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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 

5.1. Conclusion 

 Considering the findings and the discussion in the previous chapter, the 

writer described three conclusions. Firstly, students’ interpersonal moves done in 

the oral interaction were dominated by responses to teachers’ questions and 

commands. Meanwhile, the oral interaction lacked of students’ initiation and 

follow-up and that roles were dominated by the teacher. That fact indicates that 

the teacher didn’t get opportunities to the students and students still lack of 

awareness to initiate or to give feedback on others’ participations. Secondly, the 

students’ interpersonal functions done in the classroom oral interaction reflects 

that the students’ main purpose to participate the classroom oral interaction is to 

response to the teacher.  

 The last conclusion, students’ experiential functions reflected by the 

process types were mostly represented by intensive identifying relational clauses. 

It was due to the interaction was a discussion dominated by questions and answer 

activity. Those dominant clauses were only constructed only with identifier and 

lacked of verbal groups. Those identifiers were English expressions used to ask 

for apology and express gratitude. Thus, they can’t be categorized as clause. It 

seemed that students’ participation in EFL classroom oral interaction is still at the 

word level, not clause level. However, verbal clauses as the most demanded 

clauses to occur were absent from students’ utterances. To conclude, the oral 
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interaction occurred in the learning process showed that the goal or the demand 

had not been reached or fulfilled. 

 Furthermore, the contrasts of the students’ language in doing the 

interpersonal functions and the experiential functions were revealed in the 

findings. The findings show that English was the most used language by students. 

Meanwhile Indonesian as their L1 was still preferred to use in the exchange out of 

the context of the discussion. It is an indication that the students did not feel 

comfortable enough to use the target language in the EFL classroom oral 

interaction. In fact, the students are demanded to use those expressions 

purposefully and meaningfully in the real life context of situation, while the 

classroom is the closest and more possible context to use and develop their 

English as a foreign language. 

 

5.2. Recommendation  

 The writer hopes that she can contribute to the people, especially the 

English education area, through the study and its findings. Concerning the 

significance and the findings of the study, the writer recommends that: 

5.2.1. For further research, the method of the study should be critically reviewed 

in order to develop the further research on the students’ participation in EFL 

classroom oral interaction. The writer recommends those who are willing to 

conduct further research on the same field to give more variations in the 

research concerning students’ participation in EFL classroom oral 

interaction, such as by selecting different situation and different level of 
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EFL class. The more various the research on this area, the richer the 

information gained which is helpful for EFL teachers in improving their 

students participation by using the target language. 

5.2.2. The findings and the discussion of this study can be used as reflection of the 

teaching-learning process in EFL class of junior high school. Since this 

study shows some facts concerning a phenomenon in EFL classroom oral 

interaction, the writer recommends that teacher will have the findings of this 

study as a consideration in planning the lesson or teaching strategies in 

improving students’ participation in EFL classroom oral interaction by using 

the target language.  
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