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Abstract. The socio-pragmatic error is concerned with the deviation of form and meaning 

in the target language. Regardless of other types, such as grammatical and lexical errors 

focusing on sound, lexeme and sentence order or any syntactical pattern (microlinguitics), 

socio-pragmatic error is an error in which context of the language user is definitely 

involved (macrolinguitics). It deals with what is common and acceptable in a certain 

community and what is not. The acceptability is closely related to an understanding of the 

context where language is being used. Referring to the statements in question, the main 

objective of this article was to describe the observed Indonesian daily speakers’ 

conversations socio-pragmatic errors. Conversation analysis supporting by pragmatic 

perspective was used to analyze the data. The results of analysis indicated that the L1 

interference and insufficient knowledge of context and culture of the target language (L2) 

caused the socio-pragmatic errors. As such, the results might of benefit in English 

Language Teaching (ELT) as highlighted at the end of this article. 
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1   Introduction 

English learners might still struggle with the mastery of basic linguistic forms which mostly 

lead to errors. As such, the errors are concerned with deviation of meaning and form resulting 

from first language (L1) transfer into target language (L2). Along the line of this statement, the 

errors, in fact, occur as having insufficient knowledge of target language and target culture. 

They are considerably influenced by and focused on the real practice or socio-culture norms 

existing within society. The deviation of form and meaning of L1 transfer is always a central 

issue in the target language (L2) production. 

Having pointed out the deviation of meaning and form (errors), a great number of studies 

has been carried out. Interestingly, previous studies have come up with several perspectives. For 

example, English learners tend to have grammatical or syntactical errors in both writing and 

oral production [1]–[9]. In this respect, the researchers carried out the studies as the wish of 

coping with what and how the errors are. Aside from what and how, the interest seems to reveal 

more specific on what is good and what is not; acceptable or not referring to the norms of the 

target language.  

Stressing on morphological and lexical errors, other studies have shed light on the manner 

in which students internalize the rules of the target language and subsequently lead them to 

communication breakdowns [10]–[14]. Likely, in the studies of [15] and [16] the reasons of the 

errors in question are highly related to the L1 transfer.  As such, they are not only reflected in 

ICHELAC 2021, July 30, Flores, Indonesia
Copyright © 2021 EAI
DOI 10.4108/eai.30-7-2021.2313603



 

 

 

 

the word’s choice, phrases construction, paragraphs building but also in spoken mode. 

Furthermore, what is taken into account of those in question is that the language production 

closely relates to the transfer of linguistic forms of L1 into L2 

However, a cautionary note is necessary here. The cause of errors does not only deal with 

linguistic forms (L1 to L2) but also the culture transfer of L1 users to the culture of L2 (target 

language) users.  In this regard, there should be an emphasis that culture and language is 

definitely related. Without culture, language would be dead, and without language culture would 

have no shape [17]. They are so interwoven that separating one from the other would lose the 

significance of the other [18], [19]. To add on, a study of [20] has emphasized that language is 

something socially shared meaning system. In this regard, the characteristics of language is 

socially shared. The meaning of language is not on the language itself nor on the heads of 

language users but more important than that is on its community of users who has experienced 

and has attached with it.  

Saying it differently, findings of the previous studies have stressed on microlingustics 

errors. Despite the fruitfull of the studies, what is left is the examination of macrolinguitics 

errors. As such, the errors deal with socio- culture norms from which different communicative 

or linguistic norms might appear. Although the culture norms are something universally 

recognized, they are somewhat incorporated differently across cultures and are not expressed in 

the same linguistic forms which might lead to the so-called socio pragmatic errors.  

Owing to the importance of an understanding toward the culture norms which also cause 

errors at most, this article, therefore, tries to shed light on macrolinguistics aspects that is socio- 

pragmatic errors. The examination of such errors deals with using English of Indonesian 

speakers’ daily conservation resulting from their common socio- culture norms. Furthermore, 

pedagogical implication of such errors in ELT would be also highlighted eventually as the 

expected conclusion of this article. 

    

Literature review 

Regarding the kinds, errors are classified into two main domains that are microlinguistics 

and macro linguistics errors. The former is concerned with pronunciation, grammatical and 

lexical use of language and the later deals with socio-cultural aspects, [21]. They are very 

distinctive on their own and might not be overlapping due to the coverage of each. The coverage, 

in this case, relies on the influencing factors in their natural environment or behavioural setting.  

