CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND SUGGESTIONS

6.1 Conclusion

1.

To conclude this research, there are some points:
The classroom speech acts during the classroom interaction should be
analyzed according to Sinclair and Coulthard's discourse analysis that
was developed by Nababan. There are some classroom speech acts
found during the interaction in some classes in the English Department,
State University of Gorontalo.
A. The Lecturers’ speech acts.

a. The lecturer performed the acts of start, elicit, directive, inform.

b. Most of the lecturer's acts are directive and elicit, even in the class
discussion in which the presenters are the students, the lecturer
directed. But in such a discussion, the lecturers mostly elicited,
asking some information about the topics being discussed, and
directed the students to comment and question.

c. The lecturers, in responding to the students’ contribution, mostly in
agreeing, or eliciting.

d. The data shows that there is an act that is out of Sinclair and

Coulthard's discourse analysis, i.e. re-elicit. It is found in the class
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Reading for Instructional Design. The lecturer re-elicited the
English for the Indonesian word benua to enable the students to
have the basic vocabulary to find out the main topic of the text
being read.

e. In the very specific context that affected the lecturers
psychological condition, for example when a late student entered
the class, or a student doing an irrelevant activity such as playing
Facebook, the lecturer performed the acts of anger expressive that
is not discussed in Sinclair and Coulthard discourse analysis. This
can only be explained by applying Searle’s lllocutionary Acts. in

terms of Searle’s illocutionary act, it is an expressive act.

B. The Students’ Response to the Lecturers’ Speech Acts

a. The students responded to the lecturers’ speech acts verbally, i.e.
by performing speech acts. They performed the elicitation, and
confirming, classroom speech acts are categorized into two
according to the model of interaction, i.e. the acts performed in-
class discussion in which the interaction was lecturer-students and
students-students.

b. When talking to the lecturer, the students played the role of the
contributors in the sense that they responded to the lecturer's elicit

or directive acts.
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c. When talking to their classmates, the students performed elicit and
assertive acts. This happened in the class activities conducted in
discussion form.

2. In terms of turn-taking, qualitatively, the students and the lecturers had
equal portions as observed by the writer. The lecturers and the students
seemed to be interactive in talking. The lecturers performed some acts
such as directive, informative, elicitation. The lecturers often directed the
students to talk, to ask. However, the quantitative data shows that the
lecturers got more portions in talking. This is because the interaction was
teacher-students interaction, not multi interaction. Therefore, there was
only communication between the lecturers and the students; the lecturers
performed some classroom speech acts and the students responded
verbally. The students had little chance to communicate with each other.
The lecturers, on the other hand, often gave long speeches. As a result,
the lecturers got more portions to talk to. This indicates that the learning
is still conducted in teacher-centered learning.

3. In terms of discourse analysis discussed by Rymes, there are some
conclusions:

a. The individual agency, interactional context, and social context affect
each other. The affection is in the word choice, the classroom speech

acts, and the classroom interaction atmosphere.
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b. The lecturer, as the individual agency, controls the classroom interaction
verbally. The way she performed the speech acts affected the students in
contributing to the classroom activities. The lecturers, as the individual
agency, were affected by the classroom interactional context, and so
were the students. It seemed when a late student entered the room, and
when a student seemed to ignore the classroom activities, the lecturer
performed an illocutionary act that is categorized as expressive: anger;
this is not explained by Sinclair and Coulthard.

4. In terms of the effects of the classroom to the classroom interaction,
the lecturers controlled the interaction through discourse. When s/he
performed an elicitation, for example, and addressed to the whole
class, then there was a dialogue between the lecturers and the
students. in other words, then a lecturer-students interaction
happened; it was found in the classes of Reading for General
Communication and Speaking for General Communication. When a
lecturer addressed the speech acts, for example, elicitation, to a
student then a student-lecturer interaction emerged as found in the
class of English Instructional Design.

5. Regarding the lecturers involving students talking, there are some
methods applied by the lecturers to involve the students to talk. First,
by performing elicitation. In doing the elicitation the lecturer asked

some questions to the students and the students replied to them.
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Second, by directing the students to talk. Third, by uttering the so-
called Designedly Incomplete Utterances to be continued by the
students. All of these strategies were successful.

6. In terms of the students' learning, the classroom discourse affected the
students' learning. From Bloom's taxonomy point of view, lecturers the
speech acts performed by the lecturers reflected the level of the
students' cognitive ability. As discussed in chapter Il, Bloom proposed a
taxonomy of the students' cognitive ability level, i.e.remembering (C1),
understanding (C2), applying (C3), analyzing ((C4), evaluating (C5), and
creating (C6). The data analysis shows that the speech acts in the
classroom interaction are in line with Bloom's taxonomy. The data
analysis of the classroom discourse shows that language use in the

classroom affects the learning process.

