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ABSTRACT 

 

     ANALYZING ILLOCUTIONARY ACTS OF TEACHER AND STUDENTS 

IN ENGLISH CLASSROOM INTERACTION AT TUNAS MEKAR 

INDONESIA ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 

By 

Vrenti Siska 

 

 

The objectives of the research are: 1) to  find out whether there is any congruency 

or incongruency between linguistic form and pragmatic realization both of  

teacher‘s and students‘ illocutionary acts in English classroom interaction 2) to 

delineate cooperative principle implied  in the illocutionary acts of teacher and 

students 3) to delineate politeness implied in the illocutionary  acts of teacher and 

students.  The research subjects were one  English native teacher and 24 students 

of fourth  grade of Tunas Mekar Indonesia Elementary School which implements 

bilingual program. Teacher‘s and students‘ interaction were transcribed and coded 

based on theories of illocutionary acts. The results show  that the participants 

produced various types of illocutionary acts through various sentence forms to 

deliver their intention in  interaction. The sentence forms namely declarative, 

interrogative, imperative, and exclamative were produced by the teacher and 

students to perform various language functions. Those  illocutionary functions 

cannot only be interpreted by their literal meaning and forms. The findings 

delineate that  24.33%  of teacher‘s illocutionary acts and 6.62% of students‘ 

illocutionary acts  which are incongruent between their linguistic forms and 

pragmatic realizations.  Declarative form which functions to request, remind, 

suggest, offer, and  warn indicate directive function  which is commonly 

represented in form of interrogative or imperative. It means that  when utterances 

are delivered contextually, various language functions can be produced by the 

participants. Furthermore, the precise illocutionary acts performed by participants 

are the result of an interaction between contextual factors, such as social situation, 

the current state of an interaction and background  knowledge of speaker and 

hearer. It is suggested that English teachers equip their students not only with 

grammatical competence but also pragmatic competence since early stage in the 

primary level. It can guide them to  appropriately and politely use the language  in 

communication. Politeness  can also be inserted in learning activities implicitly or 

explicitly depends on the need and condition.  
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 

The first chapter describes background of the problem, formulation of the 

problems and research questions, research objectives, research uses, the scope of 

the research and definition of key terms. 

 

1.1 Background of the Problem 

The introduction of English to primary school students in Indonesia began 

formally in 1994 and it becomes local content or obligatory subject  for 

elementary schools. Teaching English at the primary level was first officially 

introduced in 1994 (Decree by Ministry of Education No. 060/U 1993 and 1994 

Curriculum).  Hawanti (2011:62) quotes that the purposes of elementary English 

teaching according to the ministry of education are: 1) to enhance students‘ basic 

abilities of English communication skills in school contexts, 2) to motivate 

students‘ interest in English language learning, and 3) to broaden students‘ 

perspective toward the importance of learning English to improve their 

competitive power in global society. The important of English learning can be 

seen from the purposes described previously. The students need to be provided 

with basic abilities of English communication contextually. Therefore, it will also 

be beneficial for social interaction in their future life due to globalization era.  
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In fact, there are several obstacles faced by many elementary schools in Indonesia 

to provide English to the students sufficiently. Firstly, school lacks of human 

resources who can teach English for young learners appropriately, secondly, the 

institution does not provide sufficient  facilities which support English learning . 

As a result, the purposes of teaching English in many elementary schools cannot 

be reached. Although by the issue of 2013 curriculum English is no longer taught 

as a compulsory subject at elementary school, several private elementary schools 

keep providing their students with English appropriately.  

 

Since language is a means of communication, English teacher should attempt the 

learning process  which enhance the students to take a part actively using English 

for communication.  Whether learning process created by many English teachers 

in elementary schools encourage students to communicate using English or not is 

still questionable. Teaching English at formal schools is commonly focused on 

grammar mastery or reading comprehension. It can be  seen from the fact that was 

found from English teachers‘ information  that there are only few students who 

can communicate in English actively and appropriately in each class. It might be 

caused that the teacher less promote the students‘ communicative competence in 

any levels whether in primary or secondary school.  

 

However, nowadays, there is a growing tendency among Indonesian people to 

introduce English to children starting from the early age, through either formal or 

informal education. This can be seen from the increasing of bilingual schools 

where English is used as the language of instruction. In cities, many parents 
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concern with their children education. Their awareness to provide their children to 

master English for their future life make them send their children to schools which 

serve  maximum exposure to English. 

 

Bilingual schools provide English to their students since in the first grade of 

elementary level. Several bilingual schools really consider the important aspects 

of teaching English for young learners. One of them is Tunas Mekar Indonesia 

(TMI) school.  Even, TMI  invites native speaker to teach English to their 

students. It is aimed to serve the students to naturally acquire the language. The 

native teacher who teaches in TMI is a New Zealander who has pedagogy 

educational background. He had experienced teaching primary schools in several 

countries, such as New Zealand and Taiwan before he decided to live and teach in 

Indonesia . He has been a teacher in TMI school for 6 years. TMI environment  is 

set to expose the students with English as much as possible during their activities 

in school. English is not only used as an official instruction language in the 

classroom but also the school communities are engaged to use English among 

them.  This school concerns how teachers of English for young learners need to 

have good understanding of how students think and operate a language. This will 

serve as the foundation  of teaching English for the students‘ later stages. 

 

Moreover, interacting with English native teacher and school members using 

English is expected to make students familiar with English and foster their 

communicative competence. Another consideration for inviting English native 

teacher is to provide  students with sufficient input. The students who lack of 
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comprehensible input needs to be supplied with sufficient exposures of English 

from their teacher.  Teacher‘s utterances have intended purposes to be delivered to 

the students, or it is called illocutionary acts. By responding teacher‘s utterances, 

the students can also learn the language function indirectly as the aim of 

pragmatic competence. It is important for the students to communicate using 

English tactfully based on the context since in the primary level by the guidance 

of their teacher.  

 

Meanwhile, Hymes‘s theory of communicative competence cited in Richard & 

Rodgers (1986:70) was defined as what a speaker needs to know in order to be 

communicatively competent in speech community is to acquire both knowledge 

and ability for language use. It means that communicative competence does not 

only consist of grammatical competence but also the ability to use grammatical 

competence in a variety of communicative situations. In the interaction, the 

interlocutors or participants try to achieve communication goals between them. It 

needs mutual understanding that can be solved through gaining pragmatic 

competence. Since pragmatics is the study of how language is used contextually, 

it is clear that the role of pragmatic in English teaching is very important, 

especially in the classroom interaction. Thus, the intended meaning or purposes 

beyond utterances which delivered can be understood by the participants. 

Utterances which are produced in our daily conversation also categorized as a 

speech act, it can be analyzed referring to the context to find out intended 

purposes beyond  its literal meaning. 
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The Speech is unit analysis in pragmatics which does not only convey the 

linguistic rules but also how people share to create the acts. It leads language 

learners to use the language tactfully. Speech act in interaction has been discussed 

by many researchers over the years. Austin (1962:12), states that in which to say 

something; or in which by saying something, a speaker is doing something. In 

short,   a speech act is categorized when the people use a language with a purpose.  

It is not only to speak or express a thought and also talking to achieve certain 

goals, that is words and deeds matter. 

 

Furthermore, Austin (1962:114) defines illocutionary act is an utterance which has 

a certain (conventional) force or it is an act of performing some actions in saying 

something. By uttering an utterance, the speaker may be performing the act of 

informing, claiming, guessing, reminding, warning, threatening, or requesting.  

The language functions described previously can be analyzed from their sentence 

constructions. Sentence forms such as declarative, interrogative, imperative and 

exclamative contain intended purpose, but sometimes, one sentence form can be 

used to perform more than one acts. For example, interrogative form which is 

usually used to elicit information, can be used also to request or offer  something. 

Utterances are associated with illocutionary acts in which they are intended to 

perform acts implicitly. Meanwhile, understanding speaker‘s utterances or 

illocutionary act or indirect speech behavior is the aim of the theory. Thus, from 

the utterances delivered by the teacher or students which consist of illocutionary 

acts, they can be studied to find out the implicit meaning which containing 
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actions. Knowing various language functions will make the interaction run 

smoothly and hinder a misunderstanding between speaker and hearer. 