Yet, it is undeniable that the former in question can be fully understood as they may appear 

in any speech events both written and spoken resulting from linguistic transfer that is L1 to L2 

[4]–[8], [13]. Meanwhile, the later deals with culture transfer L1 user to the culture of target 

language (L2). Putting it differently, the transfer process does not only occur on phonological, 

morphological and syntactical aspects (linguistic domain) but also goes along with culture 

aspect such as politeness and any pragmatic rules of language behaviour.  As such, language 

and culture are intricately intertwined. Any time we successfully learn a language, we will also 

learn something of the speakers of that language [22]. Thus, the process of transferring language 

is definitely influenced by the culture of its speakers. This is like the same coin of having two 

different sides, one cannot be separated from the other.  

Owing to the attachment of culture in language transfer, there is a need for someone to have 

both language and culture competence in his/her language production. Having insufficient 

knowledge of those two in question might lead to socio-pragmatic errors. On the other way 

around, the errors would not occur if there is a good competence which enables someone to use 

language productively [23]–[25]. In such a way, only of productive language use is facilitated 

and not the receptive one. 



 

 

 

 

In the meantime, it is worth mentioning that as a macrolinguitics coverage, socio-pragmatic 

errors (failures) deal with pragmatic rules of certain society or group of people. As such, what 

we accept as a good might be not for others, something which is more valuable in certain group 

of community might be considered as a common thing for others. As highlighted by [11], people 

in different societies or cultures speak differently because of their understanding toward 

linguistic behaviour which distinctively exists from one place to another Thus, the pragmatic 

rules of language user play vital roles in determining what and how the errors are. 

Now pushing further, we often find the cases of communication breakdowns or deviations 

in the target culture and target language as the result of these errors [16], [24], [26], [27]. This 

is quite different from grammatical, syntactical and lexical errors which can be evaluated 

prescriptively. These errors concern with what are common and are acceptable in societies and 

what are not. In this respect, the acceptability is surely related to the context where they belong 

to [28]–[32].  This goes in line with the definition coined by [33]–[35] that pragmatic failure is 

the inability of using language effectively and of understanding what is meant by what is said. 

It goes without saying that socio-pragmatic errors resulting from socio-culture norms might 

affect language behaviour. Second language or target language (L2) such as English learners 

are regarded as being intolerant, impolite, ignorant and unfriendly even, in fact, they are not and 

might be more than we perceive. This must be kept away to get the goal of communication by 

learning socio-culture norms of the target language (l2) they learn. 

Therefore, of greater importance in treating the errors is that the pedagogical implication in 

English Language Teaching (ELT). Aside from L1 [36]–[43], leaners should be taught to 

understand the culture of L2 [18], [19], [27], [44]–[47]. Having intercultural and pragmatic 

competence are the requirements for L2 leaners, particularly English learners, to put the 

language barriers away. Intercultural competence might help them to have culture adjustment 

regarding their English language performance. 

2   Research Methods 

This study mainly employed observation to gather the data. In this respect, the data were 

collected from Indonesian speakers’ utterances found in their daily speech events. The collected 

data were analysed qualitatively using the interactive data analysis model of Miles et al. (2014). 

This data was reduced, displayed, and verified. Following the principles of conversation 

analysis (CA) and pragmatic theory supporting by some reviewed articles, the analysed data 

were discussed to have final conclusion. 

3   Results and Discussion 

As highlighted in introduction, the concern of this article is to shed light on Indonesian 

socio- pragmatic errors in using English that commonly found in daily context. The following 

data are the examples of such errors. 

 

Data 1 

Context :  Thanking expression for helps  

Ns  :   Thank you very much. 

Indonesian :   oh no, take it easy. It is my duty. 



 

 

 

 

The expression is uttered by the Indonesian as English non-native speaker (NNs) reflecting 

their understanding to Indonesian culture, and pragmatic rule of thanking expression. 

Meanwhile, the native speaker (Ns) might be confused regarding the response. And yet, for 

Indonesian people or probably in other Asian countries, the expression, which is a direct 

translation of “oh tidak, santai saja. Ini memang tugas saya”, is quite common and shows honor 

and closeness to other people. 

 

Data II 

Context : The Ns (British man) is about to go to the station and   looks for a taxi 

Indonesian : Would you mind if I gave a ride to the station? 

