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,but the Chinese structural auxiliary words “de” can not be completely translated
into “dengan” and the Indonesian function word “dengan” can not be
completely translated into “de”.
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INTRODUCTION

Chinese language uses many structural particles (Bi7]). For foreign students, this is a major difficulty
in grammar. Because particles have only grammatical meaning, they cannot form sentences alone. If
used incorrectly, they alter the meaning of a sentence. The particles “1” and “453” are common, but
Indonesian students often find them hard to master.

While learning Chinese, the writer noticed that “}” and “f§” are related to the Indonesian word
“dengan.” Previous research by Zhang Qiongyu (1998) argued that “dengan” matches with
conjunctions like “5, f, [, #},” and with forms like “L-++-” and “Fi----.” Weiyi (2016) supported

this, saying “dengan” is similar to “H, LA, 5, BR,” except for “F1” and “[7].”

Based on earlier research, the writer became highly interested in this topic. The writer believes auxiliary
particles “f#], #, 15” should be clearly distinguished to avoid errors, not mixed. Although previous
research covers structural particles, this study focuses only on “i” and “45”. The writer agrees with
Zhang Qiongyu that the Indonesian "dengan" relates to Chinese conjunctions “ 5, 1, [d], 8, PA, ",
but also believes “dengan” can be equivalent to Chinese “}” Thus, a comparative method is used to
examine the relationship between the Chinese particles “Hi” and “#3” and the Indonesian word
“dengan”, deepening existing research.research. The results are expected to help Indonesian learners

better understand and master these two structural particles.

This study primarily focuses on a comparative analysis across three main aspects: syntactic, semantic,
and pragmatic functions. First, it analyzes the similarities and differences between the Chinese

7%=kl

structural particles “}t” and “f5” and the Indonesian word “dengan” dialectically. Then, it examines
the conditions under which the Chinese structural particles “}i” and “f$” can correspond to the
Indonesian word “dengan”, as well as the conditions in which such correspondence does not apply or

is inappropriate.

This research analyzes the similarities and differences between “#3”, “Hi” and “dengan” from
semantic, syntactic, and pragmatic perspectives. It also identifies which sentence patterns correspond
and how closely they match. The study is limited to modern Chinese’s structural particles “}h” and
11%/.=%2) [1%;=%2)

f4”. The focus is on the equivalence relations between “#” / “43” in Chinese and “dengan” in

Indonesian.

METHOD

The data in this study focuses on the Chinese structural particle “de” (}1/#5) and the Indonesian
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function word “dengan”. This research analyzes the data using a comparative approach, emphasizing
semantic, pragmatic, and syntactic aspects. The method used is a descriptive, qualitative approach to

processing the data. The data collection technique is note-taking.

This study was organized into several stages: first, analyzing the similarities and differences between

the Chinese structural particles “f§” and “#}” and the Indonesian word “dengan” across syntactic,

semantic, and pragmatic aspects. Then, identifying the sentence patterns in which the Chinese

[71=k

structural particles “18” / “itf)” correspond to the Indonesian word “dengan”, examining the extent to

which these patterns are equivalent or non-equivalent, and observing the structural and functional

differences of each.

A systematic literature review was conducted from the outset. The writer examined theses, journals,

scientific articles, and other works discussing “ith”, “#§”, and “dengan”. These sources were compiled,

critically reviewed, and synthesized for the theoretical framework and research solutions. Pairwise
comparative analysis revealed confusion points for learners. Based on the results, rules for

correspondence and non-correspondence were developed.

The data sources include academic works and relevant teaching materials. These are books on modern
Chinese grammar, practical Chinese grammar, concise Chinese grammar, Indonesian grammar works,
practical Indonesian grammar, Chinese teaching books, textbooks for foreign learners, and academic
or popular articles on this topic. This combination provides both a theoretical foundation and empirical

comparison for the study.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Similarities Between the Chinese Structural Particles “}i” and “f&” and the Indonesian Word

“dengan.”

