CHAPTER YV

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The aims of this last chapter are to discuss thelusions which are
based on the findings that have been presentedhapt€r Four. The conclusions
will addressed the three research questions whipve theen formulated in
Chapter One. Lastly, this chapter provides recontatons for further study for
those who are interested in similar issue.

5.1. ~ Conclusions

This study investigates how students perform tls&itls in writing a
literary response text. It is intended to examinglaents’ skills in organizing the
writing and in choosing the linguistic featurestthee appropriate for the text. It
also attempts to capture the teaching and leaamtigities that facilitate students’
skills in writing literary response, and studengsid lecturer’s perception on
writing literary responses. Based on data presentaind analysis as discussed in
Chapter Four, several conclusions from the findexgsdrawn as follows.

Related to the first research question, throughatia@ysis of teaching and
learning activity in the class, it was found thédss activities which facilitate
students’ skills in writing literary responses @&@8KOF (which include reading
activity, explanation of theory of reading, clagscdssion, encouraging students
to use adjective and textual evidence approprigédglaining guiding questions),

modeling text and independent construction. At BK&age, the lecturer has
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effectively invited the students to recognize more the content of literature
learning as the beginning phase of teaching cydiés. lecturer also gave the
students a model for writing their responses. Sse mvited the students to
examine the organization of a model text by decanshg the model text. This is
appropriate with the concept of teaching genretémdture classroom as has been
discussed in Chapter Two. That is the lecturer lshedecute modeling phase
(explaining schematic structure and linguistic de@s$) in inviting students to
write literary responses. In spite of that, theueer did not explain the linguistic
features that should be followed by the studentsis Tmakes the students’
performance, as indicated in findings from docuragon, is less successful in
writing literary responses. Consequently, thesdifigs lead to the hypothesis that
the teaching and learning activities in the claagehnot been optimally used by
the teachers for promoting students’ skills in imgt literary responses. In this
case, the lecturer has not taught the text typdicgtkp in literature classroom.
Hence, it is better for the lecturer to induce &tpteaching of genre in subject
learning like literature, as suggested by the exp@utt et al, 2000; Derewiaka,
2000; Gibbons, 2009), so that students’ performanaceriting literary response
will be enhanced.

Related to the schematic structure and the linigufsature of students’
texts, through the analysis explained in ChapteurfFd was found that the
schematic structure of the students’ texts compaltethe stages of literary
response text which includes introduction, expamstage, and reaffirmation. It

indicates that the students had a good contranipl@ying the schematic structure
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of literary response text. However, as indicatedChmapter 1V, in introduction
stage the students fail to develop context and drackd information about
general themes of the literary work as suggeste@iblpons (2009), Feez & Joyce
(2004), Christie in Coutoure (1986). According ttese experts, introduction
stage should present the summary of narrative wadh as author, setting, or
characters. Meanwhile, dealing with the use ofUistic features, the students
especially mid and low achiever tend to use tenmgorde past tense instead of
present tense and use minimal connectives whiclp@anote the cohesiveness of
the text. These findings reveal that the studergst@a some extents not really
successful in realizing the appropriate linguistiatures of literary response texts.
At this point, it can be concluded that the studeskills in writing literary
responses are not well developed in literaturesotesn of this research setting.
This leads to the assumption that, as recommenbedea the teaching and
learning activity in literature classroom of thdtseg has not yet explicitly and
optimally been used for inviting students to wiiitg following the concept of
genre which unify the teaching of the literature #ime language.

Through the interviews, regarding with the diffiguin writing, the mid
achiever student perceives that finding vocabullbay best suited to the response
is quite difficult. The low achiever student statésit the problem in reading
literary texts makes him difficult to write the pemse. In addition, it is difficult
for him to write the closing part or the reaffirnoat stage. On the other hand, the
high achiever does not find any significant problenwriting literary responses

In this case, it is better for the lecturer to gntensive activities which help them
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find appropriate vocabularies related to the tagfithe field. This can be done by
giving semantic map, wallpapering, or progressivainstorm, word bank,

interviewing expert, excursions, picture dictatioor barrier crossword

(Derewianka, 2000; Gibbons, 2009). In terms ofrtkebwledge of the text types,
the analysis indicates that the students are noiliéa enough with the literary

response genre. They have not known well aboutpthipose of the texts, the
schematic structures and the linguistic featuresheftext. It indicates that the
teaching and learning activity in the class hasyebvimplemented teaching cycle
of writing explicitly and optimally in the class.h&se findings also imply that
students’ ability in writing literary responses, some extent, has not yet well

developed.

5.2.  Recommendations

Based on the conclusions above, the researcherswiangive several
recommendations. Those recommendations are:

First, since the students in this study are nollyreaiccessful in writing
literary responses, it is better for the studeat&ailiarize them selves with the
skills of writing literary responses as suggeste@iperts (Feez and Joyce, 2000;
Gibbons, 2009). They should learn that in ordelbé successful writer, they
should recognize the purpose of literary respoesestits schematic structure and
its linguistic features. Also, they must understéwogv to apply it in their writing
practice.

Second, in order to guide the students to be ssfidesriter, it is better

for the teachers, from now on, to make an optinfl@rtein inviting students to
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write literary responses. To do this, the teactstrsuld familiarize themselves
with the teaching of writing by using genre basegipraach specifically the
teaching of genre in literature classroom. It methas the lecturer, as suggested
by Christie in Couture (1986), Mohan (1986), Butak(2000), Hammond (2001),
Johns (2003), and Gibbons (2009), should be awsakt literature demands a
specific thinking skill and hence require a patacuanguage use. Therefore, it is
better for the lecturer who teaches literaturertcoeirage the students to write in
literary response rather than academic essay viditiore argumentative.

Finally, further research about the language |leaxrnespecially writing, in
diverse subject learning, i.e. science, historyth@matics, should be promoted in
all levels of education so that a rich insight abthe practice of language
learning, particularly in Indonesian EFL contexhdze obtained. The finding of
this kind of research will be very beneficial feathers to modify their teaching

and become their rationale for bridging languagenimg and content learning.
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