Ns  : Why are you so kind to me? 

Indonesian : Speechless (paralinguitics) 

This dialogue indicates that the Indonesian (NNs) feel offended when the native speaker 

(Ns) responds the offering. To Indonesian, the response in question is like a suspicion and is 

considered as being impolite. Meanwhile, the native speaker (Ns), British man, considers that 

the question is something common to be raised for the person that he/she has never known in 

advance. Indeed, this happens because of cultural aspect that he/she has. The concept of 

directness and indirectness is the key factor of this misunderstanding [48]. It might be acceptable 

if the British (Ns) uses indirectness to respond the offering. However, He, the native speaker 

(Ns), is not accustomed to being in that way or going around the bush. Directness is his culture.  

 

Data III 

Context : The Ns (American) was reading a book while enjoying the sunset in Kuta  

      beach. Then, Indonesian man came. 

Indonesian : Hi 

Ns  : Hi, (being alone and continued reading book) 

Indonesian : Nice day, isn't 

Ns  : yes… (still reading) 

Indonesian : Any plan? 

American : I am lazy to talk 

This conversation seems so embarrassing. The communication breaks down just because 

of having socio-cultural errors or pragmatic failures. In this context, Indonesian expresses his 

politeness for the sake of a companion. He shows his intimacy by accompanying and talking no 

matter the situation is. As such, politeness is viewed as an utterance level phenomenon as the 

Indonesian just focuses on linguistic form and his own context without referring to the 

interlocutor’s context [49]–[52] causing him to be in socio-pragmatic errors.  

On the other hand, the American does not prefer to do as Indonesian does. He likes to be 

alone as he enjoys reading and sitting in the beach without any companion. Saying "I am lazy 

to talk” is another way of saying "Leave me alone, please!” or even don’t disturb me, please!”. 

Implicitly, the interlocutor (American) concerns with the context and not on a linguistic form 

only (utterance level). In other words, both view politeness as a pragmatic rule differently. 

 

Data IV 

Context : A tour guide was with an Australian young lady in small caffee in   the late  

  evening   

Indonesian : It is cold. Would you mind having a cup of tea? (Talking with Australian in  

  the late evening) 

Ns  : Oh, no thanks and uttered some rude words (run away) 



 

 

 

 

Indonesian : (Speechless and surprised) 

This example indicates the pragmatic failure of the Indonesian, Non-native speaker (NNs) 

in offering a cup of tea to the Australian young Lady. Looking at the context, this dialogue 

occurred as they were in small coffee in the late evening. The situation was so quiet and was 

very cold. The Indonesian thinks that it is a good time to have tea because of the cold situation. 

Yet, referring to the context, the lady thinks of it differently. In the lady’s pragmatic context, 

such offering is a request of having sexual intercourse as what she has in her country. 

 

Data V 

Context : Expressing gratitude is something universal and yet it is differently uttered  

  as usually found in Indonesian and Ns context.  

Indonesian : “Before closing my speech, I do apologize if all I said is inconvenient to       

    you” 

Ns  : That’s all I can say "Thank you" or just directly say "Thank you" (English  

  style) 

Indonesian style of expressing gratitude is determined by the concept of Indonesian 

politeness. The expression above is a direct translation of sebelum saya mengakhiri, saya mohon 

maaf jika kata-kata saya tadi tidak berkenan. As such, saying that expression is a politeness 

strategy of the speaker to the audience. Socially and culturally, it is acceptable. Then, to translate 

this expression into English (not to explain translation errors), it is not really accepted due to 

having different social and cultural norms of realizing politeness value [53]–[56]. English native 

speakers never use such Indonesia style as their directness, but Indonesians prefer to utilize 

indirectness as politeness strategy which is reflected in their language production. 

With regard to the examples mentioned, it is not unclear that socio-cultural adjustment 

tends to be at the peak level of achieving communication goal. Undeniably, intercultural and 

pragmatic competences are definitely required which can be reflected in the language usage. In 

a more profound sense, the goal of communication lies deeply on linguistic behaviour (wording) 

and social behaviour [25].  Therefore, it is important to look at what people really say and 

context in which the interaction takes place. Summing up, how is said is actually a part of what 

is said. Socio-cultural of the language users is very crucial to avoid the errors. 