 

Several studies dealing with pragmatic competence and speech acts in the 

classroom interaction have been done previously.  Firstly, Brock and Nagasaka 

(2005), secondly, Huang (2010) then, Lamri (2014), fourthly, Zayed (2014) and 

the latest research conducted by Michael (2015).  The findings from previous 

studies describe some aspects dealing  with  pragmatic competence and speech 

acts that can be provided by the teacher in classroom interaction to cultivate 

students‘ pragmatic competence. 

 

However, how the teacher‘s utterances or illocutionary acts can affect the 

students‘ comprehension in producing appropriate responses have not been 

exposed in-depth. Since the teacher is the  role model who provides 

comprehensible input for the students, it is essential to  investigate further 

illocutionary acts produced by the teacher and students in the classroom 

interaction which implied more than what they say. 

 

Furthermore, the teacher serves as a key factor in managing the atmosphere of 

classroom interaction. The teacher‘s role is deemed to be able to attract students‘ 

participation in learning English, especially for beginners. Several assumption 

refer to the real experience told that the biggest influence related to learning will 

be followed by beginner students is their teacher, that‘s why it is essential for 

elementary English teacher to cultivate students‘ pragmatic competence or how to 
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understand language function in the real communication rather than linguistic 

competence only. It is assumed that the earlier the students learn English naturally 

with the proper teacher, the better they will acquire their communicative 

competence which covers pragmatic competence. 

 

Tunas Mekar Indonesia (TMI) is one of the private schools in Lampung which 

implements bilingual teaching and learning program. In bilingual program, the 

information delivered to the students is in more than one languages besides 

students‘ native language. The program applies  English is  delivered not only as 

an instructional language in the classroom, but all school communities in TMI 

involve in exposing English to the students (Teachers, admissions).  The school 

implements submersion type of bilingual, where students are placed in English-

speaking classroom with native English speaker, regardless of the students‘ level 

of proficiency in English. The students are expected  to learn the content of the 

materials taught in English, even though they may be learning the language as a 

foreign language.  

 

Therefore, the researcher assumes that English environment can support students‘ 

comprehension of the language better. English subject of elementary grade of 

TMI is taught by English native speaker besides their homeroom  teacher or 

nonnative teacher . The researcher was interested in observing classroom 

interaction  in English learning of fourth grade whose the teacher was a native 

speaker. The researcher assumed that interaction between teacher and students 

would be more natural because students could acquire English utterances spoken 
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by their native teacher. The natural use of the language provided by the teacher 

was as a model for the students which might increase their pragmatic competence. 

 

In short,   the researcher was intended to investigate English classroom interaction 

between teacher and students in the fourth grade of elementary of TMI school,  in 

which English was learned as a foreign language. The class consisted of 24 

students in which the number of  male and female were equal. Mostly students 

had good English proficiency with class average score of English,  that was 83.44, 

it can be seen from score data was given by the vice principle of TMI.   By 

Considering students‘ level of proficiency, the researcher assumed that students‘ 

pragmatic competence could  be seen in English learning in the classroom. It was 

also supported by information given by the English teacher of the class. The 

teacher said that the fourth grade level interaction in classroom is seen lively than 

other grades because most students communicate in English well. Based on this 

evidence, the researcher would observe and record English class activities to find 

out illocutionary acts or utterances which imply action or meaning referring to the 

classroom context. Illocutionary acts produced by the teacher and responded by 

the students would be the data to be analyzed by researcher.  

 

1.2 Formulation of the Problems and Research Questions 

Referring to the background of the problem, the formulation of this research is: 

How is the illocutionary acts in English classroom interaction? While the research 

questions are:   
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1. Is there any congruency or incongruency between linguistic forms and  

pragmatic realization both of teacher and students‘ illocutionary acts in 

English classroom interaction? 

2. How is cooperative principle implied in the illocutionary acts of teacher 

and students in the classroom interaction? 

3. How is politeness implied in the illocutionary  acts of teacher and students 

in the classroom interaction? 

 

1.3 Objectives of the Research 

The objective of this research is to have in-depth understanding about 

illocutionary acts during classroom interaction. Specifically, the objectives of the 

research are to have in depth understanding about: 

1. Whether there is congruency or incongruency between linguistic forms 

and pragmatic  realization both of teacher‘s and students‘ illocutionary 

acts in English classroom interaction. 

2. Cooperative principles implied in the illocutionary acts of teacher and 

students. 

3. Politeness implied in the illocutionary acts of teacher and students. 

 

1.4 The Scope of the Research 

The research was conducted at Tunas Mekar Indonesia (TMI) school which 

implements submersion bilingual program by which the students are expected to 

learn the contents of materials in English, even though they are still learning 

English as a foreign language. Mostly subjects in TMI are delivered in English, 
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except religion, Bahasa Lampung, and sports.  The research subjects were English 

native teacher and the fourth grade students of TMI elementary school which 

consisted of 24 students. There were equal number of male and female students in 

the class. The class was chosen by considering that they have been taught by 

native speaker of English since in the first grade and the students‘ proficiency 

level was also good compared to other grades based on their English average class 

score and teacher‘s information.  Since, the research dealt with pragmatic aspects, 

the researcher observed English classroom interaction taught by native English 

teacher.  All the teacher‘s and students‘ utterances were recorded as the research 

data. The research setting  was taken naturally in English classroom interaction for 

three meetings.  

 

1.5 The Uses of the Research 

This research is hopefully useful both theoretically and practically; 

1. Theoretically 

To see whether the result of this research is relevant or not to the previous 

theories. 

2. Practically 

- For the teacher 

To delineate teacher‘s and students‘ illocutionary acts in the classroom 

context. 

- For the students 

To be able to produce appropriate illocutionary acts due to the context 

- As a reference for further research dealing with the topic. 
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1.6 Definition of Key Terms 

Definition of terms aims at avoiding misunderstanding about the terms in the 

research. The definition of terms are: 

1. Illocutionary Acts 

Speech act is a unit analysis of pragmatic that can be studied, Austin (1962:114) 

said that when a speaker utters a sentence, she/he may perform three types of acts: 

locutionary act, illocutionary act and perlocutionary act.  Further, Austin 

(1962:12) describes illocutionary act is an act of performing some actions in 

saying something. By uttering an utterance, the speaker may be performing the act 

of informing, claiming, guessing, reminding, warning, threatening, or requesting, 

etc. Those language functions can be performed through various sentence forms, 

declarative, interrogative, imperative and exclamative.  

2. Cooperative Principle 

The cooperative principle is a principle of conversation that was proposed by 

Grice (1975:45), stating that participants expect that each will make ―  

conversational contribution such as is required, at the stage at which it occurs, by 

the accepted purpose or direction of the talk exchange which you are engaged.‖ 

3. Politeness 

Lakoff (1990) cited in Eelen (2001: 2) defines politeness as ―[…] a system of 

interpersonal relations designed to facilitate interaction by minimizing the 

potential for conflict and confrontation inherent in all human interchange‖. 

Further, Lakoff views politeness both as a way to avoid giving offense and as a 
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lubricator in communication that should maintain harmonious relations between 

the speaker and the hearer. 

 

Watts (2003) characterizes polite language usage as the expression that a person 

uses to avoid being too direct or language which displays respect towards 

consideration for others. It means that politeness can be seen from language forms 

that the speaker chooses while interacting with others.  
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CHAPTER II 

FRAME OF THEORIES 

 

The second chapter delineates theories which are relevant with the research. The 

discussion  of the chapter concerns with existing model of communicative 

competence, pragmatic in language teaching, speech act theory, cooperative 

principle, and  politeness in the classroom interaction in learning English. 

 

2.1 Previous Studies Related to the Topic 

Communicative competence should be the ultimate goal of learning a language. 

Some linguists have proposed the aspects of communicative competence, such as 

linguistics competence, sociolinguistic competence, strategic competence, and 

pragmatic competence. Pragmatic competence is considered as one of the aspects  

which determine learners‘ successful in acquiring second or foreign language, in 

which this competence is characterized by utterances produced by the speaker 

based on the context. Learning a language is not merely on linguistic aspect but it 

should concern the communicative function of the language especially in oral 

communication. 

 

Several studies dealing with  speech act and pragmatic competence in the 

classroom context have been done by some researchers. The first was Brock and 
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Nagasaka (2005) concluded   that an EFL classroom can provide the context and 

the explicit instruction necessary for learners to begin developing pragmatic 

competence in English. Then, Huang (2010) investigated inter language pragmatic 

theory and its implication for foreign language learners. He found out that people 

at different ages are following general rules for performing speech acts. Based on 

the two studies described previously, it is essential for improving language 

teaching in the classroom context to improve students‘ pragmatic competence. 

