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Abstract. This research intends to find out whether orindonesian EFL learners
are aware of the presence of “space” and lexicdliretheir English compositions.
It takes 21 seventh-semester English Departmemtests as research subjects.
They are given story pictures and asked to writermative. The resulting 21 EFL
narratives are measured against a native-speakatina model in terms of “spatial
words” (prepositions and adverbial particles), prmidg the following comparisons:
6.6% : 7.2% in total, 78.2% : 85.7% used dynamjc&b.5% : 100% used obligato-
rily, and 19.2% : 28.6% used in phrasal verbs. sTheans that Indonesian EFL
learners are sensitive enough to “space” and krmwth lexicalize it in their com-
positions. Theoretically, their sensitivity to &me” implies that while learning Eng-
lish they have undergone some cognitive restrugguiand practically, EFL learners
who wish to acquire near-native style in writingosll be competent in space lexi-
calization.
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Abstrak. Penelitian ini bertujuan untuk mengetahui apapambelajar Indonesia

mampu mempersepsi “ruang” dan menuangkannya dadeiangian bahasa Inggris
mereka. Subyek penelitian adalah 21 mahasiswadnir8astra Inggris. Mereka
diberi cerita berupa gambar dan diminta menulisasiadalam bahasa Inggris.
Karangan yang mereka tulis dibandingkan denganngaramodel karya penutur
asli bahasa Inggris dalam hal penggunaan “katagfugmmeposisi dan partikel ad-

verbial), dan hasilnya adalah sebagai berikut: 6:6%2% jumlah total, 78.2% :

85.7% digunakan secara dinamis, 95.5% : 100% digumaalam konteks wajib,

and 19.2% : 28.6% digunakan dalam verba-frasa.bdnérti pembelajar Indonesia
mampu mempersepsi “ruang” dan menuangkannya dadaam@gan mereka. Secara
teoritis, ini berarti bahwa selama mereka mempel&jahasa Inggris telah terjadi
perubahan kognitif pada diri mereka; dan secarktiprgpembelajar Indonesia yang
ingin mengarang dengan gaya bahasa penutur asis menguasai leksikalisasi
ruang.

Kata Kunci: leksikalisasi ruang, kata ruang, gaya bahasatpeasli

“Space” is a universal concept, but it is petwo different ways: by means greposi-
ceived differently and hence also lexicalizetions (Tyler & Evans 2003) an@dverbial
(put into words) differently by different particles (Slobin 1996), or simplyarticles

languages.

English is very perceptive dbr short. Examples of prepositions convey-

space; and it conveys spatial dimension img space are given in (1).

1
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(1)  a.in the roompon the tablepnder the  “ornamental” purposés The deletion of
tree the latter wouldnot make sentences (3.a)
b.into the waterover the fence, and (3.b) ungrammatical, but it would make
through the forest them soundessEnglish. It should be noted

In examples (1.a), the prepositioirs on, immediately that prepositions are always

and under convey the sense of “location”,used obligatorily whereas particles, based

whereas the prepositions in examples (1.l9n my years of observation, are mostly used
convey the sense of “direction”. In Eng-obligatorily but sometimes optionally.

lish, the sense of “direction” can also be Compared with English, Indonesian is

conveyed by means of adverbial particlesnuch less sensitive to “space”. It conveys

as shown in examples (2) and (3). spatial dimension only through prepositions
since it lacks adverbial particles. Looking
back at examples (1), (2), and (3), only pre-
positions in (1.a) have direct natural equiva-

(2) a. He wenup the ladder.
b. They carefully walkedown the hill.
3) a. His office isup there on the seventh

floor. lents in Indonesian, as shown in examples

b. The vacuum cleanerd@own in the (4).

basement (4) di dalam kamar,di atas meja,di ba-
Taking a closer look at examples (1), (2) wah pohon

and (3) and considerinack of necessary Notice that in the Indonesian translations,
technical terms for adequately describinghe one-word English prepositions, on,
“space” in English, | propose several techand under do not have single-word but
nical terms. First, | propose the terspa- double-word equivalentsli dalam, di atas,
tial words”, which lump together all prepo- and di bawah This indicates that, even at
sitions and adverbial particles conveyinghe “prepositional level”, Indonesian is lexi-
“space” in English. Secondly, by groupingcally not as rich as English. Similarly,
the preposition#, on,andunderin (1.a) on when we translate examples (1.b) into Indo-
the one hand and grouping the prepositiongsian, as can be seen in (5), we will see
into, over,and throughin (1.b) as well as more lexical limitations in Indonesian.
the particlesup anddownin (2) and (3) on
the other, | propose the termstatic” spa-
tial words for the former anddynamic”
spatial words for the latter. The reasohkike Indonesian prepositions in examples
should be clear: static spatial words convel#), ke dalamis also a double-word equiva-
the sense of “location” but the dynamic spdent for the English single-wordinto.
tial words convey the sense of “direction’Moreover, the prepositiondi atas in (4)
or “motion”. Third and finally, by compar- anddi atasin (5) tell us that Indonesian has
ing the use of the particlego anddownin only “one” equivalent foon andover, and
(3.a) withup anddown in (3.b), | propose additionally alsoabove Interestingly, the
the terms bbligatory” and “optional” spa- prepositionlewat/melaluias equivalents of
tial words. As the terms indicate, obligatoryhrough further reveals that Indonesian
spatial words must be there in the giveSometimes borrows “verbs” to convey this
context, as required by the grammar, whearticular sense of motion.
reas the optional spatial words are there for
1| propose the terms “ornamental” and “formal” use
of spatial words in an earlier paper (Kadarisman

2010); they are synonyms of “optional” and
“obligatory” use respectively.

