamu' or
‘anda’ ¥s not commonly used to address someonc who is ‘superior” at work.

The fact of participants’ production can clearly give an indication that they are considered to be less competent
pragmalically (pragmalinguistically and socipragmaticaily). It can obviously be seen from their responses of the nine
situations given that they are still a lot of errors on forms they produced. They were able to produce forms, such as noun
phrasc(:]] clauscs, sentences of Indonesian language but they were constructed inappropriatcly. There were a number of
difficulties the speakers faced, such as constructing NP order, using possessive adjectives, using modal verbs, using
subject and ohject pronoun. Most of research parficipants could praduce retatively short answer. They were also formed
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monctonous sentence patterns. This is caused by the fact that prammar still plays an importani role for and they have
insufficignt L2 knowledge.

The fact clearly assures us that in order for them to be able to create good utterances, they have to be proficient at
Indonesipn language as the target language. Even though, in general some findings of work on pragmatic wranster and
pragmatic competence concluded that level of L2 proficiency do not affect learners” L2 pragmatic competence
particularly pragmatic transfer (Hui, 2010) and grammatical competence cannot predict speakers’ pragmatic
competehce (Sajaya, 2017), this study emerged 2 contradictive result. It can be concluded that proficiency level can
determine speakers’ performance of L2 (Alhadidi, 2017) and transfer of pragmatic from L1 to L2 will decrease if study
level of Learners’ L2 increases, or the higher is their L2 proficiency level, the more competent they are at performing
1.2 sentences (Loutfi, 2016).

V., ConcLUsION

|
The study successfully concluded that participants were not considered to be competent pragmatically as they

produced pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic errars. A lot of pragmalinguistic errors were triggered by misconception
of using jphrase, clause or sentence patterns which made on the basis of their L1. The pattem of NP was mostly made in
their L1 comprising Adjective — Noun which, in Tndonaesian language, it should be formed Noun — Adjcctive. The use
of verbs and nouns in scatences was frequently switched so that they sound awkward. In addition, prepositions, adverb
of places, and specific verb ‘have” were used pursuant to English pattern. Apart from this etror, sociopragmatic errors
were alsp found frequently. The participants frequently referred to their LT system which generalize interlocutor with
same petsonal pronoun. The use of ‘Anda’ was always done to refer to interlocutor who has higher power (+P) and far
distance |(+D), such as inferior at work or teacher at school. It should be embodied and varicd with ‘Anda’, “Tuan’,
‘Bapak dr Ibw’ and other. “Maaf bos™ also sounds awkward when it was used to respond to the owner of a work place
or the employer. Thus, “maaf Tuan, Nyonya ", “maaf Bapak or Ibu* should be used instead.

Tra.n?ter of pragmatic was moslly underiaken as participants were influenced by and relied on their L1 (cf. Bu, 2011;
Wang, 2015) and this was done mostly by participants with lower competence than higher competence (Alhadidi, 2017).
This wag done as their shortage of L2 pragmatic knowledge. The transfers were mostly done as a result of participants’
less comppetence of L2 pragmatic knowledge. The findings were supportive to that of Alhadidi’s {2017) and Loutfi’s
(2016) that transfer of pragmatic is caused by a condition where participants” L2 knowledge is not sufficient and when
their study level of L2 decreases. The notions converse that of Hui’s (2010) and Sanjaya’s (2017).

Further studies are required to be undertaken considering the fact that this study still has some weaknesses. First,
number of participants involved was relatively limited. Bigger number of participant need to be involved to find more
varied data for analysis. Second, more than one speech acts should be involved to see representative data. In order to
find mork natural data of speech acts, oral role play card need to be utilized apart from DCT.
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