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Abstract

This study is generally at identifying the errors in the use of inflectimoapheme that was committed by the students
and the factors causes of those inflectional morpheme errors. Spegificallims of this study focused on identifying
the dominant type of errors on the use of inflectional morphemederssl writing and investigating the possible factors
that were caused the errors. The data of this study were obtainedadymbd based on descriptive qualitative research by
asking the students to make an essay for an hour. The use d@é¢hmentation method used to collect the data as the
result of students' writing. The data of this study was qualitatively anabasetl on the surface strategy taxonomy theory
proposed by Dulay et al (1982): the addition error, omission errorpmmiafion, and misordering. In addition, other
theories about the factors that were caused errors for the interlingualt@tidgnal proposed by Richard and Schmidt
(2002) The analysis of this study was presented in formal and infornthbdse Each problem in this study was
descriptively presented for an easier understanding. The finding revbatethe students tended to commit omission
errors and addition errors in the use of inflectional morphemehdtuarbre, it was found that these inflectional morpheme
errors were caused by the intralingual factors. Moreover, based on ¢heftipralingual factor, the students were found
to commit the errors caused by overgeneralization and ignoranglesfestrictions.
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1. Introduction

Writing skill becomes very important for students besides the othes $léltause the success of the
language learning process depends on the greater part of their abilityitéo According to Heaton
(1989:138), the writing skill is complex and among the four ski#ading, listening, speaking, and writing),
writing can be classified as the most difficult one. Sometimes, it is also Hifficteach the skill since it
requires mastering not only grammatical and rhetorical devices such as tioé @octntent, format, sentence
structure, vocabulary, punctuation spelling, and so on but alsoiteeptual and judgment elements.

Belkhir & Benyelles (2017) state that many EFL (English as a Foreign Lgepl@arners encounter
writing difficulties and the major one is linked to English gramnBased on those statements, it can be
concluded that writing is one of the most difficult skills to be masterdedarning the target language. The
learners often make mistakes and even errors in learning English, especallyhei try to make sentences
in writing. The language error cannot be self-corrected until furevant input is provided and converted
into intake by the learner implicitly or explicitly. In other words, theerequires further relevant input to
take place before it can be self-corrected. Meanwhile, the mistake can beoowmlgted by the students
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themselves if the deviance is pointed out to them (James, 2013). roh@aurs when the learners do not
really know and understand the grammatical rules of the secogdage that they have learned and
grammatical rules can be influenced by the first language which has a diffenehform from the second
language.

The differences are in the terms of grammar, morphology, or equivaéneeaning in both languages. In
addition, the learners' errors which can be analyzed, classified and obsemisdover something of the
system operating within the learner, leading to a surge of study oéteaenror is called error analysis (EA).
The analysis is needed as a tool to determine how the language learned tothe/keéarners learned the rules
of the target language, and also the profit that can be taken by teachbesresults of the error analysis
itself.

One of the most famous methods to analyze the students' ercatleds Surface Strategy Taxonomy. It is
concerned with how errors come on a surface structure; necessariegemess may omit or add unnecessary
ones; they may misform items or misorder them. In other sydsdirface Strategy Taxonomy consists of
errors in the form of omission, addition, misinformation, aridondlering. The types of errors according to
this method will be used to classify the errors found in the stsideriting.

The rules of English morphological inflection are sometimes easy enougefstudents to understand.
But some students still make errors because they do not pay atteniti@nd they do their tasks carelessly.
Based on the observations that have been done at the Bali State Polytechsmscfatimd that many students
still make some errors in writing English essay. One of the exampldgysdid not add -s for plural
inflection. In addition, there are some grammatical rules that are difficult todsratood by the students and
they are still confused when they learn about them. For exampleatheypnfused about identifying the use
of third person singular inflection. When should they usées and when they should not. From those
explanations, it can be inferred that many students have problems wheleahe\English morphological
inflection. Based on that reason, this study was conducted in order to ahalytadents' errors especially in
using inflectional morpheme by finding out the types of each inflectionapmeme error and the causes of
inflectional morpheme errors made by the students in writing.