(5) ke dalamair, di atas pagare-
wat/melalui hutan
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Now pushing further, the particlep and rection. AV-language such as Indonesian
down in examples (2) and (3) haweo conveys the notions of “manner” and “path”
equivalent in Indonesian, since, as noteoly lexicalizing them together in the main
earlier, it lacks adverbial particles which areerbs (e.g.,masuk, keluarand naik). In
abundant in English. This brief comparisorontrast, ar-languagesuch as English en-
pointing out the difference between Indonecodes “manner” through the main verbs and
sian and English in dealing with “space™path” through “satellites”, such as particles
leads me to conduct research on space lerr prepositions associated to the main verbs.
calization by Indonesian learners. The rd-or example, taking the vegwo as the main
search question isDo Indonesian EFL verb, the Indonesian examples above can be
learners lexicalize space in their composirendered into English ag in, go outand
tions? More operationally, are Indonesiango up
EFL learners aware of the presence of What do we learn from the contrast (of
“space”, and accordingly do they lexicalizeconveying “manner” and “path”) between
it as spatial words in their English composithe Indonesian and English verbs above?
tions? We learnfour things, somewhat redundant-

The findings of this research will havely. First, in Indonesian, both “manner” and
both theoretical and practical implicationsipath” are lexicalized together through main
Theoretically, either the success or failurgerbs; but in English “manner” is lexica-
of Indonesian EFL learners in lexicalizindized through main verbs while “path” is
space will tell us—with reference to linguisdexicalized through “particles”. Secondly
tic relativity, or more specifically to the Sa-the way English conveys the notion of
pir-Whorf hypothesis (see Gumperz & Le-path” clearly indicates thdynamic nature
vinson 1996: 2)—whether or not they havef its adverbial particles. Referring to the
undergone cognitive restructuring. If theyrevious examples, the vegb conveys one
have, then they will be sensitive to spacegnd the same “manner”, but the adverbial
but if they have not, then they, as Indongarticlesin, out, and up convey different
sians, will remain insensitive to spacepaths”. Clearly, it is the adverbial particles
Practically, from their success or failure irthat semantically convey different “direc-
space lexicalization, we can learn its imtions”. Thirdly, the absence of particles in
pacts on their English compositions, partichdonesian makes the language lack the
ularly on how it affects their writing style. complexity of phrasal verbs. In contrast,

With respect to “space lexicalization” theEnglish is very rich with phrasal verbs,
world languages fall into two big categowhich can be intriguing syntactically and
ries: verb-framed languages and satellitesemantically (see McCarthy et al. 1999 and
framed languagesabbreviated respectively Redman 1997)Fourth and finally in terms
asV-languages(e.g., Indonesian and Spanof their semantic complexity, English
ish) and S-languages (e.g., English and phrasal verbs which consist of main verbs
German). These two categories, as noted bapd particle$, as noted irChambers Dic-
Hickmann and Robert (2006: 4), were firstionary (1996: v) and also by Schmitt
introduced by the pioneering works of Tal{2000: 99) , may have literal meaning (e.qg.,
my (1985, 1991, and 2000). He suggest in = enter), semi-idiomatic meaning
that languages can be divided into two
groups (i.e., V-languages and S-languages) —— o
in terms of mannerand path The term For the sake of simplicity, phrasal verbs comsgst
u ,, . of main verbs, particles, and prepositions (qut,
manner” suggests the general motion wh

) . . q_fp with, go away with, look down upcere set aside
reas the term “path” suggests a specific dirom the discussion.
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(e.g., go up = increase), or idiomatic mear. Pedagogically and ideally, while devel-
ing (e.g.,go off= explode). oping their English proficiency, Indone-

Moreover, with respect to language ac- sian EFL learners are presumably devel-
quisition, English children acquire phrasal oping their sense of space at the same
verbs, and hence also adverbial particles, time. Thus improving English proficien-
automatically as natural part of their lin- cy among Indonesian EFL learners si-
guistic development; there o psycholin- multaneously means (partial) restructur-
guistic burden on their acquisition. In con- ing of their thought pattern or linguistic
trast, EFL learners have to learn English cognition.
phrasal verbs piece by piece, frequentlg. In the present research, their success or
ending up with little success. In fact, “one failure in cognitive restructuring will af-
of the features of English that presents fect their English compositions, specifi-
greatest difficulty for foreign learners is the cally in terms of style. If they have be-
use of non-deducible phrasal verbs” (opcit.: come sensitive to space, then they may
vii). Furthermore, “understanding and be- accomplish a better, near-native style;
ing able to use these constructions correctly but if they remain insensitive to space,
in spoken and written English is essential if they will write in English but keeping
the learner is to develop a complete com- Indonesian style.
mand of the language” (ibid.).