 

Moreover, classroom research implemented by Zayed (2014) toward Jordanian 

EFL teachers and students‘ practice of speech acts. The study revealed that EFL 

teachers and students had no proper practice of any speech acts although the 

teacher practiced the speech acts of greeting, request and thanking better than the 

speech act of apology and compliment, and the students practiced the speech act 

of greeting better than the other speech acts. This fact may be caused of lack of 

exposure of English to the students, thus they could not perform speech acts 

appropriately due to the context. 

 

Furthermore, Lamri (2014) states that the ability to quickly choose language 

which is appropriate to the situation and context is not only essential, but also 

very teachable if educators adopt more flexible approach and utilize other than 

standard pedagogical material and textbook.  

 

Meanwhile, Michail (2015) observed her students due to her research about 

raising pragmatic awareness through teacher‘s illocutionary acts. In her findings, 
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she proposed that proper classroom interaction can be designed to address the 

issue of raising pragmatic awareness through teacher‘s illocutionary acts.  

 

However, the previous studies only emphasize on speech acts types uttered by the 

teacher and students then they suggested how can pragmatic awareness  be 

cultivated in the classroom. They had not investigated further whether any 

congruency or in congruency between linguistic forms and pragmatic realization 

of  those utterances which make the participants cooperate in reaching 

communication goal in  the interaction. Therefore, the researcher would  delineate 

further relation between illocutionary acts of teacher and students through their 

linguistic forms and intended purposes with Cooperative Principle in the English 

teaching in the classroom which finally reflecting politeness as one of pragmatic 

competence goals. 

 

2.2 Existing Model of Communicative Competence 

In reaction to Chomsky‘s theory, authors such as Campbell and Wales (1970) and 

Hymes (1972) cited in Richard and Rodgers  (1986:69) introduced what has been 

widely known as communicative competence. Hymes coined the term 

‗communicative competence‘ in order to contrast a communicative view of 

language and Chomsky‘s theory of competence. This new concept included not 

only Chomsky‘s grammatical aspect of the language but also the contextual 

factors that have close links with the language use. The most important thing that  

linguistic ability is to produce or understand utterances not so much grammatical 

but appropriate to the context in which they are made. 
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Communicative competence is the ultimate goal of learning a language. Since a 

language learning should cover some aspects to gain communicative competence, 

the English teacher should concern not only with linguistics but also pragmatic 

competence. In short, the values of grammar will be useless without rules of 

language use while the participants interact in social life. 

 

Similarly, Widdowson cited in Richard and Rodgers (1986:71) presents  a view of 

the relationship between linguistic systems and their communicative values in text 

and discourse. He focused on the communicative acts underlying the ability to use 

the language for different purposes.  Language learning is not merely as acquiring 

the knowledge of the rules of grammar, but also acquiring the ability to use the 

language to communicate. Producing a language is more than how to understand, 

speak, read and write sentences, but how sentences are used to communicate. It is 

clear that form and meaning cannot be separated in language learning.  Canale and 

Swain cited in Murcia-Dornyei (1995:7) elaborate communicative competence 

into four separate components: 

1. Grammatical competence – the knowledge of the language code 

(grammatical rules, vocabulary, pronunciation, spelling, etc). 

2. Sociolinguistic competence – the mastery of the sociocultural code of 

language use (appropriate application of vocabulary, register, politeness 

and style in a given situation). 
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3. Discourse competence – the ability to combine language structures into 

different into different types of cohesive texts (e.g., political speech, 

poetry). 

4. Strategic competence – the knowledge of verbal and non-verbal 

communication strategies which enhance the efficiency of communication 

and, where necessary, enable the learner to overcome difficulties when 

communication breakdowns occur.  

Another model of communicative language ability has been proposed by 

Bachman (1990) and Bachman and Palmer (in preparation) as an elaboration of 

the Canale & Swain model cited in Murcia and Dornyei (1995:8)  divide language  

knowledge into two main categories, they are: 

1. Organizational knowledge – the knowledge of the components involved in 

controlling the formal structure of language for producing or recognizing 

grammatically correct sentences. 

a. Grammatical knowledge 

b. Textual knowledge or Canale & Swain‘s discourse competence. 

3. Pragmatic knowledge – the knowledge of  the components that enable us 

to relate words and utterances to their meanings, to the intentions of 

language users and to relevant characteristics of the language contexts. 

a. Lexical knowledge – the knowledge of the meanings of words and 

the ability to use figurative language. 

b. Functional knowledge – the knowledge of the relationships 

between utterances and intentions, or communicative purposes of 

language users. 
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c. Sociolinguistic knowledge  

Based on the categories above, it can be synthesized that pragmatic is the 

knowledge of components that enable us to relate words and utterances to their 

meanings to the intentions of language users and to relevant characteristic of the 

language use contextually. It is one of important aspects of communicative 

competence since it laid the foundation to a teaching approach called 

communicative language teaching. It is believed that the development of 

communicative ability is the goal of classroom learning. 

 

2.3  Pragmatic Competence in Language Teaching 

Pragmatic competence will be a consideration for the students to be competent in 

a language besides other aspects. It discusses the meaning of utterances and how 

its function based on the context of the speaker and hearer. Canale and Swain 

cited in Murcia & Dornyei (1995:7) put pragmatic ability is included under 

―sociolinguistic competence‖, called rules of use.  It discusses the mastery of the 

sociocultural  code of language use in a given situation. Other definition of 

pragmatic described by Leech (1983:15) focuses on  general pragmatics as a study 

of language use communicatively  refers to certain condition. Interpersonal 

rhetoric the way the speaker and writers accomplish goals as social actors who do 

not just need to get things done but must attend to their interpersonal relationships 

with other participants at the same time. Moreover, Yule (1996:3) defines 

pragmatics into four definitions: 1) Pragmatics is the study of speaker‘s meaning; 

in other words, it has consequently, more to do with the analysis of what people 

mean by their utterances. 2) Pragmatics is the study on contextual meaning; it 
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requires   consideration how the speakers organize what they want to say in 

accordance with who they are talking to, where, when, and under what 

circumstances. 3) Pragmatics is the study of how more gets communicated than it 

is said. 4) Pragmatics is the study of the expression of relative distance.   

 

Meanwhile, Morris cited in Verschueren (1999:6)  illustrates that pragmatics is 

designated the science of the relation of signs to their interpreters living 

organisms, it is sufficiently accurate characterization of pragmatics to say that it 

deals with the biotic aspects of semiotics, that is, with all the psychological, 

biological, and sociological phenomena which occur in the functioning of sign. In 

other words, pragmatic is defined as the study of communicative action in its 

sociocultural context. Pragmatic competence is a critical component in the 

communicative spectrum due to its attention to the role of the hearer in the 

communicative process.  

 

Verschueren (1999:8) mentions that fundamentally ‗meaningful‘ is one of 

functioning language aspects.  He explained that language is the major instrument 

in attempting to construct meaning in a world which does not have meaning in 

itself. Meaning of an utterance of pragmatic realization must be related to the 

context. Meaning in context can simply be added on to another level of meaning 

adequately studied in semantics. Then, it can only take place when message 

conveyed by the speaker is interpreted appropriately and understood by hearer 

pragmatically.  
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People commonly think of communicating, linguistically or otherwise, as acts of 

expressing themselves. This rather vague idea can be made precise if they get 

more specific about what is expressed. Take the case of an apology, if someone 

says : ―I am sorry, I forgot your birthday “. It is intended as an apology which 

means  that she/he is expressing regret for something. In this case for forgetting 

the person‘s birthday.  An apology is just the act of (verbally) expressing regret 

for, and thereby acknowledging, something  that one did might have harmed or at 

least bothered the hearer. It is communicative, because it is intended to be taken as 

expressing certain attitude, in this case is regret.  

 

The example explained previously shows the communicative competence of the 

speaker when she/he uses specific device such as the   performative  ―I apology” 

may of course facilitate understanding. The understanding is correlative with 

communicating which involves not only appropriate purpose based on the context 

(showing regret by apologizing), but also it accomplishes goal to maintain social 

relationship. It reflects pragmatic competence which delineates in which the 

participants explore the ability of language  use to match utterances with context 

appropriately.  

 

In summary, it can be highlighted that pragmatics actually happens in 

communication which involves speaker and hearer and it depends on the context.  