6.2 Pedagogical Implications

There are some pedagogical implications of this research. First, that is
of concern with the classroom speech acts. The lecturer/teacher, as the class
activities manager, should create a classroom atmosphere in which the
students can construct their thought and express it freely. In this sense,
Walsh (2002) says that the teacher's role was to facilitate the students in
discussing through discourse. The teacher was the facilitator of the

discussion to scaffold the student-centered learning in which every student is
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free to think and express the idea. In this class, the teacher's role was to build
the students' capability to talk by creating a positive interaction. Positive
interaction here means the atmosphere the situation in which the students are
active to think and to talk. This can be done by doing, first, designing
utterances that can encourage the students to think as proposed by Rhymes
discussed in chapter Il. Therefore, instead of asking technical questions such
as in the class English Instructional Design, the lecturer was to ask a question
that trigger the students to think of the essence of every step in the Lesson
Plan. This would trigger a discussion among the students that leads them to
think critically.

Secondly, teachers/lecturers of language, especially that of English
should build the classroom interaction to increase the students' linguistic
competence and communicative competence. Linguistic competence, as
Chomsky said (1972) is the knowledge of the language system. This
knowledge is practiced in communication in real interaction. In real
communication, the students call the language knowledge stored in their
minds to construct the meaning and express it (Thomas 1995).

Third, to involve the students to talk actively, the teacher/lecturers create
an atmosphere that enables the students to talk. This can be obtained by
creating an interaction in which the students get more chances to talk. This is
obtained well by involving the students in discussion. For this purpose, should

manage the interaction, s/he should facilitate the students' discussion and
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should not play the role as the information source such as answering all the
students’ questions by himself/herself. S/he had to involve the class to
answer a student’s question by directing them to try to find the answer by
uttering, “Anybody can answer this question?” This is more effective than
saying, “Any question?” or “Any comment” after a long lecture. The quantitive
data of the talk portion shows us that in the class of Pengantar Pendidikan
students' portions of talk are bigger than in the other class. It is because this
class is conducted in class discussion.

The paragraph above is to say that like teacher-student interaction, the
student-student interaction is also a very important aspect of the learning
process. This can increase the outcome of language learning as explained by
Walsh (2006) that through interacting with others are learning to understand.
Communicative competence, as can be concluded from Bonvillain (2003) is
the competence of practicing language knowledge properly. Properly here,
according to the researcher's interpretation, means contextual.

Fourth, Still based on the quantity data of the talking portion, the
teacher/lecturer should facilitate the interactional space in the sense that
students must be given adequate chance to participate in the classroom
discourse, to contribute to the classroom conversation, and to receive
feedback on their contribution (Walsh, 2006). To contribute here means to
perform illocutionary acts such as declaring, informing, affirming, asserting,

accepting, rejecting, etc. This is in line with Peng’s research findings (2020)
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that teacher plays important role in building the students’ willingness to
communicate. The teacher should create the discourse to affect the
interaction in which the learners can increase their critical thinking ability and
communicative competence. In the interaction, they can communicate their
ideas.

Fifth, during the classroom interaction, the participants, especially the
teacher/lecturer should avoid the inappropriate expression of anger. This kind
of expression will be a threat to the interaction. In this condition, the students
can barely participate in the activities; they cannot express their ideas freely
since every utterance of them will be responded negatively by the lecturer as
shown by the data found in the class Reading for General Communication.

The last, the teacher/lecturer should optimize the classroom discourse
to produce interaction that is conducive to learning (Walsh, 2006). The
classroom interaction should be learning-oriented. To obtain the optimal
discourse, the teacher/lecturer should optimize the speech act. For instance,
as shown by the data analysis, the lecturer re-elicited the same questions
when the students did not answer well. The lecturer performed the same
illocutionary act in different locutions.

The lecturers should perform the speech acts that trigger the students'
cognitive ability. The speech acts should be able to facilitate the students to
develop their theoretical and practical knowledge. Furthermore, they must be

able to provide the students' critical thinking ability. In other words, in terms of
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Krashen’s input hypothesis, the lecturers' speech acts must be the input to

train the students to have critical thinking ability.

6.3 Suggestions

1. As found in this research that from a discourse and classroom
interaction point of view, the learning activities were still in teacher-
oriented learning. The lecturers still dominated the class. It is
suggested that the students are given more opportunities to
express themselves by giving them more opportunities to talk.

2. The lecturer should conduct a positive interaction through
classroom discourse. This can be done by producing positive
locution when performing a classroom speech act. The lecturer's
locutions when expressing anger, i.e. the choice of the word,
linguistic form, caused the communication gap between the
lecturer and the students. The writer suggests that it is better to
perform that directive act, i.e. warning that the students would not
do the same mistake, or the lecturer elicits the students the reason
for coming late. It will increase the students' communicative

competence.
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3.

It is suggested that the lecturers of the English Department
conduct the classroom discourse to build the classroom interaction
that can affect the process of learning

It is suggested that the lecturers perform the speech acts to enable
the students to think critically. The data analysis showed that the
lecturers performed the speech acts that triggered the student to
apply conceptual knowledge (C3) and analyze a phenomenon (C4)
in Bloom's taxonomy. This can be done by asking starting from the
remembering ability (C1) and understanding ability (2). Then the
lecturer may continue to C3 and C4). The C1 and C2 are the steps
of preparing the students to the higher ability.

Hopefully, this research will provoke the other researchers to do
some further research on the classroom discourse to have a more
complete picture of how discourse in the classroom interaction

plays role in the learning process.
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