While “space Iexicaliza’_[ion_” has bee_n RESEARCH METHOD
well-known research topic in theoretical ) _ _
linguistics, more specifically in the domain Research SubjectsThe subjects of this
of linguistic relativity, it is scarcely recog- research are 21 seventh-semester_ students at
nized in EFL research. Therefore, this bridhe English Department, State University of
literature review boils down to the follow-Malang. They are considered advanced
ing four assumptions which, taken togethefé@mers of English since they have com-

serve asTheoretical Framework for the Pleted taking all the four language skills
present research: (i.e., listening, speaking, reading and writ-

1. Indonesian is a V-language whereas En%ﬁg) as well as all Grammar classes. Fur-
lish is an S-language. Accordingly, Inthermore, their average score of Writing Il
donesian speakers are accustomed (&€ highest level of Writing courses) as
conveying “manner” and “path” togetherwe" as their average GPA is 3.5, or equal to
through main verbs whereas Englisi\- Thus they are assumed to have under-
speakers are used to conveying “mannefone sufficient cognitive restructuring and
through main verbs and “path” througH@ve become sensitive enough to “space”
adverbial particles or prepositions. when they write in English.

2. Psycholinguistically, owing to the way in Research Instruments To collect the
acquiring their L1, Indonesian speakergfimary data, I use two major instruments: a
are probably less sensitive to spacSeries of pictures of a “story of two mon-
Within the domain of “linguistic relativi- keys” (see Appendix )and the accompa-
ty”, this psycholinguistic phenomenon is"Y'Ng |n§tructlons (see Appendix 2) to write
in accord with the well-known Sapir-& narrative paragraph of about 100 words.
Whorf Hypothesis. That is, the way oné?S can be seen in Appendix 1, the story
perceives reality is in part determined b

am very grateful to Drs. Bambang Suryanto,
Ehe?,.lﬁgg#i%%gn% speaks (see Gumperz!\ﬁPd., an English lecturer at Politeknik Negeri

Malang, who has done the wonderful drawing of “A
Tale of Two Monkeys”.




Kadarisman, Space Lexicalization In Compositiphs

consists of 6 pictures, all depicting “space”codile, whereby indicates an “agentive rela-
Picture (1) depicts “location” whereas piction”. Setting this preposition aside and
tures (2) through (6) depict “motions” of thereading Table 1, we find 7 spatial words
two monkeys and the tiger. By looking afi.e., 6 prepositions and 1 adverbial par-
the pictures, the research subjects are eicle); their frequency of occurrence in the
pected to “see” the “motions” in the storynarrative (7 out of 85 words) is 8.2%. In
and accordingly put them intbynamic spa- their given contexts, these 7 spatial words
tial words are mostly used dynamically (85.7%) and
The third research instrument is a “modall obligatorily (100%), but they help make
el”, i.e.,, a narrative written by a nativeup phrasal verbs infrequently (28.6%).
speaker of English which serves as a On the basis of the analysis above, the
“benchmark”. The benchmarking here renative speaker “model” of the narrative is
fers specifically to the use of “spatialused as a “benchmark” in the following
words” in the narrative model, presentedvay: each English composition (written by
below. each research subject) is analyzed for the
purpose of finding the spatial words (i.e.,
prepositions and adverbial particles) in it in
terms of (a) their frequency of occurrence,
(b) their dynamic or static use, (c) their ob-
ligatory or optional use, and (d) their con-
tribution to making up phrasal verbs.

“A Tale of Two Monkeys”
Two monkeyswere sitting in the grass
eating bananas when suddenly a tiger ap-
peared. The monkeygiickly ran away
and climbed a tree to try escape. The tig-

er came afterthem and started to climb Data Collection The use of pictures as a
the tree. Fortunately the branches of the  ogearch instrument to elicit language data
treehung over a river so they were both s jstified by Oller (1979: 308-20). Using
able todive into the water below. The  the picture series and the accompanying in-
tiger didn't follow them into the river. structions (Appendices 1 and 2), | collect 21
One monkey was able swim to safety English narratives written by the 21 re-
on the opposite side The other was tak-  search subjects. Analysis of these narra-
enby a crocodile. (85 words) tives, using the native speaker model as a

_ _ benchmark, is given in the following sec-
The use of “spatial words” in the narrazjgn.