In Chinese, “}b” and “43” are function words (5Zi7). “dengan” in Indonesian is also a function
word. None can stand alone or carry lexical meaning, but all have key grammatical roles.
Functionally, “#t” and “73” in Chinese and “dengan” in Indonesian serve similar roles. They connect
elements within a sentence and form clear syntactic relationships. In Chinese, “3” marks adverbial
modifiers, linking the modifier to the head word. “43” marks complements, linking a verb or adjective
with its complement. In Indonesian, “dengan” is a preposition that links an adverbial phrase or

complement to the main verb.

Examples:
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1 s s A 23K

2. WU DUE B AF .

3. Kevin belajar dengan rajin.
g e (D B
“YLCE >, 7

These three examples show that all particles function as connectors between sentence elements. In (1),

/& 2 is an adverbial modifier, #7Z is the verb, and “H:” connects them. In (2), 1R #F is the
11%/.=%L

complement, 2 is the verb, and “#3” is the connector. In (3), rajin is an adverbial modifier, belajar is

the verb, and “dengan” connects them.

Differences Between the Chinese Structural Particles “H#” and “#3” and the Indonesian Word

“dengan.”

“#” and “7§” in Chinese, and “dengan” in Indonesian, differ in their sentence position. “},” the
[1%7.=WR}]

adverbial marker, is generally between subject and predicate. “4%,” the complement marker, follows

the predicate verb. These Chinese positions are relatively fixed.

The Indonesian word “dengan” is mostly used after the predicate, but it can also come before the
subject. It is rarely found between the subject and predicate. This is because adverbials in Indonesian

have more complex positions, and adverbials and complements are often placed after the predicate.

Examples:
L Ui AR
2. FLSCHIASI KT .
3. Mama memasak lauk dengan senang.
wiy e i REE (D E%
UL MR SR .

These examples show different syntactic positions for “#”, “4§”, and “dengan”. In (1), “H” is
between the subject and predicate, which is standard in Chinese. In (2), “53” is used after the verb and
before the complement. In (3), the adverbial prepositional phrase “dengan senang” comes after the

predicate. Thus, functions may be similar, but positions differ.

Correspondences and Non-Correspondences Between the Chinese Structural Particles “#h” and ¢
187 and the Indonesian Word “dengan”
Cases Where “3” Corresponds to “dengan.”

When “#t” is used to express the manner or mode of an action, its structure generally takes the form:
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adjective + Hi + verb.
In Chinese: adjective + 3 + verb + object.

In Indonesian: V + O + dengan + adjective.

Examples:
(1) Indonesian  : dia memelukku dengan antusias.
Word-for-word: fi. #ii#f1 & i FAIE
Sentence translation: i #v{E& HifHH T K.
(2) Indonesian : Kevin menerima kritikan dengan tulus.
Word-for-word : L3 #% #F M
Sentence translation: H i B #EZ T HEVF.

From these examples, it is clear that the Chinese structural particle “#i” corresponds to the
Indonesian word “dengan”. All the example sentences (1) and (2) use adjectives as adverbial
modifiers ({Ri5). In Chinese, only the structural particle “3i” may appear between the predicate head
and the modifier; no other word may be inserted. Conversely, in Indonesian, a preposition such as

“dengan” may be placed before the modifier.

When “#h” is translated as “dengan”, the Indonesian verb that follows typically requires the meN-

prefix. The uppercase N represents a nasal sound that changes depending on the initial phoneme of

the base word: it may become m, n, ny, ng, or disappear entirely.

Examples:

menerima = meN- + terima,

membaca = meN- + baca, etc.

In example (2), it is also seen that in Indonesian, a third-person singular pronoun indicating possession

may be inserted after the verb, for instance: memelukku = memeluk + -ku (personal pronoun).

Cases Where “Hii” Does Not Correspond to the Indonesian Word “dengan.”