The language use in the classroom setting can be defined as speech act. It relates 

utterances that are produced by the teacher and students. It becomes an ability to 

communicate intended message, it is often not given emphasis it deserves in the 
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teaching of a second or foreign language. It is important to have pragmatic 

competence instead of linguistic competence because the speaker who is lack of 

pragmatic competence may produce grammatically flawless that nonetheless fails 

to achieve its communicative aims. Therefore, the teacher‘s role in raising 

students‘ pragmatic competence is very needed since it is useful to be used to 

maintain social relationship. 

 

2.4  Speech Act Theory 

In attempting to convey a meaning, people do not only create utterances involving 

grammatical structures and words, they also carry out actions via those utterances. 

In this case, Austin (1962) firstly introduced Speech Act Theory and  Searle 

(1969) further elaborated it from the fundamental principle that language is used 

to carry out actions. Austin (1962:12)  defines speech act as ― To say something is 

to do something; or in which by saying or in saying something. We are doing 

something‖.  Since then, Speech Act Theory has become influential not only with 

philosophy, but also in linguistics, psychology, literary theory and many other 

scholarly disciplines. Speech Act Theory, with a significant contribution to 

interpersonal communication, promotes a lot of scholars to investigate the ways in 

which people utilize language to manage the social interaction. It involves the 

participants in interaction and how they deliver intended purposes beyond their 

utterances. 

 

Speech act is a unit analysis of pragmatic that can be studied. It consists of 

utterances which can be classified and analyzed. The speech act theory holds that 
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people use language, the purpose is not only to speak, but by talking to achieve 

certain goals, that is words and deed matter. The philosopher, Austin (1962) is 

acknowledged as the creator of Speech Act Theory. Based on the comparison 

between constantive utterances and performative utterances, Austin refers 

‗constantive utterances‘ to those utterances which are used to describe or 

constante something, and those which thus are true or false, and ‗performative 

utterances‘ to those utterances that not only perform a speech act beyond the 

assertion but also at the same time describe the speech act. Austin also especially 

points out some characteristics of performative utterances including active voice, 

a performative verb in the present sense, first person subject and an indirect object 

in second person singular (you).  Further, Austin (1962:114)  states that when a 

speaker utters a sentence, she/he may perform three types of acts: locutionary act, 

illocutionary act and perlocutionary act.  

o Locutionary act  

An act of uttering a sentence with certain sense and reference, which is roughly 

equivalent to ‗meaning‘ in the traditional sense. Example: “The final exam will be 

difficult”, the locutionary act performed in uttering a declarative sentence  can be 

thought of as the act of stating, placing the proposition in question in the common 

ground of some discourse.  

o Illocutionary act 

It belongs to utterances which have a certain (conventional) force.  It is also an act 

of performing some action in saying something such as informing, ordering, 

warning.  For example when the speaker utters “The final exam will be difficult”, 

he/she may be performing the act of informing, claiming, guessing, reminding, 
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warning, threatening, or requesting. We also say that utterances are associated 

with illocutionary act they intend to perform explicit. 

a. The final exam will be difficult. (That is a threat) 

b. The final exam will be difficult. ( I guess) 

c. The final exam will be difficult. ( I am warning you) 

d. The final exam will be difficult. (Let me remind you) 

o Perlocutionary act 

What speakers bring about or achieve by saying something, such as convincing, 

persuading, deterring, and even, say, surprising or misleading.  By uttering “The 

final exam will be difficult‖  the speaker may have achieved in convincing the 

hearer to study harder for the final exam. It is a consequence or by product of 

speaking, whether intended or not. As the name is designed to suggest, 

perlocutions are act performed by speaking. Its acts consist in the production of 

effects upon thoughts, feelings, or actions of the addressee (s), speaker or other 

parties, such as causing people to refer to the truth of statement, causing an 

addressee to feel a requirement to do something, and so on. 

 

Speech acts are categorized by language functions or by their intents (Austin, 

1962). Austin classified speech acts into five types (hereinafter written in 

brackets), and then Searle (1979:12-17) refined his typological system: 

1. Assertives (Expositives): The point or purpose of the members of assertive 

class is to commit the speaker (in varying degrees) to something‘s being 

the case, to the truth of the expressed proposition. 
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2. Directives (Verdictives): The illocutionary point of these consists in  the 

fact that they are attempts (of varying degrees, and hence, more precisely, 

they are  determinates of the determinable which includes attempting) by 

the speaker to get the hearer to do something.  An intention to get the 

listener to do something, such as request, command, advice, and invitation. 

3. Commisives:  These illocutionary acts whose point is to commit the 

speaker (again in varying degrees) to some future course of action. The  

examples are: announcing an intention, like promising. 

4. Expressives (Behabities): The illocutionary point of this class is to express 

the psychological state specified in  the  sincerity condition about a state of  

affairs specified in the propositional content. The paradigms of expressive 

verbs are: thank, congratulate, apologize, condole, deplore and welcome.  

5. Declaratives (Exercitives) : It is the defining characteristic of this class that 

the successful of one of its members brings about the correspondence 

between the propositional content and reality, successful performance 

guarantees that the propositional content corresponds to the world.  

In short, it can be concluded that people perform three different kinds of acts 

when speaking, they are: locution acts, illocutionary act, and perlocutionary act. 

some speech acts are thought to be performed commonly in daily life, i.e. 

complimenting, requesting, thanking, inviting, apologizing, comforting, etc. The  

researcher is intended to observe illocutionary acts of the teacher and students in 

English classroom interaction considering that they are often  used to perform 

certain function and must be performed on purpose. 
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Furthermore, Searle (1979: 2-8) defined there are (at least) twelve significant 

dimension of variation in which illocutionary act differ from one another. The lists 

are as follow: 

1. Differences in the point (or purpose) of the type of act. 

2. Differences in the direction of fit between words and the world. 

3. Differences in expressed psychological status. 

4. Differences in force or strength which the illocutionary point is presented. 

5. Differences in the status or position of the speaker and hearer as these bear 

on the illocutionary force of the utterance. 

6. Differences in the way the utterances relates to the interests of the speaker 

and hearer. 

7. Differences in relation in the rest of the discourse. 

8. Differences in propositional content that are determined by illocutionary 

force indicating devices. 

9. Differences between those acts that must always be speech acts, and those 

that can be, but need not be performed as speech acts. 

10. Differences between those acts that require extra-linguistic institutions for 

their performance and those that do not. 

11. Differences between those acts where corresponding illocutionary verb has 

a performative use those where it does. 

12. Differences in the style of performance of the illocutionary act 

 

Variation of different types of illocutionary acts commonly happens in the 

interaction. The speaker needs the level of locutionary acts of saying something, 
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in order to characterize such common situation. As example, when the speaker 

says something, but she/he is not speaking literally, means that she/he is trying to 

convey something else. Meanwhile, when the speaker means what she/he says and 

indirectly means something else as well, and where the speaker says something 

but it does not mean anything at all. It can be inferred depending on context and 

interlocutors‘ mutual knowledge.  

 

Moreover, the same sentence can be used to perform illocutionary acts of various 

types or with various contents. It can be seen from the example when someone is 

shaking hands depending on the circumstances, it can mean several different 

things (introducing, greeting each other, showing deal, congratulating). Therefore, 

one can use a sentence with  illocutionary act in a variety of ways. Another 

example is when someone says, ―I will call my lawyer”. It can represent that 

she/he makes a promise, a warning, or just a prediction. 

 

In the interaction, participants perform illocutionary acts can succeed or fail. The 

context must be appropriate  for the performance  of the intended illocutionary 

act. Searle cited in Vanderveken (2009:326)  states that people can define the 

conditions of success of elementary illocutionary acts from the components of 

their force and their propositional content.  While, Yule (1996-50) states there are 

certain expected or appropriate circumstances, technically known as felicity 

condition, for the performance of speech act to be recognized as intended.  He 

explains further that there are precondition of speech acts in everyday context. 

They are general conditions on the participant, content condition deals with the 
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content of the utterance, the preparatory condition, and the last is essential 

condition.  The essential condition thus combines with a specification of what 

must be in the utterance content, the context, and the speaker‘s intentions, in order 

for a specific speech act to be appropriately (felicitously) performed. 