tive model, following their classification
given in the Introduction, can be seen i
three different waysdynamicor static use, %‘RI/AI%LSYSB OF THE EFL NARRA-
obligatory or optional use, and their uge
phrasal verbs This benchmarking is pre- The 21 EFL narratives are analyzed in
sented in Table 1 terms of their lengths and the total number
Prepositions and particles conveyin@f spatial words in them as manifestation of
“space” must be differentiated from prepospace lexicalization. Moving to greater de-
sitions conveying “grammatical relations” tail, the spatial words are further analyzed
such as—referring to one available exampl@ terms of their dynamic use, their obliga-
in the narrative paragraphtakenby a cro- tory use, and their use in phrasal verbs. Re-
sults of the analysis are presented in Table 2

* | am very thankful to Thomas Conners, Ph.D., an
American linguist working for the Max Plank
Institute for Evolutionary Anthropology, for
providing me with the narrative of “A Tale of Two
Monkeys”.
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Table 1. Space Lexicalization in the Native Speak&lodel

Spatial Words: Preposi- . . In Phrasal
No tions/Particles Dynamic Obligatory Verb
1  were sittingin the gras - + -
2 ranaway + + +
3 cameafter themr + + +
4 hungover a rivel + + -
5 dive into the wate + + -
6 didn’t follow theminto the rive + + -
7 swim to safetyon the opposite
side * * )
= words (8.2% T% () .6%
7-> 85 ds (8.2% 6/7 (85.7% 717 (100% 2/7 (28.6%
Table 2. Spatial Words in the EFL Narratives
Spatial Words
Total
No Research Number Dynamic Obligator In Phrasal
Subjects of Words Total % y gatory Verbs
Total %  Total %  Total %
1 AEA 119 8 6.7 5 62 8 100 1 13
2 ADN 111 7 6.3 6 86 7 100 4 57
3 ASR 116 8 6.9 6 75 8 100 2 25
4 BAN 116 8 6.9 7 88 8 100 2 25
5 BGN 114 8 7 7 88 8 100 2 25
6 EW 115 6 52 4 66 5 83 0 0
7 FCH 115 6 5.2 3 50 6 100 O 0
8 HDL 107 11 10.3 8 73 11 100 5 45
9 HR 124 9 7.3 9 100 7 78 2 22
10 KL 107 7 6.5 5 71 6 86 1 14
11 Kr 114 7 6.1 7 100 6 86 1 14
12 MH 115 5 4.3 4 80 5 100 2 40
13 NRY 109 6 5.5 5 83 6 100 1 17
14 PW 119 8 6.7 7 88 7 88 0 0
15 RIG 95 9 9.5 8 89 8 89 1 11
16 RL 112 6 5.4 4 66 6 100 O 0
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Spatial Words

Total
No Research . . In Phrasal
Subjects ol\fhilr\?obr((aj; Total % Dynamic Obligatory Verbs

Total %  Total % Total %

17 swN 110 6 5.5 3 50 6 100 1 17

18 TC 108 11 102 10 91 11 100 3 27

19 TF 114 7 7 6 86 7 100 1 14

20 yrw 117 8 6.8 5 62 8 100 0 0

21 ZM 120 5 4.2 3 60 5 100 1 20

Total 2377 15€ 127 14¢ 30

Average & ¥ 113.2 7.4 6.7 56 782z 71 95%t 14 19.2

As shown in Table 2, in terms of length, Table 3 tells us that in terms of length the
the longest narrative consists of 124 wordSsFL narratives (113.2 words) are longer
(by HR) and shortest narrative consists dhan the narrative model (85 words). Fur-
95 words (by RIG), with the average lengtther comparison of spatial words occurring
of 113.2 words—or 13.2 words more thaimn both of them can be presented by putting
the required length of 100 words. With re{%) side by side: in terms of space lexicali-
gard to space lexicalization in the narrazation (6.6% for the narrative model, 8.2%
tives, it shows up in the total of 156 “spatiafor the EFL narratives), in terms of dynamic
words” or 7.4 words in average, equal taise (78.%) : (85.7%), in terms of obligatory
6.6% of the overall (2377) words in the 2luse (95.5%) : (100%), and in terms of their
narratives. The biggest number of spatialse in phrasal verbs (19.2%) : (28.6%).
words (i.e., 11/107 words or 10.3%) iverall, it means that, compared with the
found in HDL's narrative and the smalleshative speaker model, the EFL narratives do
number (i.e., 5/120 words or 4.2%) is foundess space lexicalization, use spatial words
in ZM’s narrative. less dynamically and less obligatorily (the