There are a few situations in which the Chinese structural particle “Mi” does not correspond to
“dengan” in Indonesian. This occurs when “Hi” expresses the scope or degree of an action or state. Its
structures commonly appear as follows:
* adverb + 1 + adjective
(1) Indonesian  : dia membuat lelucon secara sengaja.
Word-for-word: i Fih 7 R
Sentence translation: fih# = HIHF HrE .
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o numeral + i + verb

(2) Indonesian  : saya membacanya satu per satu kata.
Word-for-word: & & B —MHi—4 F
Sentence translation: F— 4> F— A F IS

o pronoun + H + verb

(3) Indonesian  : kamu seharusnya tidak melakukan seperti ini.
Word-for-word: 1t VA A XA
Sentence translation: VRAN B 1ZIZFE HIAHL o

o noun + Hj + verb

(4) Indonesian  : kamu menganalisis masalah ini secara ilmiah.
Word-for-word: /& SRl [ETF v = W S =
Sentence translation: YR} 43 H7 IX A il 8

o verb + H + verb

(5) Indonesian  : Hari ini hujannya tidak berhenti turun.
Word-for-word: 4>k WE A & F
Sentence translation: 4 KW AMFHL T .

From the examples above, there are cases in which the Chinese structural particle “#” does not

correspond directly to “dengan” in Indonesian.

In sentence (1), “Hb” is translated as “secara (J53)””, which means “manner”. The phrase “secara (
Hh)” functions as an adverbial modifier (IR i%), and “secara” itself acts as a preposition. When “}t” is
translated as “secara”, the verb following it usually receives the meN- prefix in Indonesian, such as in
menganalisis (%3 #7).In sentence (2), the prefix per is used to convey the meaning of “i”. In
Indonesian, “per” is often inserted between repeated numbers to form an adverbial expression of
manner.Sentences (3) and (5) show special conditions where “}” may be omitted without changing
the meaning of the sentence. In sentence (5), the verb must also take the ber- prefix, for example,
berhenti ({5).In sentences (2) and (5), the suffix -nya is added after the noun or verb to mark possession
or a third-person singular possessive pronoun. It should be noted that when “-nya” is added, the verb

preceding it typically must already take the meN- prefix.

Cases Where “453” Corresponds to the Indonesian Word “dengan.”

When “48” is used to describe the result, degree, or state of an action, or to give an evaluation of that
action, Its structure typically takes the form: verb + 7 + complement, where the complement is often
an adjective.

In Chinese: verb + & + adjective (as the complement).
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The equivalent structure in Indonesian is: V + dengan + adjective, where the adjective functions as a

complement.

Examples:
(1) Indonesian  : dia berbicara dengan sangat cepat.
Word-for-word: fih i} B K IR
Sentence translation: i 175 AR
(2) Indonesian  : anak-anak mendengar dengan sangat serius.
Word-for-word: %11/ U B R R
Sentence translation: #% ¥ RN F .
(3) Indonesian  : mama memotong roti dengan sangat tebal.
Word-for-word: 1845 ¥  ®WM B K ¥
Sentence translation: 453 U3HE (9 V)15 K T .
From the examples above, it can be seen that the Chinese structural particle “f%” corresponds to the
Indonesian word “dengan”. In sentences (1)-(3), only the structural particle “f§” may appear
between the predicate core and the complement; no other word can be inserted. In Indonesian,

however, a preposition such as “dengan” may precede the complement. When “#§” is translated as

“dengan”, the Indonesian verb that precedes it generally must take the ber- or meN- prefix, for
example:

berbicara (Vi 1&), bermain (It 1), menggambar (), mendengar (W7), and so on.

The phrase following “dengan” in Indonesian expresses a state or manner. Sentence (3) uses the “3t

” construction. From this sentence, it is evident that Chinese word order differs from Indonesian: In
Indonesian, the verb precedes the passive phrase, whereas in Chinese it follows.Additionally, in

Indonesian, the verb precedes the object, whereas in Chinese it follows the object.