2. Theoretical Framework
2.1 Writing

Writing plays a very important role in language learning. It takes a longtdimester this skill since the
learners need to do a lot of practice to develop this skill. Patel and Ja8 (Z5) state that writing is a kind
of linguistic behavior; a picture is not. It presents the sounds of laaghegugh visual symbols. Writing also
refers to language skill that involves language production. Theréfdseknown as one of the productive
skills. While reading and listening are receptive skills, both writing spebking are productive skKills.
Writing is like a tool that produces something such as an article, eagy etc. Brown (2004: 218) says that
writing is the main convention for reinforcing grammatical and for nding speech and lexical features of
the language.

According to Graham and Perin (2007: 9), writing is a skill thatvs on the use of strategies such as
planning, evaluating, and revising the text to accomplish a varietya&t guch as, writing a report or
expressing an opinion with the support of evidence and writirey iseans of extending and deepening
student’s knowledge, it acts as a tool for learning the subject matter. Pilar and Lach (2011:43) also add
learning to write for the process approach involves going throughtaigess of the composing process:
planning and outlining the writing, generating idea, writing severaftgjrre-reading the text, revising,
restructuring, editing, and being able to call on any of these cognitivpreabsses whenever they are
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acquired. In other words, writing is a complex process that converdswnto written form. The writer
should arrange his/her idea into words, clauses, phrasesemtetices in order that his writing can be read
and the content can be understood.

2.2 Morphological Inflection

Morphology is both the oldest and the youngest sub-disciplinesaoingar (Haspelmath, 2010: 01). It
becomes the oldest because as everyone knows, the first linguistsriwendypmorphologists. On the other
hand, the terms phonology (for sound structure) and syraaséhtence structure) had existed for centuries
when the term morphology was introduced. Thus, in this semsphology is a young discipline. While
Lehmann (in Srijono, 2001:49) defines morphology as the stfidgyoophemes, their variation, and their
combination in words. A morpheme can be defined as the smallest wotddg that has meaning or serves a
grammatical function in a language. Some morphemes are able to stdr&rawn as words, while other
morphemes are only allowed to combine themselves with some otliphemes but they cannot stand by
themselves as independent words. Those morphemes that are allowed todtseid @wvn in sentences as
words are called free morphemes. On the other side, the morphemshailat combine themselves with
other morphemes are called bound morphemes.

Bound morphemes have two categories. They are derivational morpl@chésflectional morphemes.
Derivational morphemes are used to make new words in the languagesanften used to make words of a
different grammatical category from the root. Whereas inflectional momgheame not used to produce new
words in the English language, but rather to indicate aspecteeofjrammatical function of a word.
Inflectional morphemes are used to show if a word is plural gukin if it is a past tense or not, etc.

Inflection is the morphological marking of properties on a lexemdtiggun a number of forms for that
lexeme, a set of grammatical words (Booij, 2007: 99). In otherdsyoan inflectional morpheme is a
morpheme that does not change the words' category and does not arelgeenges, but rather changes the
form of lexemes so that they fit into different grammatical contextsieanings. Grammatical contexts can
include information about numbers (singular and plural), a persom, @&sond, third), tenses (past and
present), etc.

2.3 Error Analysis

Error Analysis (EA) deals with the learners' performances insterfithe cognitive process they make use
of in recognizing or coding the input they receive from the target &gegurherefore, the main focus of EA
is on the evidence that learners' errors provide an understandinguoitiéndying process of second language
acquisition (Erdogan, 2005). From that statement, Error Analysis §g@Ws that the learner errors were not
only from the native language but also from their reflection in some Igashiategies. Richards & Schmidt
(2002) also argue that Error Analysis (EA) is a technique for idemgify¢lassifying, and interpreting the
unacceptable forms of a language systematically. It occurs in the praddataof someone's learning either
a second or a foreign language. Error analysis has a big role mnggacforeign language it is using by the
teacher to discover the error made by the students during the learnteggro

Moreover, Ellis (1997) discussed that there are stages in doing thamatgsis. They are identifying the
error, describing the error, and explaining the error. Those pointbeviixplained briefly in the definition
below:
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a. Identification of errors.

The first step in analyzing the error is to identify them. To identify ther gthe researcher has to take note
of the sentences that contain the error and mark them as the emisronghrases. In the identification stage,
the researcher needs the correct comparison due to ease the procesginfjanaly
b. Description of errors.