Further analysis of EFL space lexicalizakatter suggesting allowing some optional use
tion reveals that among the total of 156 sp&f adverbial particles), and contribute a bit
tial words in Table 2, 122 words (78.2%)ess to constructing phrasal verbs.
are useddynamicallyto convey “motions” However, it should be noted immediately
in the picture story; 149 words (95.5%) ar¢hat, as can be seen in Table 2, several EFL
usedobligatorily (i.e., their absence wouldnarratives contain more space lexicalization
make the given constructions ungrammatthan does the narrative model (8.2%), as can
cal); and 30 prepositions and/or particlebe seen in the 3 narratives by HDL (10.3%),
(19.2%) help make uphrasal verbs The by TC (10.2%), and by RIG (9.5%). Sur-
“meaning” of each of these three percentagrisingly, in terms of the dynamic use of
es in the EFL narratives will be fully re-spatial words, the model (85.7%) is outper-
vealed if we compare the summary of Tablrmed by 7 narratives: (100%) by HR and
2 with the summary of the native speakekr respectively, (91%) by TC, (89%) by
“model” (see Table 1), both combined andRIG, and (88%) by BAN, BGN, and PW
presented in Table 3. respectively. And in terms of the optional

use of adverbial particles, the model (0%) is
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Table 3. The EFL Narratives (Average) and the Natie Speaker Model Compared

Spatial Words
Length of . . In Phrasal
Narrative Total % Dynamic Obligatory Verbs
Total % Total %  Total %

113.2 7.4 6.6 58 782 7.1 955 14 19.2

EFL Narratives
Average & %
Model:
> words & %
outperformed by 6 narratives: (22%) bynodel (see Table 3), their space lexicaliza-
HR, (17%) by EW, (14%) by KL and Kr, tion (6.6%) is not as much as that in the
(12%) by PW, and (11%) by RIG. Final- model (8.2%). This is the “big picture” of
ly, in terms of contributing to phrasal verbthe research findings. To obtain a “real pic-
construction, the model (28.6%) is outperture” of the EFL narratives, in this section |
formed by 3 narratives: (57%) by AND,will pick up several narratives and analyze
(45%) by HD, and (40%) by MH. them by looking closely at how they lexical-
Referring to the results of the analysexze space. For the first narrative, | select
above, one important conclusion can bene (by RIG) that is very close to the narra-
drawn: while in general the EFL narrativesgive model in terms of length and space lex-
lexicalize space less than the native speakiealization. In example (1), the spatial
model does, a closer look at the former revords in RIG’s narrative are printed in
veals that several EFL narratives—in cerbold.
tain aspects of space lexicalization— _
perform a little higher or even much highefF*a@mple (1). The Narrative by RIG
than the native speaker model does. Once upon a time, there were two

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION monkeys eating bananas. Suddenly, a
This section discusses the research find- fearing tiger roaredat them; they were

ings obtained through data analysis and re- Shocked andan away. But, the tiger

late them to the research question, and then S"s€d them. They jumpéwm one tree

) : . . . onto another trying to save their lives.
Eg;ngsofﬁltetgﬁggﬁggal and practical implica- One of them hungn a branchon the

river bank. The tiger climbedip the

S ) branch to catch him. When the tiger was
Space Lexicalization by Indonesian EFL approaching him, the monkey jumped

Learners into the water and swamcrossthe river.

As made clear under data analysis, the Finally, he reached the other bank of the
research question posed at the end of the E\e/ev:/zfsngag‘ze Egg;vg?gls‘; not follow him;
Introduction obtains a positive answer: In- '
donesian EFL learners are aware of the A careful reading of this narrative re-
presence of “space” and put it in spatiareaﬂs that it is nearly error-free (i.e., only
words in their compositions, although, a@ne lexical error occurs: féaring tiger
compared with the native speaker narrativghould befearsome tiger telling us that

RIG is highly proficient in writing. It is
® The percentages here are obtained by subtractingreason.able since Sh‘? IS One. of the best stu-
100% with percentages of obligatory use in the dents in class, and in the first semester of
narratives: (78%) by HR, (83%) by EW, (86%) by 2009/10 she did a sandwich program in the
KL and Kr, (88%) by PW, and (89%) by RIG.

85 7 8.2 6 85.7 7 100 2 28.6
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United States. Her narrative is 95 wordadverb $uddenly. The effective use of
long, containing 9 spatial words (9.5%):  these cohesive devices makes the story run

8 used dynamically and obligatorilysmoothly. Moreover, in terms of language,
(89%) and 1 used in phrasal verbs (11%he nice flow of ideas is also due to the right
More clearly, 1 preposition is used staticallgnd appropriate use of English tenses—
(i.e., a branchon the river bank 1 adver- simple past tense of the verbs and adjectives
bial particle is used optionally (i.elimbed (were, roared, were [shocked], ran away,
up the brancl;, and 1 adverbial particle chased, jumped, hung, climbed, jumped,
helps make up a phrasal verb (i.ean swam, reached, could not follownd was
away). [safe]) combined nicely with past progres-

In terms of content, the story is somesive tensethere were two monkeys eating
what incomplete, since it does not tell ubananasandwas approaching With re-
what happened to one of the two monkeygard to diction and collocation, the words—
However, in terms of organization, the storynost of them are of high frequency—are
is quite coherent and effectively uses “cohewell selected and combined. With respect
sive devices”: personal pronouns or ande mechanics, the rules of spelling, capitali-
phoric reference (put in ordethem, they, zation, and punctuation are thoroughly ob-
them, they, their, him, him, he, hiandhe), served. To sum up, except for the small
the definite articles for anaphoric purposedefect in its content, RIG’s narrative is ex-
(the tiger andthe monkey, logical connec- cellent in terms of organization and lan-
tors put, whenandfinally), and a sentence guage