Cases Where “#3” Does Not Correspond to the Indonesian Word “dengan.”
There are not many cases in which “48” has no correspondence with “dengan”, because in several
situations “f8” can instead be translated as “sampai” (“until/to the point that”) in Indonesian.
This occurs when “#8” expresses:
e the result of an action, or

e the degree of intensity of some characteristic of the action.

If the word before “43” is an adjective, the structure generally takes the form:
adjective + 3 + complement, where the complement may be a verb or a noun.
The equivalent structure in Indonesian is:

adjective + sampai + verb, where the verb functions as a complement.
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Examples:

(1) Indonesian : dia senang sampai mengeluarkan air mata.
Word-for-word: ith =% FH b iRE
Sentence translation: fift = %75 ELIm AR TH

(2) Indonesian  : dia lelah sampai untuk bernapas.
Word-for-word: it & % K EX
Sentence translation: i £15 F A ERH.

(3) Indonesian  : aku berdiri sampai tergesa-gesa.
Word-for-word: ¥ % #| =

Sentence translation: & &5 uhAE 3k .

From these examples, it can be concluded that the Chinese structural particle “#3” does not always
correspond to “dengan” in Indonesian.In sentences (1) to (3), “45” is instead translated as “sampai”’,
which indicates a result or degree of the resulting state.In sentence (1), when “4§” is translated as
“sampai,” the verb that follows it in Indonesian typically receives the meN- prefix, for example,
mengeluarkan (). In sentence (2), the verb must take the ber- prefix, as in bernapas (1.'<)). Meanwhile,

in sentence (3), the verb uses the ter- prefix, as in tergesa-gesa (F).

From the available data, it can be concluded that only two semantic functions of the Indonesian word
“dengan” can correspond to “Hhi” or “4%” namely:
e the meaning of manner — corresponds to “31” (Adj + i + V)

e the meaning of result — corresponds to “f8” (V + 13 + Adj)

Meanwhile, the meanings of instrument, companionship, cause, and similarity do not correspond
directly to “Hi” or “43” but instead correspond to other Chinese words such as “FJ”, “ER”, “[K°A”,
or u@».

Table 1. analysis and comparison of particles

Indonesian Chinese Structural particles
dengan + Adj (manner) Adj+ i +V Hh

dengan + Adj (result) V+ 15 + Adj %5

dengan + Adj (tool) H+N Not to /5
dengan + Adj (accompaniment) F/ER + N Not to /5
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CONCLUSION

By comparing the Chinese structural particles “}h” and “f8” with the Indonesian word “dengan”’,
several similarities, differences, and correspondence rules are revealed:

1. Grammatically, both “}” and “f5” belong to function words (F&i7) in Chinese grammar;
likewise, “dengan” is a function word in Indonesian. They belong to the same word category:
none of the three can be used independently, none carries concrete lexical meaning, yet all
play highly important syntactic roles.

2. The functions of “#i” / “#3” and “dengan” are aligned: besides linking elements, they form
phrases that establish specific syntactic relationships.

11%/.=%2)

3. There is no absolute equivalence: “}i” / “15” cannot always be translated as “dengan”, and

[1%:=%2

conversely, “dengan” is not automatically equivalent to “3i” or “f4”.
4. Their positions differ: “Hi” typically appears between the subject and predicate, “15” always
appears after the predicate verb, whereas “dengan” is generally placed after the predicate.

5. “Hi” corresponds to “dengan” when expressing the manner or mode of an action (structure:
adjective + it + verb). A special requirement in Indonesian is that the verb following “dengan”
must take the meN- prefix.

6. “19” corresponds to “dengan” when indicating the result or degree of an action (structure:
verb + 4 + complement). In Indonesian, the verb preceding “dengan” must carry an

appropriate Indonesian prefix, such as ber-, me-, di-, men-, etc.
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