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          1 Introduction
 
        
 
         
          In times of globalization, learning foreign languages is an important asset for the personal success and the economic-political success of a society. As the most important lingua franca in the world, English has acquired an irreplaceable status. However, the acquisition process is influenced and often impeded by various factors. One of these factors is the languages already acquired before, especially one’s mother tongue. In general, similar structures in two languages might have a positive effect on the learning process, but more importantly, different structures can present difficulties for the learner.
 
          In Indonesia, English is the most important foreign language learned during compulsory education. This process does not remain without difficulties. One such difficulty that is frequently experienced is the correct use of the English copula be. Many Indonesian learners of English show tendencies either to omit (1) or to overgeneralize (2) this constituent.
 
          (1)
            
              *Mary sad.

            

          
 
          (2)
            
              *Mary is go

            

          

          The first example resembles the Indonesian structure without a copular verb (3).
 
          (3)
            
              
                       
                      	Maria 
                      	sedih. 
  
                      	Mary 
                      	sad 
  
                

                
                  ‘Mary is sad.’

                

              

            

          

          Thus, a possible explanation is that the error (1) comes from imitating the Indonesian structure. However, the omission of an item can also occur for many other reasons, e.g., sloppiness. Hence, copula omission like in (1) can result from Indonesian influence but does not have to. Following on from this observation, the goal of this work is to analyze which role Indonesian as L1 plays in the L2 acquisition of English non-verbal predicates. Can we find difficulties for the L1 Indonesian L2 English learner based on structural differences between these two languages?
 
          
            1.1 The idea
 
            Undoubtedly, language is not random but is based on a set of rules. This set of rules is the grammar. These rules have to be acquired, which is part of language acquisition. It is also undoubted that languages differ in their rule sets, their grammars. Thus, by learning a second language, one must acquire new or different rules. However, this second process is somehow different from the first one as the first grammar rules are already there. Thus, the question is, how does the rule set of the first language (L1) influence the acquisition or the set-up of the set of rules for L2.
 
            How do we acquire this set of rules, or in other words, how does L1 acquisition work? Once again, this is an oversimplification of the process. When children acquire a language, they are never taught rules explicitly (Chomsky 1965: 200–201). Thus, they somehow manage to set up these rules on their own. The two main ingredients for language acquisition or better setting up grammar is the Faculty of Language and input (Radford 2004: 10–13). The Faculty of Language is the innate human capacity to acquire a language (Chomsky 1972: 102). This device is hard-wired in the brain (Chomsky 1972: 102). Still, this concept has to be seen as rather abstract and not something we could easily find by cutting open a brain. In this abstract Faculty of Language, we find the Universal Grammar (UG). This universal grammar is a rather abstract rule set shared by all languages in the world. The rules shared by all languages are called Principles (Radford 2009: 19–22). Besides these universal principles, Universal Grammar also provides the capacity to derive rules by analyzing input (these processes are tacit and implicit). Here, the second factor input comes into play. According to the evidence from the input, rules are added to the grammar. This process has been described as parametrization. In a simplified description, parameters are switched on or off during this process according to the evidence from the input (Radford 2009: 22–30).
 
            But, what does change when we acquire the second set of rules? There are two important questions. First, is the general process still the same, or to put it differently, do the learners still have access to UG? The second question concerns the L1 grammar. Which role does it play? In this work, I follow the Full Access Full Transfer Hypothesis of Schwartz and Sprouse (1994, 1996, see also White 1989). Full Access means that a speaker still has access to UG during second language acquisition. Full Transfer states that the L1 grammar is transferred completely to the L2 grammar. Thus, L1 grammar is the starting point to set up L2.
 
            If the L1 is the set-up at the beginning of the L2 acquisition, there are two possible scenarios for acquiring the L2 rules. First, the L2 rule is identical to the L1 rule. Nothing has to be set up in such a case as it is already available, and acquisition should be facilitated. The second scenario is more interesting as it concerns the case that the L1 rule and the L2 rule are not identical. What happens here?
 
            In Principle and Parameters Theory, parameters are generally seen as binary (Radford 2004: 20–21, Radford 2009: 26). Accordingly, inside this idea, L2 acquisition would mean changing parameters from one setting to another in this scenario. However, language acquisition research has shifted from parameters to features (Ionin 2013: 506). Thus, we should leave this rather stiff idea and adopt a more flexible picture based on features. The idea is that derivation is based on features. Hence, in acquisition, it has to be figured out which features are relevant and where they come into play in the derivation. To simplify the conceptualization, I will call these rules, which then lead to derivations/representations.
 
            According to the Feature Reassembly Hypothesis (Lardiere 2009a, b), the scenario mentioned above of different L1 and L2 rules could lead to three different outcomes (see Slabakova 2016: 213):
 
             
              	 
                A feature does not exist in L1 but in L2; therefore, it has to be added.

 
              	 
                A feature does not exist in L2 but in L1; therefore, it must be deleted.

 
              	 
                The features are different; thus, it requires feature reassembly.

 
            
 
            If we translate this idea into our term of rules, we get the following picture:
 
             
              	 
                A rule does not exist in L1 but in L2; therefore, it has to be added.

 
              	 
                A rule does not exist in L2 but in L1; therefore, it must be deleted.