The second step in analyzing the error is describing the error. #ikeoérrors that have been identified
should be described by using two ways. The first one is clagsifyin errors based on grammatical
categories, for example: identifying errors related to inflectional morpherhessecond way is describing
errors based on the surface structure taxonomy, such as omissitinpadudsinformation, and misordering.

(o} Explanation of errors.

The final step in analyzing the error is explaining each type of easedoon the classification. After
identifying and describing the error, the researcher should make someagigpisbased on the classification
of error that has been made by students. The explanation can be mad®imtbf a brief description.

Many linguists who learned about error analysis have a standard ishiéten called taxonomy. It is a
useful method to classify the types of errors that often occtindnsecond language learner's speech and
writing. In this context, a linguist called Dulay et al (1982) formulateda8e Taxonomy Strategy in terms of
classification of error in the sentence. The classification of error can bediefirfollows:

A. Omission

Omission errors are characterized by the absence of an item that et epa well-formed utterance.
Learners often make an incomplete sentence by omitting any morphéoneexample:

There are ten books on the table

The learner makes errors bynitting “s” in the plural form of a phrase or sentence. The errors can be
influenced by their native language rules or another reason. Indsidon the sentence above is translated as:
There are ten books on the table. It does not ruin the meaning wheraitskated into Indonesian because
there is no “s” as a sign of plural form in the Indonesian rule of language.

B. Addition

When the omission describes the absence of something important irceesttenture, the opposite of it is
called addition errors. It can be characterized by the presence of an item thadtnaypear in a well-formed
utterance. Learners are not only often omitting some morpheme thid sippear in a well-formed utterance,
but they are also often adding unnecessary items in their word. Ithérewords, addition is the presence of
items that much not appear in a well-formed utterance. It can happend#uoapare not careful in writing or
the other reason.

C. Misinformation

Misinformation errors are characterized by the use of the wrong fortheofmorpheme or structure.
Misinformation usually comes in the form of regularizations, archi-foransl alternating forms. Learners
commonly misinform the sentence because of their habit to forranterse according to their nagiv
language. Sometimes they also use wrong morphemes and alsoingoortant morphemes which can cause
ambiguity.

D. Misordering

Misordering errors are characterized by the incorrect placement of a merpheroup of morphemes in
an utterance. Misordering can occur in native and foreign language tgdrearners sometimes ignore the
correct structure of each sentence used in the target language.

During the process of learning the target language, errors cannot idecaby the learners. In another
opinion, the target language errors made by learners are important forrtienstanding of the process of
target language acquisition. According to Richards and Schmidt (200R:tB85major causes of errors in
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learning the target language are classified into two namely interlingual andigtralingual errors. Both of
the categories will be explained as follows:

1. Interlingual errors

Interlingual errors are caused by the interference of the learnersé matibackground language. It
happened because the features of the two languages are different. To idemtihgual errors, the learners
translate the phrase or sentence of the target language into the learnersjiiesidan see any similarities.

For examples:

a. Balloon pink (It should be pink balloon)

b.  Song new (It should be new song)

Based on the examples above, the learner translates noun phrase of Etaglishrinphrase of Bahasa. In
English, it should be modifier before the head. As the opposite, in Bahadifiemcomes after the head.

2. Intralingual errors

Intralingual errors are those that reflect the learners' competence at a particulardifigstiate some of
the general characteristics of language acquisition. Richards states thatréhéer causes of intralingua
errors. They are overgeneralization, ignorance of rules restriction, he@napplication of rules, and false
concept hypothesized. Overgeneralization covers the instance where the learnea aewitast structure on
the basis of his/her experience of other structures in the target langusgimcluding the creation of the
deviant structure in place of two target language structures.

3. Methods

This study belongs to qualitative research by using a descriptive qualitatieaelpphat is designed to
determine the nature of a situation and obtain the information about #m®rpblna in a current study
objectively. The qualitative research approach is usually associated withcibé constructivist paradigm
which emphasizes the socially constructed nature of reality. This dirgbproach refers to recording,
analyzing, and attempting the data to discover the deeper and significantgneased on the real situation.
The data of this study will be taken from the students' writingsimguinflectional morpheme.