.Table 4. RIG’s Narrative and the Native Speaker Mdel Compared
Spatial Words
Length of . . In Phrasal
Narrative Total % Dynamic Obligatory Verbs
Total % Total % Total %

RIG’s Narrative
> words & %

The Model:
> words & %

To further see the excellent quality ofEnglish proficiency. More specifically, her
RIG’s narrative, Table 4 compares her narsensitivity to space is part of her outstand-
ative with the native speaker model. Thigng vocabulary skill; and in the present
table clearly shows that RIG’s narrative andtudy it shows up as “spatial words” which
the model, which are almost similar imicely match those produced by a native
length (95 words) : (85 words), are verypeaker in the narrative model. Stylistical-
close to each other with respect to the prdy, the rich space lexicalization in RIG’s
duction of spatial words 9.5% : 8.2% in narrative makes her story sound animated
total, 89% : 85.7 % in dynamic use, 89% and lively, just as the narrative model does.
100% in obligatory use, and 11% : 28.6% in To show a big contrast, | will
making up phrasal verbs. present another narrative by ZM, which,

The meticulous descriptions of RIG’samong the 21 narratives collected, contains
narrative presented above are meant tbe biggest number of errors and the smal-
serve as strong evidence that her “sensitiiest number of spatial words. The errors are
ty to space” is only a small part of her high

95 9 9.5 8 89 8 89 1 11

85 7 8.2 6 85.7 7 100 2 28.6
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shown by underline and the spatial wordsamically (i.e.,plunge theirslef in]Jto the
are printed in bold. river, walked from the tree, and went

The Tiger and the_ Monkey

One day, there were two monkeys [that]
were enjoying_bananander a big tree.
They were talking [toleach other about
what they_havedone _atthat day. When
they were talking [tokach other, sudden-
ly a tiger came and would like to Kkill
them. Hence, they rums fast as they
could. They were climbing the big tree
near the river. Then, the tiger also fol-
lowed to climb the tree so that both mon-
keys were trappedn the tree._No one
could be done except plunge theirgelf
the river and_run Next, both monkeys
were already reachintdpe other riverside.
They felt safe now. Finally, the tiger just
walked from the tree and wenaway.

(i.e.,under a big treeandon the treg.

What is the effect of this minimum space
lexicalization on the narrative? Recall that
5 out of the 6 pictures of the story depict
“motions”. Normally, motions in English
are conveyed by means of dynamic spatial
words. Since ZM'’s narrative contains only
3 dynamic spatial words, most of the “mo-
tions” in the story (called “path” by Hick-
man and Robert [2006: 4]) are conveyed by
means of the main verbs—just like in Indo-
nesian, where “manner” and “path” are
conveyed together by main verbs. In effect,
the narrative loses it “native flavor”, stylis-
tically. In brief, in this narrative, poor
grammar goes together with poor sensitivity
to “space”. | would assume that there may

(120 words be positive correlation between EFL learn-
As can be seen from the underline@rs’ writing proficiency and their compe-
words in example (2), ZM’s narrative contence in space lexicalization. However, this
tains 13grammatical errors.® In terms of is only an assumption, which requires fur-
“linguistic categories”, these 13 errors inther research to prove it.
clude 2 plural nounsnfonkeyandbanang, Theoretical and Practical Implications of
2 prepositionsdt [for on] andto [for into]), the Findings
4 tenses Have, run[twice], andwere al- According to the Sapir-Whorf Hypothe-
ready reachinlyy objective, relative, and sis, “the way we perceive reality is partly
negative pronouns—1 eachth¢irself , determined by théanguagewe speak”; the
omission of fhaf]), and no onef[for noth- word “language” here implicitly refers to
ing]), and 2 phrasal verbsvére talking[to] L1. Under the Theoretical Framework,
each othertwice]). All these errors belong Hickman and Robert (2006: 4) state that a
to “basic grammatical errors”, suggestingatellite-framed language like English is
that ZM’s composition is a poor one. more sensitive to “space”, whereas a verb-
As for the spatial words in ZM’s narra-framed language like Indonesian is less sen-
tive, they are presented in Table 5. Therstive to space. When Indonesian speakers
are 5spatial words (4.2%) showing up in learn English as a foreign language, a ques-
the story. (Note that prepositions conveyintion curiously arises: do they acquire space
notions other than “space” do not count$ensitivity? The finding of the present re-
Out of these 5 spatial words, 3 are used dgearch gives a “positive answer” to this
question. Space lexicalization of 6.6% in
the EFL narratives is not too far away be-
® The classification of grammatical errors in terms |ow space lexicalization of 8.2% in the na-
of “linguistic categories” here refers to Chapter 7 i i
“Errorg” of Langugge Twpby Dulay et al. (188(32), tl_Ve speaker model, suggesting that Indo.r.]e-
sian EFL learners have become sensitive

with some necessary modification by me, the “ oL o .
researcher. enough to “space” while acquiring English.
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Table 5. Spatial Words in ZM’s Narrative

