CHAPTERV

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION

This chapter presents the conclusion that was derived from the discussion
based on the research questions. The implication recommendations were presented to

bring some suggestions related to the pedagogical practices and further research.

5.1 Conclusion

Generally, in this research the teacher’s language dominated used in the
classroom interaction. The teacher spent 1.708 moves (60 %) and students 1.152
moves (40 %). Based on the analysis, the teacher’s language functioned to scaffold
primary students in English learning was 483 utterances (28 %), and 1.225 utterances
(72 %) as the other functions.

In questions, 94 utterances (20 %) as scaffolding talk, 205 utterances (42 %)
as scaffolding talk in command, and 184 utterances (38 %) as scaffolding talk in
follow-up. Questions which were used by the teacher in the classroom interactions
has several purposes such (1) to ask about the meaning of words, (2) signaling
students to make them be able to answer the questions, and (3) checking students’
understanding. The teacher’s spent 94 turns (20 %) as scaffolding talk in asking
questions to the students. Usually the teacher use questions to scaffold students when
the students asked to say in English but they say in Bahasa Indonesia. So the teacher

scaffolds them to say in English using the questions to ask the next stage. In addition,
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the teacher scaffolds students by giving signal and asking simple question when the
students cannot answer the questions and they don’t understand with the teacher said
or confused how to answer it, so they can understand about the language and can
answer in English. Moreover, the teacher scaffolds students when the students miss
understand about the meaning of word or they didn’t know the meaning of that word,
so the teacher gave some questions related to the real condition until the students
could answer the question by themselves. Even though, usually the answer and
pronunciation was wrong, but the teacher corrected the pronunciation directly and
they finally know the meaning of that word.

Based on the analysis of the transcription, command use by the teacher’s 205
turns (42 %). Command which were used by the teacher in the classroom interactions
has several purposes such (1) to say sentences or words and (2) to guide students how
to start saying during the English learning. Command which were used by the teacher
has to guide students how to start saying in English during the English learning.
Command usually appeared when some students didn’t give any verbal responses
when the teacher asked them to say in English. Moreover, command done by the
teacher to guide the students when they missed the pronunciation or vocabulary. In
addition, command is used to check or train student’s pronunciation, sometimes this
is used to manage the class so that the students are not noisy, and force them to
engage in the learning process indirectly. Moreover, the teacher scaffolds students

when they couldn’t speak in English or get stuck, so the teacher guide them by speak
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in English first to open the conversation to command him to repeat teacher’s
utterances and command him to continue saying.

Feedback was done by the teacher as scaffolding talk in English learning.
Based on the analysis of the transcription, feedback use by the teacher’s 184 turns (38
%). Feedback which was used by the teacher in the classroom interactions has several
purposes such (1) Follow-up students’ answer, and (2) repeating students’ said.
Usually the teacher scaffolds students when the students missed the pronunciation, so
the teachers do follow up for correcting students’ answer. Then the students expected
to be able to answer and say in English. Finally the student could answer the question
individually. Furthermore, the teacher scaffolds students when they cannot response
the question, so the teacher guide them to repeat and continue saying, after the
students said, the teacher follow up the students’ answered and made sure about the
answered by repeating the students’ said and elaborating they answered. Teacher’s
scaffolding is also appeared when the students couldn’t answer the question
completely so the teacher corrected students answer by giving completely sentence.
Besides all of them, the teacher’s scaffolding is used to correct the grammatical
errors, miss pronunciation, wrong vocabulary, etc.

From the discussion, it can be concluded that teacher’s language as an
essential to monitor their teaching, as well as to judge the success of their students in
English learning. Scaffolding deliver with questions that probes to make students able
to continue saying in English, checking understanding, signaling students to the next

stage and so on. Teacher’s language to scaffold primary students during the English
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learning is very important to build and develop their prior knowledge, and create new
information.

From the discussion above, it can be seen that scaffolding that used by the
teacher makes them be able to speak for themselves. However, from the result we can
found that teacher’s didn’t scaffold the students step by step in English learning.
Those utterances for scaffolding through teacher’s language just to make the students
repeat those utterances do not facilitate the students to develop their oral proficiency

in English learning.

5.2 Recommendation
The recommendation for the next English Department students, who will
conduct study using discourse analysis, specifically concerning the teacher-students
interaction in the classroom, is to gain deeper information focusing on teacher’s
language in scaffolding primary students in the terms of the textual or experiential

functions.
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