 

In summary, from some categories of illocutionary acts defined by Austin and 

Searle, it can be found that one illocutionary act can be categorized into some 

categories. An utterance that the speaker produces might have more than one 

intended meanings and can be performed in various language forms. The 

illocutionary act is dependable on the context. Every utterance has an 

illocutionary force (performs a speech acts). It brings about a context change,  

then the illocutionary force of an utterance is determined not by its form alone but 

by complex interaction between form and content. 

 

2.4.1 Direct and Indirect Speech Acts 

Three basic sentence types are traditionally distinguished for and have also been 

found useful for many languages.  Shopen cited in Konig & Siemund (2007:1-2 ) 

classify the sentence  forms into declarative, interrogative, imperative. 

Meanwhile, Crystal cited in Hollmann (2006:3)   includes  exclamative as another 

type of sentence form. Then, Yule (1996:54-56)  states whenever there is a direct 

relationship between a structure and a function, it is called a direct speech act.  

Whenever there is an indirect relationship between a structure and a function, it is 

called indirect speech act. Declarative sentences are primarily and most frequently 

used for speech acts such as asserting, claiming, stating, but also accusing, 
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criticizing, promising and guaranteeing. Moreover, declarative sentences may be 

used to express most of the speech acts distinguished in the typology by Searle, 

i.e. they can be used as representative speech acts (It is raining), as commissive  (I 

will never again forget your birthday), as directive (You know what you have to 

do), as expressive (I am sorry) and as declaration (He is guilty). Meanwhile, 

interrogative sentences have sentences of special structural types for asking 

questions clearly demonstrates how central this activity is to human 

communication. These ‗interrogative sentences‘ are conventionally associated 

with the speech act of requesting information. Interrogative sentences fall into two 

major classes depending on their syntactic and semantic properties. It is obvious 

that the two interrogative sentences show different syntactic structures  and  they  

are  typically  used for different types of requests or inquiries. The examples are 

as follow, ―Do you believe in miracles?  or Who discovered America? The two 

interrogative sentences examples above are typically used for eliciting 

information, asking questions. Then,  imperative form  is used when the speaker 

wants to order something, for example:  ―Close the window John!‖. Moreover, the 

clearest example of the three forms and functions can be seen in the following 

table. 
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Table 1. Linguistic forms and the functions 

Sentences Forms Functions 

You cooked the food Declarative Statement 

Did you cook the food? Interrogative Question 

Cook the food!(please) Imperative Command/ 

Request 

 

Direct and indirect speech acts are the simplest division to classify someone‘ 

utterances. They can be seen from sentence forms, whether declarative, 

interrogative or imperative. Whenever there is a direct relationship  between a 

structure and a function, it is called direct speech act as it is shown on the  

previous examples. As it is stated by Wijana and Rahmadi cited in Flora 

(2016:26) that declarative construction is used to give information, but in fact it 

can also be used to ask someone to do something. Then, the utterance is 

sometimes incidentally meant as a statement, but it is also meant as a request, 

otherwise a request made by making statement or it is called indirect speech act. 

Then an utterance can often fit into more than one category. He gave an example 

in his book: when someone said to his interlocutor ―Sir, you are standing on my 

foot”.  In the context that utterance not only a kind of statement in form of 

declarative, but indirectly the speaker requesting or perhaps even ordering the 

hearer to get off his foot. Thus, the  utterance is also called indirect directive. 

 

The problem arises when indirect speech act performed. It is possible that the 

intended meaning of the speaker utterance can be more than one.  The fact that the 
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sentences in questions concern condition of the felicitous performance of speech 

acts, they are used to perform indirectly preparatory condition, propositional 

content conditions, and sincerity condition and that their use to perform indirect 

speech acts consists in indicating the satisfaction of an essential condition by 

means asserting on questioning one of the other condition. Another example is 

―Can you reach the salt?.”  It is a kind of  request in form of interrogative form. 

 

Besides the three sentence types described previously, there is  another sentence 

type, that is exclamative form which functions to express feeling towards certain 

condition. Its structural properties have no overt subject necessary (because it is 

obvious from the situation: speaker addressing the hearer in order to get them to 

do something).  Crystal cited in Hollmann (2006:4)  categorizes two types of 

exclamative, they are: major exclamative, such as ―what a beautiful day‖, and 

minor exclamative, such as: ―yeah‖,‖ cool‖. Those exclamative forms can be 

interpreted clearly referred to the context. 

 

As a conclusion, from sentence types  it can be analyzed the aim of utterances or 

speakers‘ intended purposes .  Indirect speech act shows that the speaker is 

intended to deliver messages to the hearer more than he/she actually says by way 

of relying on their mutually shared background information. It deals with the 

general power of rationally and interference of the part of the hearer. Indirect part 

of speech acts is a part of theory of speech act. The use of indirect speech acts 

which is linked with politeness purposes can promote interlocutors to achieve an 
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effective communication. In effect, the varied use of speech acts could result in 

different politeness effects and lead to successful interpersonal communication. 

 

2.5 Cooperative Principle 

Grice‘s Cooperative principle (CP) was the cornerstone of models that explain 

polite utterance. At the same time this model also recognizes that such utterance 

appear to violate one or more of Gricean maxims. Polite language is a form of 

cooperative behavior but does not see to abide by Grice‘s CP. In order to correct 

this apparent anomaly, Lakoff  cited in Eelen (200:2) adopted  Grice‘s suggestion 

to use politeness to point out certain weaknesses of traditional linguistic theory, 

and did this by connecting politeness with Grice Cooperative Principle (CP) as 

follow: 

―Make your own conversation contribution such as required at the stage at 

which it occurs, by the accepted purpose or direction of the talk exchange 

in which you are engaged‖ (Grice, 1975:45) 

 

General principles are proposed by Grice (1975: 45-46) distinguishes four 

categories of more specific maxims and sub maxims, enjoying, truthfulness, 

informatively, relevance and clarity. He shed lighted further into: 

- Quantity: Make your contribution as informative as is required (for the  

current purposes of the exchange. Do not make your  contribution more 

informative that is required. 
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- Quality: Try to make your contribution one that is true. Specifically: (1) 

Do not say what you believe to be false; (2) Do not say that for which you 

lack of evidence. 

- Relation: Be relevant. 

- Manner:  Be perspicuous. Specifically: (1) Avoid obscuring of expression, 

(2) Avoid ambiguity, (3) Be brief,  (4) Be orderly. 

 

Grice (1975:49) shows that observance of the CP and maxims is reasonable along 

the following lines: that anyone who cares about the goals that are central to 

conversation/communication (e.g., giving and receiving information, influencing 

and being influenced by others) must be expected to have an interest , given 

suitable circumstances. 

 

Further, Grice (1975:81) delineates an example in which no maxim is violated, or 

at least in which it is not clear that any maxim is violated. The situation A is 

standing by an obviously, immobilized car and is approached by B, in the 

following exchange takes place: 

A: I am out of petrol. 

B: There is a garage around the corner. 

B would be infringing the maxim ―Be relevant‖ unless he thinks, or he thinks it is 

possible, that the garage is open, and has petrol to sell; so he implicates that the 

garage is open or at least may be open. From the conversation above, it seems that 

B‘s response is not relevant with A‘s statement which is intended  to inform that 
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he/she needs patrol, but  the participants have background knowledge refers to the 

context, thus intended purpose of conversation can be achieved. 

 

Some maxims described previously are said to be observed by participants in all 

speech communities in communicative events but are different from speech, the 

possible violations as noted by Grice (1975: 49), which means that there is any 

case where people do not follow the cooperative principle and maxims. A 

participant in a talk exchange may fail or fulfill a maxim in various ways, which 

include the following: 

1. He may quietly and unostentatiously violate a maxim; if so, in some cases 

he will be liable to mislead. 

2. He may out from the operation both of the maxim and the CP; he may say, 

indicate, or allow it to become plain that he is unwilling to cooperate in the 

way the maxim requires. 

3. He may be faced by a clash; he may be unable, for example to fulfill the 

first maxim of quantity (be as informative as is required) without violating 

the second maxim of quality (have adequate evidence for what you say) 

4. He may flout a maxim; that is, he may blatantly fail to fulfill it. 

 

In the first case, the speaker does not observe the cooperative principle and does 

not tell or indicate to other participants that he is being uncooperative or less 

cooperative. For the second case, the speaker makes it explicit that he is not 

cooperating at the moment and thus no misunderstanding will take place. The 

third case, the speaker faces a dilemma by either violating the quantity maxims to 
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hold the quality maxim. And the fourth case, is the one that can most likely 

generate conversational implicatures, as being essentially connected with certain 

general features as  defined by Grice(1975:44) . It   means what is said by speaker 

differs from what is implicated. 