Spatial Words

Total

Research . . In Phrasal
Subject é\:wobrzrs Total % Dynamic Obligatory Verbs
Total % Total % Total %
ZM 120 5 4.2 3 60 5 100 1 20

That is, while acquiring English, Indonesian

To explain the acquisition of space sensEFL learners restructure their linguistic
tivity by Indonesian EFL learners, taking acognition. As a result, when they “use Eng-
model from “Universal Grammar & SLA” lish”, they “perceive reality through this
should be helpful. In the generative literaforeign language”. In other words, when
ture which focuses on the acquisition of L2Zhey use English, they also think in English.
Syntax, the success in acquiring a particuldmis psycholinguistic explanation should be
L2 grammatical rule is known ggmrame- a significant contribution to the study of
ter resetting (Gass & Selinker 1994: 127-linguistic relativity: the Sapir-Whorf hypo-
8). Taking this psycholinguistic model, thehesis turns out to apply not only to L1 but,
success in acquiring space sensitivity cao some degree, also to L2.
thus be seen asognitive restructuring.

Table 6. Spatial Words in the Narratives by FCH ad HDL
Spatial Words

Research NEcr)r:EIer Dynamic Obligator In Phrasal
Subjects of Words Total % y gatory Verbs
Total %  Total %  Total %
FCH 115 6 5.2 3 50 6 100 0 0
HDL 107 11 10.3 8 73 11 100 5 45

The next question following the first is:(0%) : (45%). The striking difference in
when Indonesian EFL learners have beconspace lexicalization in both narratives can
more sensitive to space and hence compee seen in Examples (3) and (4).
tenf[ in space Iexi_calization, do they _improv%xample (3). The Narrative by FCH: Spatial
their style in writing? To answer this quesy;gqs
tion, I will present two other EFL narra-
tives. They are equally good in terms or- The Tiger and the Monkey
ganization and language; but they differ a  There were two monkeys ebananas
great deal in space lexicalization, as can be in the forest. After they ate bananas, they
seen in Table 6. went hometo their house. They did not

As made clear in this table, the two narr- know that a tiger saw them. Then he
atives by FCH and HDL do not differ much hunted them until they climbed a tree. He
from each other in terms of length: (115 waited themunder the tree and opened
words) : (107 words). However, they differ s claws. Suddenly, he tried to climb the
considerably from each other in the use oOf e to catch one monkey. After he tried
spatial words, making a total of (5.2%) : hard, he could climb the tree and almost

(10.3%) respectively. Consequently, while . ih  the monkey But the monkey
the obligatory use of spatial words (100%) - cq'to the end of the branch and

IS the Same in bOFh narratl\_/es, there is a b_lg jumpedinto the river although he could
difference in their dynamic use (50%) : not swim to save his life. Finally, the
(73%) and also in their use in phrasal verbs ' y:

11



monkey was still alive after he held a
branch of treen the bank of the river.
(115 words)
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This narrative contains two spelling er-
rors, or probably mistakesherfore should
be therefore(line 3) andumpuedshould be

jumped (line 3) and 1 grammatical error:
The narrative by FCH contains 3 gramsucceeded to go ughould besucceededn
matical errors (shown by underlineat going up (line 5). The two careless errors
should beeating (line 1),the monkeghould taken aside, only 1 grammatical error
be the other monkey(line 5), andin the (0.9%) remains. This very small percentage
bank should beon the bank(last line). In of errors indicates that HDL’s narrative is a
total, 3 errors in a narrative of 115 wordsery good composition—not only in terms
are equal to 2.6%; the low percentage @ff grammar but also in terms of style. The
errors tells us that the narrative is a goofich use of spatial words, most of them used
composition—in terms of grammar. How-dynamically (73%) and many of them used
ever, in terms oftylg the narrative soundsin phrasal verbs (45%), makes the narrative
flat, for the obvious reason that, as mersound lively. With reference to the Sapir-
tioned earlier, it lacks the dynamic use ofvhorf hypothesis, the narrative leaves be-
spatial words. In other words, the “path’hind an Indonesian way and picks up an
that should be conveyed separately througbnglish way of looking at “space” or “mo-
spatial words are conveyed together wittions”. The result of this cognitive restruc-
“manner” through main verbs. With referturing on the part of the writer yields a
ence to the Sapir-Whorf hypothesis, theomposition that bearsear-native style
narrative still carries over an Indonesian The above comparison between the two
way of looking at the reality, and as a resulharratives by FCH and HDL leads to a con-
it lacks native flavar As a comparison, clusion that minimum space lexicalization
here is the narrative by HDL. makes an EFL composition sound stylisti-
Example (4). The Narrative by HDL: Spatial  c@lly flat, whereas maximum space lexicali-
Words zation makes an EFL composition sound
: stylistically alive—the latter approaching
Onzwc?ayotﬂzfgswaer;g tth%Tr;]g:r:keys en- native_ writing style. F_or practical purpos-
o : es, bringing out the notion of space lexicali-
joying their lunch togetheon the savan-