 
              	 
                The rules are different; this scenario requires restructuring the rules with adding and deletion.

 
            
 
            However, according to Roeper’s Grammar Competition, deleting rules is unnecessary if not impossible (Roeper and Amaral 2014: 12). Thus, rules are just set inactive (Roeper 1999: 171). Nevertheless, the blocking might not always be successful (Roeper and Amaral 2014: 36). Therefore, competition is still possible when the new rule has been acquired (more on that later on).
 
            Considering this idea, we once again have to revise the three possible scenarios as follows:
 
             
              	 
                A rule does not exist in L1 but in L2; therefore, it has to be added.

 
              	 
                A rule does not exist in L2 but in L1; therefore, it must be blocked.

 
              	 
                The rules are different; this scenario requires restructuring the rules by adding and blocking.

 
            
 
            The ideal outcome, of course, would be that the L2 grammar is identical to the L1 grammar of the same language. However, that is normally not the case. Both, the still changing grammar during the acquisition process (see Selinker’s [1972] interlanguage) and the end product of a fossilized stage, normally deviate from the L1 grammar of the target language. But how can we describe the differences, and how can we identify whether this is due to the L1?
 
            Although grammar has to be stored in the brain, it cannot be read on certain brain structures. Additionally, grammar competence is tacit knowledge. Hence, it is impossible to ask any speaker for explicit grammar rules. They will not be able to answer that question if they have not learned it in some kind of language class. As a consequence, a common method to describe grammar is to rely on a Grammaticality Judgment Task (see, e.g., Leow 1996). In this method, speakers are asked to identify sentences of their language as grammatical or ungrammatical. Based on the results, the tacit grammar rules can be deducted (Leow 1996). The same approach will be used for the L2 grammar of the English learners in this work.1 Of special interest are the incidents where the judgments of the L2 learner deviate from the native speaker. This case could be an indication of a difference in grammar. However, not all differences must be based on differences in grammar, and not all differences in grammar must be a consequence of the influence of the L1 grammar. To find the influence of the L1 grammar on the L2 grammar, we should find the following scenario:
 
            (4)
              
                a.
                  
                    Deviation from the native speaker

                  

                

                b.
                  
                    Structural differences between L1 and L2

                  

                

                c.
                  
                    Imitation of L1 structure

                  

                

              

            

            To find such a scenario is the ultimate goal of this work. An experiment conducted in Bandar Lampung with L1 Indonesian L2 English speakers tested whether we find a scenario as in (4) for non-verbal predicates. This experiment and the results will be subject to chapter 5. This whole work is directed to that chapter.
 
            However, in order to test for error patterns based on structural differences, it is necessary to identify structural differences first. Otherwise, implementing the experiment/the test would be useless. This identification is the task of chapter 4. In that chapter, this work will contrast non-verbal predicates in English and Indonesian and show structural similarities but, more importantly, structural differences.
 
            A prerequisite to describing structural differences/similarities is to have a framework for these structures to be described. That is the purpose of the second and the third chapter. The second chapter will provide a general introduction to the theoretical approach applied in this work. The third chapter provides a comprehensive picture of the Indonesian grammar based on that approach.
 
            Thus, this work consists of three major parts that form a build-up, with the former being the prerequisite for the latter, culminating in the experiment on error patterns in chapter 5.
 
           
          
            1.2 Clearing the ground: Important concepts
 
            After outlining the general idea of this work, the goal of these sections is to clarify important concepts, which are required to understand the remaining work. These include the term second language acquisition, the general idea of contrasting languages/grammars in relation to language acquisition, the topic of contrast, namely non-verbal predicates, the languages in contrast (English and Indonesian), and the context of English for Indonesian speakers.
 
            
              1.2.1 Second language acquisition
 
              Second language acquisition has many different facets that include distinctions that can be made but do not have to be made.
 
              As the term second language (L2) implies, it must be distinguished from the first language, native tongue (L1). Whereas the native language is the dominant language since infancy (Behney and Marsden 2021: 38), the second language is acquired after the first language has been acquired (at least partly). Slabakova (2016: 142–143), following Schwartz (2004) and Meisel (2011), argues that a language that is acquired at the age of 4 or later should be considered a second language since, at this time, the most important structures of the L1 grammar have been acquired. If children acquire two languages before that age, they acquire two first languages (bilingualism).
 
              Second languages cannot only be distinguished from first languages but also third languages. A third language is a language that is learned after two languages have been acquired. This distinction is important for the field of L3/Ln acquisition, as now, not only L1 but also L2 can influence the acquisition of the third language (Slabakova 2019: 148). Outside the field of L3 acquisition, L2 is often understood in a broader sense where L2 is any language that is learned after the native language, and it does not matter whether it is language two, three, four, etc. (Behney and Marsden 2021: 37). This work will use the broader use of the term L2 not distinguishing it from an L3.
 
              Another important distinction in L2 acquisition is the differentiation between child L2 acquisition and adult L2 acquisition. The crucial factor here is the Critical Period (Lenneberg 1967). The idea of the Critical Period is that children acquiring the language before that time follow a different acquisition path than after that period (Lenneberg 1967). Before, native-like competence is quite likely; after, it is very rare (Lenneberg 1967). Whereas Lenneberg (1967: 63) proposed an upper limit of 12 years, Johnson and Newport (1989: 78) found differences after the age of 7. This work will follow the latter and place the threshold around the age of seven. Before that threshold, second language acquisition is labeled child L2 acquisition; after the threshold, it is labeled adult L2 acquisition (Slabakova 2016: 142). This work will only deal with adult L2 acquisition.
 