 

People do not always follow the CP in the real world. People often try not to give 

information which they do not want to release, they face it at risk. It is not easy for 

them to be sincere and violations of the maxims occur. Criticize on Grice theory 

appeared to complete his CP theory, Ladegaard cited in Hadi (2013:71) analyzes 

conflict with Grice position. He claims ―human interaction may be irrational and 

illogical, and that resistance and non cooperation may be adopted as the preferred 

discursive strategy, and that interactions seem to try best to be ‗bad 

communicators‘ 

 

Moreover, Ladegaard cited in Hadi (2013:71) considers the two types of 

cooperation related to Gricean theory, ―social goal-sharing and linguistic goal-

sharing‖. Grice theory sometimes does not take the social context into account, 

and only consider the speaker-listener interaction in an ideal context, and applies 

universally (regardless of social elements such as sex, power relationship, social 

class, and age).  

 

To sum up, when we interact with others, it means that we cooperate to achieve 

communication goal. By following the rule of conversation, the interaction will 

run smoothly. Cooperative Principles are ideally followed by interlocutors. If the 
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maxims are followed maximally, informative communication or clarity is reached. 

But sometimes they can be violated due to certain reasons. Several important 

aspects should be considered in the interaction are social context such as, power 

relationship, social class and intimate relationship. 

 

2.6  Politeness 

The important purpose in following the rule of conversation is to maintain good 

social interaction among interlocutors. It also directs the speaker and hearer to 

share mutual knowledge to achieve communication goals. Watts (2003) 

characterizes polite language usage as the expression that a person uses to avoid 

being too direct or language which displays respect towards consideration for 

others. It means that politeness can be seen from language forms that the speaker 

chooses while interacting with others.  

 

Further, the utterances which are produced show the degree of politeness of 

someone. Robin Lakoff could well be called the mother of modern politeness 

theory, for she was one of the first to examine it from a decidedly pragmatic 

perspective. Lakoff  cited in Eelen (2001:2)  defines politeness as ―[…] a system 

of interpersonal relations designed to facilitate interaction by minimizing the 

potential for conflict and confrontation inherent in all human interchange‖. With 

roots in Generative Semantics, Further Lakoff used politeness to point out certain 

weaknesses of traditional linguistic theory, and did this by connecting politeness 

with Grice‘s Cooperative Principle (CP).  

 



36 

 

Grice‘s theory rests on the assumption that people are intrinsically cooperative 

and aim to be as informative as possible in communication, with informativeness 

referring to a maximally efficient information transfer. These assumptions are 

captured by the CP and its associated maxims of quantity, quality, relation and 

manner, which function as rules of linguistic behavior governing linguistic 

production and interpretation. When they are followed (which according to Grice 

is the default situation), maximally informative communication or clarity is 

reached. However they can also be flouted, in which case special interpretive 

processes are triggered. In this way, people can come to mean more than they 

literally say, and be understood as such.  In short, the CP and its maxims aim to 

explain how it  people can understand each other beyond the literal words that are 

spoken. 

 

In normal informal conversation, the CP and its maxims are almost never strictly 

followed, and in order to account for this, Lakoff   cited in Eelen (2001:3) 

proposed a ‗politeness rule‘, on a part of the Gricean ‗clarity rule‘ and 

complementing it. Thus, whereas the CP is geared to the ‗information content‘ of 

communication, the politeness rule attends to social issues. If hearers notice that 

speakers do not seem to be following the Gricean maxims to the fullest, they 

search for a plausible explanation in the politeness rule: if speakers are not 

maximally clear, then maybe they are trying to avoid giving offence.  In all, three 

such politeness rules are envisaged: ‗Don‘t impose‘ (rule 1), ‗Give options‘ (rule 

2) and ‗Make A feel good, be friendly‘ (rule 3, ‗A‘ being ‗Alter‘) (Lakoff cited in 

Eelen 2001:3) Although these rules are all to some extent always present in any 
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interaction, different cultures tend to emphasize one or other of them. Thus, 

definitions of politeness – of how to be polite – differ inter culturally, depending 

on which of the rules is most important, cultures can be said to  adhere to a 

strategy of Distance (rule 1), Deference (rule 2), or Camaraderie (rule 3).  

Distance is characterized as a strategy of impersonality, deference as hesitancy, 

and Camaraderie as informality (Lakoff cited in Eelen (2001:3). In brief, Lakoff 

views politeness both as a way to avoid giving offense and as a lubricator in 

communication that should maintain harmonious relations between the speaker 

and the hearer. 

 

Leech (1983:119) discusses the phenomena of politeness in the illocution. Besides 

cooperation, most interlocutors are governed by politeness, that is to say what is 

considered ―a polite social behavior‖ within certain culture. Politeness can be seen 

from the utterances produced by the participants in the interaction as the following 

example:  

A: Where is my box of chocolate?  

B: The children were in your room this morning. 

Indirect manner in responding B‘s question is  considered to be polite, since it is 

not accusing directly. Indirect illocutions tend to be more polite because it 

increases the degree of optionally, and the more tentative its force to be. 

 

Furthermore, Leech (1983: 162) defines politeness degree are inherent in the 

illocutions. They are as follows: 

- Competitive 
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The illocutions‘ aims are for competitive social purpose; such as 

commanding, requesting, demanding. 

- Convivial 

The illocutions‘ aims are as social purposes; such as offering, inviting, 

asking, greeting, thanking, congratulating. 

- Collaborative 

The illocutions‘ aims are not function for social purposes; such as 

declaring, reporting, announcing. 

- Conflictive 

The illocutions‘ aims contradict with social purposes; such as threatening, 

accusing, cursing, blaming. 

From several degree of  politeness which are inherent in the illocutionary acts 

described by Leech, it can be concluded that certain illocutionary acts‘ aim is to 

maintain social interaction. Politeness strategy can be implemented to reduce 

feeling uncomfortable  toward others , such as in commanding. Command is 

commonly makes the hearer feel uncomfortable , but it can be minimized by using 

mitigating devices, for example : “Could you lend me a pen?”, I’m sorry to 

bother you, but can I ask you for a pen?”. The use of modal in expressing 

command will reduce impoliteness in the utterances. 

 

Meanwhile , Brown & Levinson also relate their theory with the Gricean  frame- 

work, in that politeness strategies are seen as ‗rational deviations‘ from the 
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Gricean CP. But politeness has a totally different status from the CP: whereas the 

CP is presumptive – it is the ‗unmarked‘, ‗socially neutral‘ strategy, the natural 

presupposition underlying all communication – politeness needs to be 

communicated. It can never be simply presumed to be operative, it must  sign the 

speaker. Politeness principles are ―principled reasons for deviation‖ from the CP 

when communication is about to threaten face (Brown & Levinson  cited in Eelen 

, 2001:4) 

 

Brown and Levinson cited in Eelen (2001:4) state that the amount and kind of 

politeness that is applied to a certain speech act is determined by the ‗weightiness‘ 

of the latter, which is calculated by speakers from three social variables: P 

(perceived power deference between hearer and speaker) , D (perceived social 

distance between them) and R (the cultural ranking of the speech act – how 

‗threatening‘ or ‗dangerous‘  it is perceived to be within a specific culture). In 

conclusion, every individual has two types of face, positive and negative. They 

define positive face as the individual‘s desire that her/his wants be appreciated in 

social interaction, and negative face as the individually desire for freedom of 

action and freedom from imposition. The theory assumes that most speech acts, 

for example request, offers and compliments, inherently threaten either the 

hearer‘s or the speaker‘s face-wants, and that politeness is involved in redressing 

those face threatening acts (FTA). Positive politeness aims at supporting or 

enhancing the addressee‘s positive face, whereas negative politeness aims at 

softening the encroachment on the addressee‘s freedom of action or freedom from 

imposition. The third strategy, off-record politeness, means flouting of one of the 
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Gricean (1975) maxims on the assumption that the addressee is able to infer the 

intended meaning. 

 

Brown and Levinson cited in Eelen (2001:4) state that some factors should be 

considered to calculate which politeness strategy is used. It depends on three 

social variables which is calculated by speakers: P (the perceived power 

difference between hearer and speaker), D ( the perceived social distance between 

them) and R (the cultural ranking of the speech act – how ‗threatening‘ or 

‗dangerous‘ it is perceived to be within the specific culture). The more power an 

individual has, the more respect that person receives from his/her surrounding. 