The aim of qualitative research is not verification of a predetermined idedyebdistovery that leads to
new insights. In other words, qualitative research only focusesatural settings. In addition, Arikunto
(2007: 234) says that descriptive research had no hypothesis, but esdsibdd some variables and
conditions naturally. Based on the explanation above, it can be concluded that current study, this
approach aims to describe the errors especially in the use of inflectionalemerphade by the second-
semester students at Bali State Polytechnic in writing. It is usedt tke common errors made by students
especially in using inflection morpheme in their writing and to disctive source of error.

4. Result and Discussion
4.1The Errors in the use of Inflectional Morpheme

The data were classified into four types of errors, such as; additionsi@misnisordering, and
misformation. Meanwhile, the errors in the use of inflectional mar@sewere not found for the types of

misformation and misordering in their writing. Specifically, the follogvitable was then presented about
students' inflectional errors in numbers.
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Table 4.1 Description Types of Students’ Errors in Using Inflectional Morphemes.

Students’ Types of Inflectional Errors

Code Addition Omission Misordering Misformation
1.2A 1 3 - -

2.2A
3.2A
4.2A
5.2A
6.2A
7.2A
8.2A
9.2A
10.2A
1.2B
2.2B
3.2B
4.2B
5.2B
6.2B
7.2B
8.2B
9.2B
10.2B

20

Total
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Table 4.1 above was presented about the total nhumber of students'iertbes use of inflectional
morphemes. Moreover, the most inflectional errors for both additiommigsion were made by one student
with the code 9.2B. In addition, there were also five students whe fieacer errors with the codes were
8.2A, 9.2A, 10.2A, 7.2B, and 10.2B. Based on the data alitos@n be seen that there were only two out of
four types of inflectional errors made by students. Those typestherddition and the omission. Hence, the
clear description of the students' total numbers of errors was then repdeisetiie following table.

Table 4.2 The Number of Students who Made Errors in Percentage

Number of Errors Total students % Cumulative
2 errors 5 students 25% 25%
3 errors 3 students 15% 40%
4 errors 5 students 25% 65%
5 errors 5 students 25% 90%
8 errors 1 student 5% 95%
9 errors 1 student 5% 100%

The classification data based on the percentage above was revealed that there fiamoBainerrors
were made by 1 (5%) out of 20 students. In the same vein, there wamatker 1 (5%) out of 20 students
who made 8 inflectional errors for both addition and omission. Moredlvere were 5 inflectional errors
made by 5 (25%) out of 20 students. The next was 4 errors lnyasl€25%) out of 20 students and 3 errors
were made by 3 (15%) out of 20 students. Finally, there were 5 (28%]j 20 students who made 2 errors in
the use of inflectional morpheme in their English writing.
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After presenting the number of students who made the errors basesldesthiption above, the following
table was presented in order to describe the errors in percentage based oretheir typ

Table 4.3 Total Errors Based on Its Types in Percentage

No Types of Error Total Occurrences Percentage
1 Addition 29 35.8%
2 Omission 52 64.2%
3 Misordering - -
4 Misformation - -
Total Errors 81 100%

The data presented in the table above was revealed that the students tendedatiiti@keand omission
errors in the use of inflectional morphemes. In line with that, thelatbn data based on the students'
numbers of errors shows that the number of addition errors nyastedents in their writing was 29 (35.8%)
out of 81 total errors. In addition, there were 52 (64.2%) out afrBiksion errors made by the students in
their writing. Therefore, the dominant errors which were committedualests were the omission errors.

4.2 The Factors Causing the Errors

The table below presented the intralingual factors causing errors madediydbnts based on its type.

Table 4.4 The Over Generalization Factors that Caused Errors

Over Generalization Inflectional Errors > %
-sles Simple _Future 7 35
Possessive Form 8 40

-d/-ed Passive Voice 5 25
> 20 100

Table 4.4 above about the overgeneralization factors that caused errorbymhadestudents had shown
that there were 20 errors. In this case, the students tended tgemezalize the suffixs/-es for the simple
future and the possessive form aspects. Meanwhile, as presented in thaahb®vthat there were 8 (40%)
out of 20 errors caused by the over-generalizing the use of fiite ssi-es to form the simple future tense,
and there 7 (35%) out of 20 errors caused by the factor of oveadjeaton.