              Another distinction that can be made is between a second language in a narrow sense and a foreign language (see Ringbom 1980). Here, the language setting is the crucial factor. Whereas foreign language learning is institutionalized and happens outside the natural environment of that language in the second language setting, acquisition takes place in a natural way with the L2 being the environment language, e.g., due to migration (cf. Ringbom 1980: 5–6). In this work, I will use the term second language acquisition in its broad sense, not making any distinction based on the language setting. Nevertheless, the experiment presented in chapter 5 was conducted in a foreign language setting. Still, I will use the term second language acquisition in its more general sense.
 
             
            
              1.2.2 Contrastive grammar and language acquisition
 
              As outlined in the general idea, one important factor in finding L1 influence on L2 grammar is structural differences between L1 and L2. Describing these structural differences requires some contrastive analysis. However, contrastive analysis and language acquisition do not only have a happy history although contrastive analysis undoubtedly provides important insights into language acquisition. Therefore, the goal of this section is to deal with this issue and how contrastive grammar/contrastive analysis is (not) understood here.
 
              Maybe the most famous but also most controversial approach to connecting contrasting grammar and language acquisition is the Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis connected to the work of Fries (1945) and Lado (1957). Before dealing with this approach and its shortcomings in more detail, it is necessary to consider contrastive linguistics independent from language acquisition. Pan and Tham (2007) and Fisiak (1980) show that contrastive analysis has a much longer tradition than the Ladoan and Friesan approach. Foundational ideas of contrastive linguistics are encountered in the work of Wilhelm von Humboldt, e.g., his article ‘On the comparative study of language and its relation to the different periods of language development.’ In line with von Humboldt, comparative/contrastive works before World War II were essentially theoretical (Fisiak 1980: 2). Pan and Tham (2007) also identify Jespersen and Whorf within this tradition.
 
              Jespersen’s (1924/196: 346–347) idea to examine the way a notion or inner meaning, in other words, a universal idea, expressed in different languages in both function and form, is comparable to what Fisiak et al. (1978) describe as theoretical contrastive analysis. The concept of notion or inner meaning could be translated into tertium comparationis, a term that we will return to further below. Whorf, who is believed to be the one who coined the term contrastive linguistics (Pan and Tham 2007: 21), promoted the idea of contrasting languages to highlight the differences among them (see Pan and Tham 2007: 28). Therefore, he was mainly interested in comparing genetically distant languages (Pan and Tham 2007: 31). In his view on language description, he postulated the revision of grammatical categories. He hoped that cross-linguistic contrastive linguistics could help revise terminology and reduce the eurocentricity of these terms (Pan and Tham 2007: 33). Pan and Tham (2007: 32) connect this idea of lexical categories to the more modern term tertium comparationis. There is a strong theoretical interest behind the analysis for both Jespersen and Whorf. This fact highlights that contrastive linguistics is, in the beginning, a branch of theoretical linguistics independent from any application like in language teaching. Nevertheless, the insight of contrasting languages can be useful for the understanding of language acquisition but also language teaching.
 
              The most famous connection between contrastive linguistics and language acquisition and language teaching is the Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis (CAH), introduced as mentioned above by Fries (1945) and Lado (1957). For them, contrastive linguistics could be implemented right away into language teaching. They claimed that difficulties in foreign language learning are generally predictable by examining the difference between the native and the target language. CAH was based on five basic assumptions (Lee 1968: 1862):
 
               
                	 
                  The main reason for errors is the interference of one’s mother tongue.

 
                	 
                  Difficulties in the learning process result from differences between target and native language.

 
                	 
                  The greater the difference between the two languages in question, the more challenging the difficulties experienced.

 
                	 
                  Errors are predictable by means of a detailed comparison of the two languages in question.

 
                	 
                  Foreign language instruction should be based on contrastive analysis.

 
              
 
              Besides this shift from theory to application, two more shifts are identifiable: a shift from meaning to form and from distant to closely related languages (Pan and Tham 2007).
 
              This strong version of CAH was strongly criticized in the 60s and 70s (Rein 1983). Major objections, as summarized in Rein (1983), concerned the (i) predictability of errors, (ii) the exclusiveness of interference as an error source, (iii) the question of whether genetically related languages or non-related languages are more difficult to learn, (iv) the very comparability of two languages, and (v) the lack of a theoretical foundation.
 
              Therefore, this CAH version, also known as the strong CAH, had little impact and was soon displaced by Error Analysis (Corder 1967, 1971; Richards 1971; Selinker 1969, 1972) and the concept of interlanguage (Selinker 1972). Nevertheless, this half-baked approach stigmatized the notion of contrastive analysis until today. Although the CAH was too strong and maybe also somehow premature, it is undoubted that the L1 is relevant for L2 acquisition. Those insights in contrastive linguistics can be helpful in language acquisition. Therefore, this work will not refrain from applying insights from contrastive linguistics to language acquisition; however, it dissociates itself from the CAH in the Ladoan and Friesan sense.
 