nahnear a river. Suddenlv. a hunary tia- zation in English should help both EFL
ver. su Y, ungry 9. teachers and learners become aware of the

fact that English behaves in its own way in
dealing with “space”. When this awareness
of space sensitivity is incorporated into the
instructional materials and classroom prac-
tices, especially at the advanced level, the
expected result will be a more refined writ-
ing style. Recall that the term “space lexi-
calization” means “putting space into
words”; and hence it is part of vocabulary
skill. ~ Thus, in dealing with space, ad-
vanced EFL learners will accomplish near-
native style if they are lexically skillful in
using spatial words dynamically, optionally,
and in combination within phrasal verbs.

er came out fromthe bush and wanted to
eat the monkeys, Therfqrthe monkeys
ran away and climbed a trepear a river
bank. They_jumpuedrom branch to
branch in order to avoid the tiger which
also tried to climb. By its strong claws,
the tiger succeeded tgo up the tree.
However, the clever monkey jumpéedo
the river before beingaught up by the
tiger, while the otheran away to the
jungle. Lastly, the clever monkey could
reach the opposite side of the river. (107
words)
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CONCLUSION ive reality. Obviously, “language” here re-
d‘grs to L1. However, in the case of bilin-
gals, “language” here—in addition to re-
erring to L1—may also refer to L2, as a

EFL learners at the advanced level,
represented by the research subjects,
mostly aware of the presence of “space’ N :
and they do space lexicalization in theiFeSUIt of cognitive restructuring.

English compositions. As measured against Finally, for TEFL in Indonesian

a native composition model, their space Ie)g_ontext, the res_earch _resultg yield one im-
icalization is close enough to that in th ortant suggestion. It is advisable that EFL

model. Further examination of space |exi_eachers} ﬁm(: ad\r/]ancEed I.Ieha_rners become
calization in the EFL narratives reveals tha?ware of the fact that English Is very sensi-
the obligatory use of spatial words is relal V€ t0 space _and_ accordlngly requires much
tively high, the dynamic use is moderate>Pace lexicalization. More |m_portantly, as

ade clear from the comparison between

and the use in phrasal verbs is low. The CH’s narrative and HDL’s narrative, a re-

different degrees in using spatial word .
seem to be related to grammar. The oblig ned writing style often depends on dynam-
IG use of spatial words, particularly adverbi-

tory use, as the term indicates, is require .
by grammar, i.e., the absence of the spati% particles. Therefore, those who want to

word would make the sentence ungramm z?_ccomplish near-native style in writing have
0 master, among other things, the dynamic

ical; and therefore it is accorded a high lev- : :
el. On the other hand, the dynamic use a well as the optional use adverbial par-

the use in phrasal verbs are not required 6 les. S{\Iot(ljce thlat eveLydély uttere_mces;uch
grammar, hence putting the former at th S (a)Standup please (b) Come orin, an

moderate level and the latter at the low le c) Let them goaway tell us that the so-

el. This implies that the research subjects glled phrasal verbs rely heavily on adver-
writers are given freedom in these two dooial particles. Moreover, EFL teachers and
mains advanced learners should further explore the

The fact that Indonesian EFL Iearn-nOtion of “space” and look at its implica-

ers in this research are sensitive enough tt'(f-)mlsl 0? f(t')r(rjngl ':/hS. mfo;ma{ Este of Er;gllsfh,l
“space” and know how to lexicalize it inas fiustrated in the contrast between the 1ol-

their compositions proves that they havéowmg pa.|rs:Laket: p'(t:.k up, ?_’bm![t : gjrn
undergone cognitive restructuring whilg" €rase - rub out, extinguish - put oue-

learning English, probably in a subconsduce : cut off etc. Briefly, those who wish
33 write well and communicate fluently

cious manner. Through years of learnin .
English, they seem to have been simult ust never forget those small but important
’ words in English: adverbial particles.

neously trained to think in English. This
long and tedious process of acquiring a for-
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Appendix 1. Pictures of “A Tale of Two Monkeys”
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Appendix 2. Instructions (for the Research Subjes) Accompanying the Story Pic-
tures.

WRITING A NARRATIVE PARAGRAPH.  Study this series of pictures carefully and
then do the following:

1. Write a one-paragraph narrative by describing thiergpicture story in about 100 (one
hundred) words.

2. You may use a (bilingual and/or monolingual) diotoy if you have difficulty describ-
ing particular events in the picture story.

3. Whenever necessary, use sentence connectors talsadww of the consecutive
events in the story.

4. Recall that a “story” happened in the past, angoaomust use appropriate forms of
past tense in your composition.

5. You are given 24 (twenty four) hours to write therggraph. So, your composition is
due tomorrow at 8.45 a.m.