 

To sum up, Grice maxims are focused on truth, value, adequacy and the content of 

interaction in general, while in the real contexts other social factors should be 

considered in situation where politeness of  social behavior is required to form 

degree of politeness in Cooperative Principles. It also matches with politeness 

theories proposed by Lakoff and Leech. 

 

2.7 Classroom Interaction in English Learning 

Effective classroom interaction has two implications. The first one concerns a 

pleasant atmosphere in the classroom with friendly relationships among the 

participants of the learning process. The second one, which is mostly described is 

the teacher who encourages students to become effective communicators in a 

foreign language. 
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The Cambridge International dictionary of English defines the verb ‗to interact‘ as 

‗to communicate with or react to (each other)‘. The New Oxford Dictionary of 

English defines the noun ‗interaction‘ as a ‗reciprocal action or influence‘. 

Therefore interaction is more than action followed by reaction. It includes acting 

reciprocally, acting upon each other. Rivers cited in Dagarin (2004:128) describes 

the word through its Latin roots: ‗agree‘ meaning ‗to do‘ and ‗inter‘ meaning 

‗among‘. It shows us the active and social part of a human being that affects other 

people through interaction. Brown cited in Dagarin (2004 :128) relates interaction 

to communication, saying,‖…..interaction is, in fact, the heart of communication: 

it is what communication is all about‖. Interaction has a similar meaning in the 

classroom. We might define classroom interaction as a two-way process between 

the participants in the learning process. The teacher influences the learners and 

vice versa. 

 

  Teacher    Students 

   

    

Figure 1. Interaction between teacher and students in the classroom 

 

Interaction can proceed harmoniously or it can be fraught with tension. Malamah-

Thomas cited in Dagarin (2004-128) states that every interaction situation has the 

potential for co-operation or conflict. How the situation actually develops 

depending on the attitudes and intentions of the people involved, and on their 

interpretations of each other‘s attitudes and intentions. Needless to say, only when 
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there is co-operation between both sides can communication effectively take place 

and learning occur. 

 

Communication is usually undertaken for a purpose. A person has a reason for 

transmitting a message to someone else. Nolasco and Arthur cited in Dagarin 

(2004: 129) explain some other purposes of conversation, i.e. ‗ the creation and 

maintenance of social relationship, the negotiation of status and social role, as 

well as deciding on and carrying out joint actions‘. The same happens in a 

classroom situation; people are gathered there for communicating in the 

classroom. Since the classroom is a community of some kind, it is the need to 

establish and maintain personal relationships. The teacher has to establish a 

rapport with the class, with its individuals , and individual students  are from 

different sorts of relationships with the group and with their  teacher. 

 

Interaction is mainly achieved by two means of resources: language and non-

verbal means of expression. Non-verbal resources play just as important a part as 

language does.  This holds true for a classroom as well as for other social 

situations. One thing that makes the classroom different from any other social 

situations is that it has a primary pedagogic purpose. Teachers spend a lot of time 

talking, lecturing, asking questions, giving instructions, and so on. The teacher 

does not only use language for these functions, but he or she demonstrates and 

uses mime a lot. 
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In short, classroom interaction is a two way process which involves a teacher and 

students, or among the students.  Meanwhile, from the interaction  can be seen 

how the participants cooperate to achieve goal of communication. Teacher‘s and 

students‘ utterances in English classroom interaction would be the focus of the 

research.  

 

2.7.1  Participants in Classroom Interaction 

These are the most frequent ways of organizing classroom interaction, depending 

on who communicates with whom: 

a. Teacher – Learners 

b. Teacher – Learner/ a group of learner 

c. Learner – Learner 

d. Learners – Learners 

The first form of interaction (teacher—learners) is established when the teacher 

talks to the whole class at the same time. He/She takes the role of a leader or 

controller and decides about the type and process of the activity. The primary 

function of such interaction is controlled practicing of certain language structures 

or vocabulary. Mostly, they are in the form of repeating structures after the 

teacher (the model). This type of practice is also referred to as ‗ a drill‘. 

 

The second arrangement is conducted when the teacher refers to the whole class, 

but expects only one student or a group of students to answer. It is often used for 

evaluation of individual students. This arrangement can also be used for an 
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informal conversation at the beginning of the lesson or for  leading students into 

less guided activity. 

 

The third type of interaction is called ‗pair work‘. Students get an assignment, 

which they have to finish in pairs. The teacher holds the role of a consultant or 

advisor, helping when necessary. After the activity, he puts the pairs into a whole 

group and each pair reports on their work. The last type is classroom interaction is 

called ‗group work‘. As with pair work, the teacher‘s function here is that of a 

consultant and individual groups report on their work as a follow-up activity. 

From the last two ways of organization are particularly useful for encouraging 

interaction among students. In large classes, they present the only possibility for 

as many students as possible to use the foreign language. 

 

As a conclusion, the teacher holds an important role in manipulating classroom 

interaction. She/he can create activities which involve students in interaction 

whether pairs or groups. The activities should  facilitate the students to engage in 

language learning. 

 

2.7.2 The Role of The Teacher in Classroom Interaction 

In a traditional classroom the teacher has the dominant role of an all-knowing 

leader who transfer students with knowledge. This role has changed and the 

teacher has now got many roles depending on different classroom situations. In a 

broad sense, he is a ‗facilitator of learning‘, which includes the following 

(Littlewood  cited in Dagarin (2004:130)) 
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o A general overseer of learning, who coordinates the activities so that they 

form a coherent progression from lesser to greater communicative ability. 

o A Classroom manager, who is responsible for grouping activities into 

lessons and for their overall organization. 

o A language instructor, who presents new language, controls, evaluates and 

corrects learners‘ performance. 

o In free communicative activities he will act as a consultant or adviser, 

helping where necessary. He may move around the classroom and monitor 

student‘s progress, strengths and weaknesses. 

o Sometimes, he will participate in an activity as a ‗co-communicator‘ with 

the learners. He may encourage learners without taking the main role. 

 

The roles are frequently interrelated, such as assessor and observer. While the role 

as a consultant or co-communicator encourages classroom interaction most, but 

they need the support of other roles (organizing and controlling activities). 

 

To sum up, the teacher has many roles in classroom interaction, she/he can be as a 

general overseer of learning, a classroom manager, a classroom instructor, a 

consultant, an adviser, co-communicator, assessor or observer. Even, the teacher 

can be   primary input for his/her students for language acquiring, especially for 

primary level learners. The roles of teacher during the interaction can be seen and 

analyzed based on his/her utterances of coding analysis. 
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2.8 Theoretical Framework 

Illocutionary act is a speaker utterance which  implies  an act directed to the 

hearer. It does not only make a sense of an utterance but it implies act to be done 

by the hearer.  Illocutionary act can be classified into directive, declarative, 

commisive, expressive, assertive or  the  simplest of classification are direct and 

indirect. Those acts can be performed through various sentence forms namely: 

declarative, interrogative, imperative and exclamative which have different 

purposes such as requesting, commanding, apologizing, promising, 

congratulating, thanking and many more. To achieve successful of oral 

communication, there must be mutual knowledge of participants deal with the 

context. It in lines with pragmatic competence, where it describes how is language 

used contextually and appropriately (who speak to whom, when, where). 

 

Due to the previous theories, it is important to investigate further due to  

illocutionary acts produced by the teacher and students in classroom interaction.  

Through qualitative content analysis, it can be delineated genuine classroom 

context between the teacher and students.  Teacher‘s illocutionary acts can be 

interpreted differently by the students referred to students‘ knowledge and 

understanding of the context. The teacher‘s and students‘ illocutionary acts also 

can be analyzed to know how the participants cooperate in interaction by sharing 

mutual knowledge, relevant and sufficient information that can be related to 

conversational maxims. Finally, those  can also reflect linguistic politeness of the 

speaker and hearer in the social interaction. 
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Interlocutors‘ competence in achieving communication goals deal with how the 

language is used in the interaction  which indicating communicative competence 

gained by them. Since communicative competence includes pragmatics as one of 

the aspects to be possessed by language learners, it is essential to cultivate 

students‘ pragmatic competence in English learning. Communicative classroom 

interaction and teacher‘s utterances can be sources of input for the students to 

promote their pragmatics competence. Illocutionary acts produced by the teacher 

and students in the interaction also can imply politeness strategy. The definitions 

of politeness – of how to be polite – differ inter culturally, depending on which of 

the rules is most important, cultures can be said to  adhere to a strategy of 

Distance (rule 1), Deference (rule 2), or Camaraderie (rule 3).  Distance is 

characterized as a strategy of impersonality,  deference as hesitancy, and 

Camaraderie as informality. (Lakoff  cited in Eelen (2001:2). In brief,  He views 

politeness both as a way to avoid giving offense and as a lubricator in 

communication that should maintain harmonious relations 

 

Furthermore, whether Cooperative Principle and politeness can be interpreted 

depends on different factors such as power, social distance and culture. Further 

they describe P= Power (P) is a asymmetric and represent unequal power 

relationship between speaker and hearer. Power is shown in many different ways. 