              Besides the absolute call on exclusivity, maybe the strongest weakness of the CAH was to try to do several steps at a time. Any insight should be directly applied to language teaching. However, the whole process has to be considered longer and more fine-grained. First of all, as mentioned earlier, contrastive analysis/linguistics is purely theoretical in the first step. That was highlighted again in the 1980s, when contrastive analysis experienced a revival, reverting to its roots in the pre-war era to a more theoretical approach. It no longer (only) concerns language teaching but also contributes to general theory on language (Lipinska 1980: 129). This contrast can only be used for insights into language acquisition in a second step. Accordingly, Fisiak et al. (1978) distinguish between theoretical contrastive analysis (CA) and applied CA. Whereas theoretical CA looks at how a universal category X is represented in language A and language B, applied CA deals with the question of how a category realized in language A is presented in language B (Fisiak et al. 1978). Closely related to the concept X is the notion of tertium comparationis, the abstract idea which is contrasted and not yet implemented in any language. In this context, Krzeszowski (1980: 187) talks about equivalent sentences (constructions). For him, ‘equivalent sentences (and constructions) have identical input (semantic) structure, even if on the surface these sentences (constructions) are marked differently’ (Krzeszowski 1980: 187). We will get back to this concept later by defining the tertium comparationis, the topic of this work, namely non-verbal predicates.
 
              Now, it is time to elaborate on the connection between contrastive linguistics and language acquisition and how it is understood in this work.
 
              With van Buren (1980: 83), I claim that explanatory power should be the goal of all contrastive linguistics. From this perspective, the ultimate goal here is to elucidate certain error patterns of Indonesian learners of English that are explainable by structural differences. It is important to mention that L1 influence is not an exclusive error source. Thus, contrastive linguistics can give us insights into language acquisition but is never sufficient to explain it.
 
              Two important concepts regarding the influence of the L1 on L2 acquisition are the concepts of ‘transfer’ and ‘interference.’ Similar to the term contrastive analysis, these terms are not without history. Therefore, it is important to define these terms.
 
              Before considering the concept of transfer in a more modern approach, it is necessary to look at these terms in the traditional contrastive analysis approach. Lado (1964: 222) defines transfer as ‘the extension of a native-language habit to the target language, with or without awareness. When the transfer habit is acceptable in the target language, we have facilitation; when it is unacceptable, we have interference.’ The main idea of transfer is to use L1 knowledge for the L2. If it produces an error (structural mismatch between the two languages), it is called interference. In his approach of Generative Contrastive Grammar, Krzeszowski (1980) looks at this from a structural perspective. It is necessary to identify all possible structures for a clause in all languages involved in the contrastive analysis. After that, these structures have to be compared in order to identify similarities and differences. Whenever the underlying structure of L1 is used to target L2, we have transfer. It is interference if the transfer is not successful (not the correct surface structure).
 
              In this work, I will follow more modern approaches and see transfer as the application of L1 for L2. No distinction between facilitation and inhibition is made. Thus, the term interference will not be used. To conceptualize the idea of transfer in more detail, it is necessary to take a look at language acquisition in a more general picture. As already outlined above, language acquisition is setting up a grammar here for the L2. In generative Second Language Acquisition theory (GenSLA), three important factors have been discussed: Universal Grammar (UG), L2-input, and here most important, L1-knowledge (Rothman and Slabakova 2018: 419). One major question is whether the L2-learner still has access to UG, and if yes, to what extent? The second question, once again more important for the purpose of this work, is how much L1 knowledge is transferred to the L2 grammar? These questions have been answered in all directions reaching from No-Transfer/No-Access through Partial Transfer to FullTransfer/ Full Access (Sauter 2002). This work here will be premised on the Full Access/Full Transfer Hypothesis (Schwartz and Sprouse 1996), which claims that the L2 learner has full access to UG and fully transfers the L1 grammar to L2. In these terms, the L1 is the initial state for L2 (Amaral and Roeper 2014: 22).
 
              Assuming the framework of multiple grammars3 (MG) (Amaral and Roeper 2014, Roeper 1999) in language acquisition, the learner adds new rules while not deleting any. All L1 rules, then, should not only be part of the initial stage but remain part of the L2 grammar. Instead of the binary choice of either one rule or the other, multiple grammars allow for several rules/subgrammars in operation simultaneously. Transfer is not predictable and is understood as ‘the speaker’s inability to block the use of a productive rule from Lx temporarily.’ (Amaral and Roeper 2014: 36). This means that the speaker applies a productive rule from one language to another, e.g., an L1 rule to an L2 situation.
 
              As Rothman, Gonzalez Alonso, and Puig-Mayenco (2019: 24) pointed out, transfer concerns representation. With that, they differentiate transfer from cross-language effects (CLE) (Rothman, Gonzalez Alonso, and Puig Mayenco 2019: 24), which concern language processing. This distinction aligns with MG, which focuses on a representational perspective and not on processing (Amaral and Roeper 2014: 27). This work will follow this focus on representation. Accordingly, this work will not formulate certain rules but rather structural representations (tree structures) for certain constructions. For one construction, the speaker has at least one representation in their target language and one in their native language (these structures may be (close to) identical). If the speaker uses the representation of their native language for the target language or vice versa, we are dealing with transfer. If this leads to a judgment contrary to the native judgment, we deal with (L1) competition. With this term, this work avoids the loaded term of interference.
 