 

Pedagogical implication in ELT 

       It is noteworthy to say that socio-pragmatic errors, as a pedagogical topic, are the thorny 

and problematic issues. Having an impetus to cope with such issues, a teacher who has a vital 

role in English Language Teaching (ELT) should do something to solve or to avoid their 

students from making the errors.  Interesting question might come up, is that “what is the 

pedagogical implication in treating such errors? 

      Although it is a very complex task, as a wise, sensitive and preceptive foreign or and second 

language teacher, deciding to treat the errors both implicitly and explicitly is something crucial 

to do. As such, it is done for the sake of good longevity of classroom atmosphere in terms of 

interpersonal relation and intimacy being built. Regardless the source of the errors, the way how 

the teacher copes with errors is of benefit to attain learning goals. 

      In a profound sense, a study on errors correction has not come yet to the conclusive methods 

or techniques. Yet, studies of [57], [58] shed light on the argument to differ between global and 

local errors. This might lead to certain consideration, in which, the teachers should decide to 

treat the errors. They suggest that it is not necessary for the teachers to correct the local errors. 

In this regard, the errors messages are still tolerable for the interlocutors and might not interrupt 

the flow of communication in meaning negotiation process. Meanwhile, global errors should be 



 

 

 

 

corrected since the messages remain confusion and misunderstanding to the interlocutors.  At 

this point, teacher’s correction should carry the message that errors are not bad. They are good 

indicators that innate language acquisition abilities are alive. Besides, it is an indication that the 

new language’s aspects are developing. 

        Likely, as highlighted by [18], [19], [59], [60], the way how the teacher teaches the target 

language to his/her students is definitely considered to be the most important aspect in teaching-

learning process. Since language is a part of the culture and both are interrelated, the teacher 

should also be able to provide a space in which the target culture is embedded. Putting it 

differently, in English language teaching-learning process, teacher should concern with ways of 

thinking, feeling, acting, customs, norms, and rules of its users. This might be beneficial to 

enhance communicative competence and intercultural understanding in integration, not as 

separate skills or competencies, [39]. In turn, pragmatic competence should be improved, 

particularly, the cultural awareness of English as target language (L2) as well as language 

sensitivity by learning the context. In this case, teachers should be more knowledgeable, 

resourceful and sensitive to make use of teaching materials (textbooks), learning instruction, 

and assessment process in the view of English as target language. 

       By no room of discussion, the importance of cultural context in English language teaching 

is undeniable. Along the line of this statement, the teaching paradigm shifting from teaching 

toward learning, forces a teacher to be aware of target culture's role in the classroom. What is 

taught is definitely and always related to target culture of the target language (English). As said 

by [46], [61], every lesson is about something and that something is cultural. As such, it is 

supported by [44], [62] who have implicitly claimed that there must be a requirement to learn 

the people and the culture if one wants to learn their language. Then, language cannot be learned 

independently without its culture and should go with the diversity, complexity, and the effect of 

context in the teaching-learning process.  

      It is strongly argued that the message of language does not exist in the language itself nor 

on language user’s head but on its community, who has used it. This, implicitly, means that 

teaching and learning English as a target language, as previously mentioned, must include the 

culture. It should not only be limited to a linguistic form or in such lexicographic meaning 

(microlinguistics) but rather on the authencity of its socio- pragmatic meaning 

(macrolinguistics) [22]. By doing so, teaching has clearly defined itself as a problem –defined 

discipline, not a transformed- inciting information. 

     The socio-pragmatic aspects of the target language are considered as being subtle and 

complex. As a teacher, the lessons’ goal is to teach such subtlety and complexity. The students 

will no longer be in the classroom. They should be prepared to be independent learners, language 

manipulators, and negotiators somewhere ahead out there. Summing up, it would be more 

advantageous and beneficial to integrate language and culture through authenticity and socio-

pragmatic language learning instruction. 

4   Conclusion 

Socio-pragmatic errors are the errors that occur as the result of L1 interference and 

insufficient knowledge of context and culture of the target language (L2). To solve these errors, 

knowledge and a good understanding of target language and target culture would be of benefit 

to cope with. This solution can be actualized by being sensitive to deciding the correction to 

learners’ errors. The sensitivity is reflected in the way of what and how to teach along with the 



 

 

 

 

assessment process. Last but not least, teaching target language must be effective in the sense 

of how learning instruction is integrated with its culture.  
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