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CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 

 

 In this chapter, the writer presents conclusion and recommendation of this 

study. 

 

5.1 Conclusion 

There was a research question proposed in the beginning of the study, 

“How is syntactic knowledge of Senior High School Teachers of English in 

Jakarta?” The sub-questions are (1) How is the grammaticality knowledge of 

senior high school teachers of English? (2) How is the phrase structure rules 

knowledge of senior high school teachers of English? (3) How is the structural 

ambiguity knowledge of senior high school teachers of English? 

Those research questions were finally answered after conducting this 

study. The writer concluded this study as follows: 

1. Senior high school teachers of English in Jakarta had good knowledge 

of syntax. By calculating the overall total correct items divided with 

the total of test items, the average score that they achieved was 77% or 

699 correct items out of 900 total items. It was found that their 

previous syntax study in college helped them with good background 

knowledge of syntax. Their teaching experiences also contributed in 

possessing their syntactic knowledge. 



41 
 

2. Based on the first sub research question, this study found that teachers 

of English grammaticality knowledge were good with 80% or 322 

correct answers out of 400 total items. Most of teachers of English 

could judge the correctness of sentences in terms of grammar. 

3. Based on the second research question, this study found that teachers 

of English phrase structure rules knowledge were good with 83% or 

249 correct answers out of 300 total items. A few teachers of English 

did mistake in answering the rules of preposition phrase and 

distinguishing determiner and noun. But most of teachers of English 

could answer the rules of phrase structure and identify the lexical 

category. 

4. Based on the third research question, this study found that teachers of 

English structural ambiguity knowledge was fair with 64% or 128 

correct answers out of 200 total items. Some of teachers were difficult 

in analyzing the structural ambiguity. It might happen because their 

lack of that. 
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5.2 Recommendation 

 After conducting this study, there are some opinions that the writer wants 

to suggest: 

1. For teachers of English to enrich their knowledge with the correct 

grammar of English. The structural ambiguity is rarely touched and 

discussed in the classroom that is why many teachers are not aware of 

it. The writer also suggests the teachers of English to include this 

material, to be taught and learner deeper. Although, in writing skill, the 

teachers should avoid ambiguity in order not to mislead the students 

but in non- academic writing such as reading a poem, the ambiguity 

may happen or exist. Because of that, the teachers should have 

knowledge to explain the ambiguous phrases or sentences to the 

students. 

2. For students of English Department who will be the teacher, linguistics 

especially syntax should be learned deeper in the class. Considering 

syntax is linked to grammar and the structure or formation of 

sentences, it can help the students to improve writing skill especially. 

3. For English Department to improve the department quality. The 

improvement might be done in subject English Morphology and Syntax. 

The writer recommend the English Department not only teach the theory 

but also the application or implication of linguistic for teaching which was 

needed by the teachers. 
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