             
            
              1.2.3 Non-verbal predicates
 
              After dealing with the general idea of contrastive linguistics in connection to language acquisition, it is important to define and narrow the subject of contrast, often called the tertium comparationis. Here it is non-verbal/non-eventive predicates.
 
              Let us take a perspective proceeding from right to left and start with the notion of predicate. For predicates, there are at least two very common yet different definitions. The first one is known from traditional grammar, where the predicate is seen as one of two major parts of the sentences, namely subject and predicate. Consequently, the entire non-subject constituent, prototypically comprising the verb with the object(s), and sometimes even adjuncts, is understood as the predicate. However, sometimes this constituent is further divided into its parts, namely object, adjuncts, and the expression that takes the arguments, prototypically a verb, which is unfortunately labeled predicate as well. As if this much is not confusing enough, there is even a broader understanding of predicate, mainly in formalistic approaches in semantics and logic. Here, the predicate is understood as an expression that gives information on referents (Löbner 2013: 107). The predicate term is the core of predication and takes a certain number of arguments. However, according to this definition, the predicate is not limited to standing in complementarity to the subject; predicates can occur elsewhere, e.g., within the subject in nominal phrases.
 
              The framework used in this work is related to the second definition in formalistic approaches, predicates as function. However, to avoid any misunderstanding, this work refrains from the term ‘predicate’ as used in the functional sense and uses the term ‘function’ instead and reserves the term ‘predicate’ for its traditional sense. Thus, the particular notion ‘non-verbal/non-eventive predicate’ always refers to the main predicate of a clause, that is, the one that takes the subject as its argument.
 
              Prototypically, the main predicate of a clause is a verb. However, there is also the possibility of having non-verbal predicates, namely nouns, adjectives, and prepositions. A distinction is often made between verbal and non-verbal predicates. Although I do aim at this non-verbal category, the idea of non-verbal is somewhat problematic in the case of Indonesian. ‘Non-verbal’ indicates a distinction along the lines of syntactic categories based on syntactic behaviour. For Indonesian, it is at least doubtful whether a clear line can be drawn between a verbal and an adjectival category solely based on morphosyntactic evidence. Hence, in order to be able to distinguish between these two categories – what would be a verb and what would be an adjective in English – with reference to Indonesian, this can only be done with semantic categories. A syntactic categorization is not possible. Although it is nearly impossible to list all members of a syntactic category that share only one or two features, the prototypical feature that applies to verbs is that they denote an event. Therefore, the category targeted here should be called non-eventive instead of non-verbal. This term would be more neutral and less misleading. However, as this description correlates to the syntactic category of a verb in English,4 I stick with the more traditional term non-verbal. However, I rely on the non-eventive characteristics instead of the syntactic behaviour of verbality. Hence, non-verbal predicates as tertium comparationis are expressions that function as the main predicate of a clause and do not denote an event.
 
              Since English generally applies a copula, mainly be, with non-verbal predicates, the topic inevitably leads to copular constructions. However, the notion of copular constructions would be, on the one hand, too broad of a topic; on the other hand, misleading, given especially that Indonesian lacks a copula in certain constructions. Additionally, this case study is restricted to predicational copular constructions (in the sense of Higgins 1979).
 
              The contrast of non-verbal predicates will be twofold. On the one hand, it deals with the inner structure of the predicate itself and, on the other hand, with the necessity of copula(s). Normally, the former determines the latter. Thus, the inner structure of the predicate influences the necessity of the copula. Whereas in English the non-verbal category will be analyzed as homogenous, in Indonesian, three different structures for non-eventive predicates will be proposed. As these structures apply different copulas, a third contrast required is the contrast of the copular forms.
 
             
           
          
            1.3 The context: Indonesian and English in Indonesia
 
            
              1.3.1 Indonesian
 
              Indonesian or Bahasa Indonesia is the national language of Indonesia, the fourth most populated country in the world. With 198 million speakers (Badan Pusat Statistik 2010) and 23 million native speakers (number increasing) (Simons and Fennig 2017), it is gaining in importance. The Indonesian name Bahasa Indonesia (literally language Indonesia) can either mean the Indonesian language or the language of Indonesia. Indonesian is a Malayic language within the Austronesian language family (Simons and Fennig 2017) and belongs to the Malay macrolanguage (Simons and Fennig 2017).
 
              The historical homeland of the Austronesian language family is Formosa. From there, Austronesian spread via the Philippines into the Indonesian archipelago, and from there westward as far as Madagascar and eastward to Easter Island further South and Hawai’i further North (Blust 2013). The homeland of the Malayic languages is Borneo (Sneddon 2003a: 31). About 2000 years ago, groups of Malayic-speaking people sailed west to the east coast of Sumatra, where they settled and Malay developed (Sneddon 2003a: 32). At more or less the same time, the Malay-speaking community started to trade with the Indian subcontinent. Due to the strategic position of the Strait of Malacca on the sea route between India and China, the Malay settlements continued to grow in importance. With the adoption of ideas of philosophy and religion, in the 4th century, the first Hindu-Buddhist Malay kingdoms emerged in the area (Sneddon 2003a: 33). The most important kingdom was that of Srivijaya in Southern Sumatra in the area of today’s Palembang. This kingdom had trade relations far to the East, and Malay became a lingua franca throughout the archipelago (Sneddon 2003a: 36). Following the decline of the Hindu-Buddhist states, Muslim traders, also from India, introduced Islam, and Malay sultanates emerged in the area. The most influential sultanate was the Sultanate of Malacca, which had trade relations throughout the whole archipelago, strengthening the position of Malay as lingua franca (Sneddon 2003a: 52).
 