In addition, there were 5 (25%) out of 20 errors in the use of fifi® sul/-ed to form the passive voice
based on the overgeneralization factor that is causing students' erroesvbtothe following table presented
about the ignorance of rules restriction factor as another type of intralingual eghisbd students' errors in
their writing.

Table 4.5 The Ignorance of Rules Restriction Factors that Caused Errors

Ignorance of rules

o Inflectional Errors )y %
Restriction

-ing Simple Future 5 8.2

Simple Present 12 20

-sl-es Simple Present 7 11
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Plural Noun 35 57
-d/-ed Passive Voice 2 3.3
z 61 100

As presented in the table above, the errors were also made because of dtildeatsd observe the
grammatical rules of English in writing especially in the use dh@#-ing, -s/-es, d/-ed to form the simple
future, simple present, plural noun and the passive voice. The doreimarst based on this type was the use
of the suffix—stes to form the plural noun aspect and there were 35 (57%) out ofc84 erade. The next
was the use of suffixing that there were 12 (20 %) out of 61 errors to form the simmelgept aspect. The
next is that there were 7 (11%) out of 61 errors made by omittingitfie ss/-esto form the simple present
tense. Meanwhile, the suffixing was also added after the subject informing the simple future widshb
(8.2%) out of 61 errors found. The last, there were only 2 (3@%pf 61 errors were found by directly
attaching sufft —ed after the subject.

Moreover, the following table has presented the factor which caused the errerbyrsddents.

Table. 4.10 The Number of Factors Caused Errors

Factors Suffix Morphological Errors ) %
Over -sles Simple Future 7 8.24
Generalization Posse_sswe I_:orm 8 9.41
-d/-ed Passive Voice 5 5.88
Intralingual -ing S_imple Future 5 5.88
Ignorance of rules S!mple Present 12 14.1
Restriction -sles Simple Present 7 8.24
Plural Noun 35 41.2
-d/-ed Passive Voice 2 2.35
Interlingual -sl-es _PIuraI Noun 4 57.1
Simple Present 3 42.9
Total 88 100

The data in the table above had presented the number of errors causeatlimgual and intralingual
factors. In line with that, based on its factors that the errors mestly caused by the intralingual factors
which were 88 (92%), and there were only 7 (8%). In this case, thénigted factor found that hat the
students omit the suffixs to indicate the plural in the form of adverb of time and omit tHexstd/-es which
is supposed to be attached to the verb 1 indicated the simple present tensw aftegular noun. Those
errors had also categorized as the type of intralingual factors. Theredeeg, bn the students writing in the
use of inflectional morpheme, the errors were caused by the intralingual. er

5. Conclusion

Based on the result and the discussion of the research conducting, it cawbeaime conclusions, they
are;

1. The types of students’ error in using inflectional morpheme made by second-semester students of
Hospitality and Travel Study Program at Bali State Polytechnic in academiofy2@20/2021 based on
surface strategy taxonomy were the addition and omission, fouhdiirseéntence.

2. The total number of errors committed by students was 81 items. Té¢enfaage of the students' errors in
using inflectional morpheme-based on surface strategy taxonomydloags: the numbers of addition
were 29 (35.8%) out of 81 total errors and omission errors B2(64.2%) out of 81 total errors. Based
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on the percentage of student error above, it can be concluded that thamtaype of error in Bali State
Polytechnic student's writing was the omission error which had thegtigercentage of error.

3. The factors that caused inflectional morpheme errors in students' gwsitere intralingual and
interlingual. Based on the type of intralingual factor, the studentsfougnel to commit the errors caused
by overgeneralization and ignorance of rules restrictions. In line withtbiegagrrors were mostly caused
by the intralingual factors which were 81 (92%), and there were only 7 €88b)s caused by the
interlingual. The interlingual factor found that hat the students omisuffex —s to indicate the plural
noun and omit the suffixsies which is supposed to be attached to the verb 1 indicated the simple
present tense after the singular noun. Those errors had also beenizzsdeg® the type of intralingual
factors. Therefore, based on the students writing in the use of inflactisorpheme, the errors were
caused by the intralingual factor.
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