              When the Europeans, Portuguese and Dutch entered the region, they found Malay in a diglossic situation. The low Malay was used as a trade language, and the High Malay was spoken at the courts with a literary tradition, later known as the Classical Malay. Dutch language policy favoured the High Malay and chose this variety both for bible translation (Sneddon 2003a: 84) and for education (Sneddon 2003a: 92). Hence, Classical Malay was put into a prestigious position at the beginning of the 20th century, the time of national awakening. This awakening was mainly driven by a new national intelligentsia who had studied in the Netherlands (Sneddon 2003a: 100).
 
              On the 28th of October 1928, this awakening gave birth to Indonesian in the sumpah pemuda (Youth Pledge). On that day, young “Indonesian” intellectuals gathered to announce three goals for their striving for independence: one people (bangsa), one fatherland (tanah air), and one language (bahasa), namely Classical Malay, which should become the language of Indonesia and was then called Bahasa Indonesia (Sneddon 2003a: 101).
 
              In the following years, before and after independence (in 1945), Indonesian was deliberately developed by either influential writers like Alisjahbana or governmental institutions like the Pusat Pembinaan dan Pengembangan Bahasa5 (Centre of Language Development). The goal was to make Indonesian a language suitable for all sectors of life, but especially for politics, administration, and science (Sneddon 2003a: 107). This development was mainly on the lines of modernization and westernization (Sneddon 2003a: 107). Even though most Indonesians had to learn that language (native speakers were estimated to be a million people), the story of Indonesian was a great success. Today Indonesian is the only national language in Indonesia used in administration, politics, education, and science. It is spoken by close to 200 million people out of 250 million Indonesians and continues to grow.
 
              Despite all language planning, Indonesian is far from being a homogeneous language. Throughout the archipelago, we find diglossia, if not polyglossia (see Ferguson 1959), especially if we use the extended diglossia concept (Fishman 1967) and keep other regional languages in mind. Generally, Standard Indonesian is used in formal conversation (politics, administration, law, speeches, lectures, etc.) and non-standard Indonesian in informal conversation (Sneddon 2003b: 521).
 
              As it is typical for diglossia (see Mesthrie 2009), the ‘high’ variety, Standard Indonesian, has no native speakers, but children raised with Indonesian are raised with the low variety (Sneddon 2003b: 523).
 
              Despite every effort dedicated to the standardization of Indonesian, even Standard Indonesian is not as standardized as one might expect. On the one hand, we find the prescriptive version of Indonesian developed and promoted by the language department (pusat bahasa). This language, however, is sometimes so aloof that it might not be spoken anywhere, perhaps not even by the people in that department. Often it is limited to the books published about Standard Indonesian. On the other hand, there is the Standard Indonesian attested and actually in wide use by politicians, schools, and formalized public life (administration, court, etc.) This variety is the Indonesian that we will mostly concern ourselves with throughout this work. Since Standard Indonesian is limited to formal situations, no child is raised with that language. In the event that no regional language is spoken at home, parents will use some kind of colloquial Indonesian (Sneddon 2003b: 523). Although colloquial Indonesian is normally strongly influenced by regional languages, in the last decades, a highly prestigious colloquial Indonesian has emerged, the so-called Jakarta Indonesian (Sneddon 2003a: 154–156, see also Sneddon 2003b, Mahdi 1981, Oetomo 1990). This variety is now considered the standard colloquial Indonesian and is also partly promoted in the mass media. It is, therefore, spoken not only in Jakarta but also in other urban areas of Indonesia (Anwar 1980: 154), e.g., in Bandar Lampung, where I conducted my case study. This variety is the second one I will refer to in this work. In general, Standard Indonesian and Standard Colloquial Indonesian are comparable in structure. The main differences are (a) reduced morphology, (b) different vocabulary (often borrowed from other languages), and (c) more freedom in word order in Standard Colloquial Indonesian (see also Sneddon 2003b: 529).
 
              The main differences in morphology are the exchange of the transitive markers -i (goal-object) and -kan (theme-object) with the Balinese borrowing -in (Sneddon 2003b: 529), used for both, the shortening of the meN-prefix to an N-prefix, comparable to Javanese, and last but not least, a trend of affix omission. If Standard Indonesian with all affixes spelled out is used in informal conversation, the language is stigmatized as bau baku (stinks for formality). Such usage, then, is not seen as ungrammatical but only as a register violation. The second important factor is vocabulary. We find much of the so-called paired vocabulary with one form for the high and another for the low variety (Sneddon 2003b: 532). Examples are tidak (high variety) in contrast to nggak (no, not), or besar (high variety) and gede (big) (Sneddon 2003b: 532). A word list of 10 items is offered by Sneddon (2003b: 532), which still could be easily extended.
 
              With that information, let us have a look at some examples:
 
              (5)
                
                  a.
                    
                      
                                 
                              	Kita 
                              	lagi 
                              	(ng)omomg-in 
                              	itu. (Colloquial Indonesian) 
  
                              	1p 
                              	prog 
                              	caus.voice-speak-trans 
                              	this 
 
                        

                        
                          ‘We are talking about this.’

                        

                      

                    

                  

                  b.
                    
                      
                                 
                              	Kita 
                              	sedang 
                              	mem-bicara-kan 
                              	itu. (Standard Indonesian) 
  
                              	1p 
                              	prog 
                              	caus.voice-speak-th.trans 
                              	this 
 
                        

                        
                          ‘We are talking about this.’

                        

                      

                    

                  

                

              
 
              (6)
                
                  a.
                    
                      
                                   
                              	Gue 
                              	udah 
                              	bilang 
                              	ama 
                              	dia. 
                              	(Colloquial Indonesian) 
  
                              	s 
                              	ant 
                              	say 
                              	to 
                              	3s 
                              	 
 
                        

                        
                          ‘I have already told him/her.’

                        

                      

                    

                  

                  b.
                    
                      
                                   
                              	Saya 
                              	sudah 
                              	ber-kata 
                              	kepada 
                              	dia. 
                              	(Standard Indonesian) 
  
                              	1s 
                              	ant 
                              	go.voice-word 
                              	to 
                              	3s 
                              	 
 
                        

                        
                          ‘I have already told him/her.’

                        

                      

                    

                  

                

              
 
              Both examples show the important differences in lexis (e.g. gue vs. saya or omong vs. bicara) and in morphology (e.g., -in vs.-kan). The syntactic structure, however, is identical.
 
              These differences provide a picture similar to Javanese with speech levels:
 
              (7)
                
                  a.
                    
                      
                                
                              	Aku 
                              	wis 
                              	mangan (Javanese, Ngoko register) 
  
                              	1s 
                              	ant 
                              	eat 
 
                        

                        
                          ‘I have eaten.’

                        

                      

                    

                  

                  b.
                    
                      
                                
                              	Kula 
                              	sampun 
                              	dhahar (Javanese, Krama register) 
  
                              	1s 
                              	ant 
                              	eat 
 
                        

                        
                          ‘I have eaten.’

                        

                      

                    

                  

                

              
 
              Since both the examples are identical in terms of structure, the differences (affixes and vocabulary) can be subsumed as PF-matters, more concrete as a matter of vocabulary insertion, namely if certain feature bundles are realized overtly or not (reduced morphology) and which vocabulary item is inserted.
 
              Although the syntactic structures are generally identical, standard and colloquial Indonesian still show a difference when it comes to word order. However, this difference is related to information structure and the degree of freedom of how many inversions are possible. Whereas Standard Indonesian has been forced into a strict corset of SVO word order, colloquial Indonesian demonstrates much greater freedom based on focalization and topicalization marked with prosody.
 
              (8)
                
                  
                            
                          	Udah 
                          	makan // 
                          	gue. (Javanese, Ngoko register) 
  
                          	ant 
                          	eat 
                          	1s 
 
                    

                    
                      ‘I [have]foc eaten.’

                    

                  

                

              

              However, the strict word order in Standard Indonesian should ultimately be seen as a solely prescriptive rule, so not necessarily ungrammatical in the sense of the internal grammar.
 
              Therefore, structure-wise the two languages should be (more or less) still identical. The main differences lay at PF, social pressure, and stigmatization. Since I am mainly interested in the structure, I will use both varieties throughout this work without always indicating to which variety I refer. This simplification makes sense since a clear boundary between these varieties is hard to draw (Sneddon 2003a: 123).
 
             
            
              1.3.2 English in Indonesia
 
              After identifying the first subject of contrast, Indonesian, we have to turn to the second subject, namely English.
 
              English is probably the most influential language in the world. Approximately 350 million people speak it as L1, approximately 350 million people as L2,6 and about one billion7 people as a foreign language (Jenkins 2003: 14). It is an official language in 75 territories worldwide (Jenkins 2003: 2). Genetically it is classified as a West-Germanic language within the Indo-European language family (Simons and Fennig 2017).
 
              Kachru (1992) divides the English-speaking world into three circles: the inner circle, the outer (extended) circle, and finally, the expanding (extending) circle. The inner circle comprises the traditional bases of English like Great Britain and Ireland, the USA and Canada, and Australia and New Zealand. These countries have a huge majority of monolingual English speakers. Countries that belong to the second circle are normally countries that have been colonialized by Great Britain or the USA. English is acknowledged as an official language in these countries though usually in a multilingual setting. Often we can find a local variety of English. Examples are Singapore, India, and Nigeria. In the expanding circle, we find countries where English has no official status, but where it is gaining influence due to its internationality. Here, we cannot find a local English variety. Speakers are norm-dependent (Jenkins 2003: 16), imitating an inner-circle country’s norm.
 
              Indonesia belongs to this third category. English has never been accepted as an official language (Lauder 2010: 17) but is seen as the ‘first foreign language’ (Dardjowidjojo 2003: 57 cited after Rini 2014: 26). Indonesians have an ambivalent relationship with English, a status that has been labeled as “language schizophrenia” (Lauder 2010: 13 citing Kartono 1976: 124). On the one hand, it is highly prestigious and associated with modernity (Rini 2014: 34), while on the other, it is perceived as a vehicle by which liberal values are spread (Lauder 2010: 17). Therefore language policy promotes English (international language) and Indonesian (national language) in complementarity and not in competition (Lauder 2010: 16). English is thus seen as a tool (Indonesian: alat) (see, e.g., Lauder: 13; Rini 2014: 28; Agustin 2015: 358) serving in the fields of international communication, technology, and science (Agustin 2015: 358).
 
              English is compulsory throughout education due to its status as the first foreign language. However, in general, educators do not seem to be content with teaching success (see Lauder 2010; Marcellino 2015). The problems attested in TEFL in Indonesia are numerous. The major issues are low priority (Dardjowidjojo 2003: 57 cited after [Rini 2014: 28]), erroneous material (Lauder 2010: 17), and the lack of teacher proficiency (Marcellino 2015: 64). Consequently, there is an ongoing debate on how to improve teaching English in Indonesian, which also involves the question of which variety should be chosen. Although personally non-aligned as to what kind of English would best suit Indonesian purposes, it is necessary to describe the status quo. Normally British or American English is seen as the standard for teaching (Lauder 2010). Some programs initiated by the Australian government also involve Australian English. Nevertheless, this variety is not seen as prestigious as British or American English (Lauder 2010). Rini (2014: 27) follows a more pragmatic approach, claiming that most Indonesians learn American English since this is the English they are exposed to in movies or music. Unlike in Singapore, Malaysia, or the Philippines, there is no Indonesian English variety (Lauder 2010: 15). There is not even a significant community of English speakers in Indonesia (Rini 2014: 27).
 
              In spite of that, there is a tendency to mix English words into Indonesian. In particular young people follow this trend (Sneddon 2003a: 185). Whereas a lot of positive code-mixing can be observed due to advances in technology, there is also negative code-mixing by using English terms to display one’s familiarity with English or, as Lowenberg points it, “to foreground a modern identity” (Lowenberg 1991: 136) since it is regarded as highly prestigious. However, this code-mixing is only superficial concerning vocabulary insertion; however, it remains Indonesian (Rini 2014: 33).
 
              In summary, English in Indonesia enjoys the status of a prestigious foreign language learned at institutions while not normally playing a role in daily conversation or formal situations.
 
             
           
          
            1.4 Outline of this work
 
            As already outlined shortly further above, the following work consists of four chapters plus an introduction and a conclusion. The four chapters (here chapters 2–5) form a built-up heading towards chapter 5, the empirical study.
 
            The second chapter presents the theoretical framework used in this work exemplified for English standard clauses.
 
            The third chapter provides a more detailed description of Indonesian. After a few general observations on the omission of morphology in Indonesian, the description proceeds along the lines of the three important layers of a clause: v (for Indonesian voice), T, and C. The initial section concerns the voice layer. First, the distribution of the four overt voice-markers ter-, ber-, meN- and di- is addressed before integrating this into the framework described in the second chapter with a θ, a Cat-head (either Stat[e] or Ev[ent]) and the δ-head, the voice-head. Next, this idea will be projected onto nominal morphology and the general structure of NPs and DPs, respectively. After this excursus, we will turn our attention to the T-layer, introducing Indonesian TAM-markers. It will be argued that we find a continuum of a grammaticalization process from stative verbs to non-verbal finite T-auxiliaries indicating relative tense (anterior, simultaneous, and posterior). In the last section, we will focus on the C-layer, focusing on the notion of topic related to Spec-CP, and focus, as a consequence on T-to-C-movement. This general description of the Indonesian language should be understood as a helpful tool for readers not familiar with Indonesian. In addition, the topic of non-verbal predicates itself requires such a strong foundation. As the topic concerns such a fundamental concept as predication, it concerns most of the general structure.
 
            Based on this strong foundation, the fourth chapter deals with a detailed contrastive description of non-verbal predicates in English and Indonesian. In English, the group of non-verbal predicates corresponds to predicational copular clauses. Here, the copula be is inserted to compensate for the non-verbality of the predicate. We will see that non-eventive predicates are equivalent to non-verbal predicates in English. Since the event feature is the decisive feature for the verbal category in English, this feature is selected by v and the verbal feature v by T. Since non-eventive predicates do not have an event feature, the copula is required to make up for this missing feature and therefore the Ev- and the v-layer.
 
            In contrast to that very homogenous group in English, for Indonesian, there are three different strategies: the no-copula-type for “adjectives,” the ada-type for PPs, and finally, the adalah-type for nominal predicates. Whereas the no-copula-type does not have a copula position at all, the ada-type has a verbal copula ada in Ev and voice. The adalah-type has a non-verbal copula adalah realized in T. However, adalah is not a full T-auxiliary but rather a PF operation to avoid ambiguity. Both ada and adalah are optional and can be left out. Thus, this third chapter combines a discussion of the predication structure of non-verbal predicates and the copulas required for these predication structures. Since the main research question of this work is if and how structural differences in English and Indonesian non-verbal predicates affect the Indonesian learner of English, this description is the prerequisite for the empirical study presented in chapter 5.
 
            This empirical study then will deals with the main research question here, if and how structural differences in non-verbal predicates in English and Indonesian influence L2-acquisition of English non-verbal predicates for Indonesian learners of English.
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