Power also includes factors such as age, status within organization, ethnicity and 

other social factors that effect power relationship between people. The more 

power an individual has, the more respect that person receives from his/her 

surrounding. In conclusion, pragmatics competence covers many aspects which 
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interrelated each other. By conducting this research, the researcher would like to 

know in-depth how is illocutionary acts of teacher and students‘ in English 

classroom interaction relate to Cooperative Principle and politeness. 
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Figure 2. Theoretic Model of Classroom Interaction in English Learning 
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CHAPTER III 

RESEARCH METHOD 

 

This chapter describes research design, subject of the research, research Setting, 

data collecting techniques, data and sources of the data, validity and reliability of 

the research  and  procedures of data analysis. 

 

3.1 Research Design 

This study described  natural phenomenon which occurs in the English classroom 

interaction. Qualitative research is used in identifying, describing and 

understanding implementation processes. The research uses a naturalistic 

approach that seek to understand phenomena in context—specific setting, such as 

―real world setting (where) the researcher does not attempt to manipulate the 

phenomenon of interest. Moreover, Miles and Huberman (1994:10) state that one 

of important  well-collected qualitative data is that the focus on naturally 

occurring ordinary events in natural settings, therefore, it describes what ―a real 

life‖ is like. Furthermore, Jakob in Miles & Huberman (1994:5) categorizes five 

major qualitative research traditions  as follow: ecological psychology, holistic 

ethnography, ethnography of communication, cognitive anthropology, and 

symbolic interactionism. This research belongs to ethnography study which 
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provide insight into social processes of language learning. (Saville & Troike, 

1997) 

 

To be more focused to the research aims, the researcher employed qualitative 

content analysis that has been defined as ―a research method for the subjective 

interpretation of the content of the text data through the systematic classification 

process of coding and identifying  themes of patterns‖, (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005: 

1278). 

 

Further, Marying (2000:53) states the strength of qualitative content analysis 

relative to  other interpretation methods resides precisely in the fact that the 

analysis is resolved into individual steps of interpretation which are determined in 

advance. The whole process is thereby made comprehensible to others and inter 

subjectively testable; therefore it can also be transferred to other subjects, is 

available for use by others and can be regarded as a scientific method. 

 

Another description is defined by White and Marsh (2006:27), they state that the 

notion of inference is especially important in content analysis. The researcher uses 

analytical constructs, or rules of inference, to move from the text to the answers to 

the research questions. Further, White and Marsh (2006:27) state that the two 

domains, the text and the context, are logically independent, and the researcher 

draws conclusions from one independent domain (the text) to the other (the 

context). In this study, the researcher would analyze and delineate teacher‘s and 

students‘ utterances which occur in English classroom interaction to find out 



53 

 

several pragmatic aspect. The spoken text would be transcribed to be discussed in-

depth.  

 

The analysis of qualitative research begins in the field, at the time of observation, 

interviewing, or both, as the researcher identifies problems and concept that 

appear likely to understanding the situation.  Since the researcher wants to classify 

illocutionary acts of teacher and students in English classroom learning, 

qualitative  content analysis method  will be employed to answer the research 

questions.   

 

Patton (2002:453) defines content analysis usually refers to analyzing text 

(interview transcripts, diaries, or documents) rather than observation-based field 

notes. More generally, however, content analysis is used to refer to any qualitative 

data reduction and sense-making effort that takes a volume of qualitative material 

and attempts to identify core consistencies and meanings. 

 

To sum up, qualitative content analysis emphasizes an integrated view of speech, 

text and their specific context. Qualitative content analysis goes beyond merely 

counting words or extracting objective content from texts to examine meanings, 

themes and patterns that may be manifest or latent in a particular text. It allows 

researcher to understand  social reality in a subjective but scientific manner. 
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3.2  Subject of the Research 

The researcher was interested in analyzing illocutionary acts produced by the 

teacher and the students in the classroom interaction. In order to meet real 

communicative interaction in a natural classroom setting, the researcher  observed 

English learning activity. Tunas Mekar Indonesia (TMI) was considered to be the 

place to conduct the research since it is a bilingual school in which English is  

taught by English  a native speaker. The researcher assumes that teacher‘s 

communicative competence  is considered better than other schools since the 

teacher is an English  native speaker. Thus, students will gain more input in 

learning English guided by native teacher. However, good teacher utterances lay 

focus on how effectively it could promote genuine communication in the 

classroom.  

 

The researcher  was intended to observe one class only as her research subject. It 

was the fourth grade of elementary students of TMI. The class consisted of 24 

students that were taught by their native English teacher since in the first grade. 

Based on the information of the English teacher,   the fourth grade students‘ 

English proficiency level was better than other grades,   it could be known from  

scoring record that showed the English average score of the class is 83.44 and 

how their interaction in English learning. Thus, the researcher chose the fourth 

grade class to be investigated.   
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3.3 Research Setting  

The research was conducted in Tunas Mekar Indonesia elementary school which 

implements bilingual program. Mostly subjects in TMI are delivered in English, 

except religion, Bahasa Lampung and sport. The researcher observed English 

classroom learning of the fourth grade whose English teacher is a native speaker.  

The native teacher has been taught in TMI for 6 years and his major is 

pedagogical of education. The class consisted of 24 students with equal number  

of males and females.  The class has been taught by their native teacher since in 

the first grade. The researcher had observed the interaction and taken video 

recording during the English learning. Pre observation had been done twice in 

May 2015 to get familiar with the research subjects. 

 

The  teacher‘s and students‘ utterances were the data of the research that had been 

taken through video recorded. The research setting was limited in English 

classroom learning which focusing on teacher and students‘ utterances and the 

setting was between English native teacher and English foreign language  (EFL) 

students at Tunas Mekar Indonesia elementary school. Since the research dealt 

with pragmatic competence, the data would be analyzed further in relation to  

illocutionary acts with cooperative principle and politeness 

 

3.4 Data Collecting Techniques 

The research data were taken through  observation and  video recording. The 

researcher‘s role in the observation was as a non participant observer who  

observed English classroom learning for three meetings. In this case, the 
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researcher took a position within the setting and recorded what she observed 

without interacting directly with participants. To minimize students‘ discomfort of 

a new comer in the classroom, the researcher did pre observation to learn the 

school environment, classroom conditions, students and teacher‘s activities, thus 

the researcher‘s presence as an observer was not strange anymore. 

 

3.4.1 Observation 

Observation is commonly carried out in a qualitative research to investigate 

natural phenomenon on the research subjects. The researcher‘s role in this 

research is as a non -participant observer who does not involve directly in the 

classroom interaction. When the researcher observes the interaction, she is more 

than just an on looker, but rather comes to the scene with a set of target concepts, 

definitions, and criteria for describing events.  

 

A qualitative researcher is required to use an observation protocol during an 

observation.  According to Creswell (1998:125) ,  the observation steps are as 

follow: (a) Select a site to be observed. Obtained the required permissions needed 

to gain access to the site. (b) At the site, identify who or what to observe, when, 

and for how long. A gatekeeper or key informants help in this process. (c) 

Determine, initially, a role as an observer. (d) Design an observation protocol as a 

method for recording notes in the field. (e) Record aspects such as portraits of the 

informant, the physical setting, particular events and activities. (f) During the 

observation, have someone introduce you if you are an outsider, be passive and 

friendly, and start with limited objectives in the first few sessions of observation. 
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(g) After observing, slowly withdraw from the site, thanking the participants and 

informing them of the use of the data and their accessibility to the study. As a 

conclusion, the researcher prepared field note or observation sheet to record 

important points during the English classroom interaction before joining the class 

besides recording it using video recorder. 

 

3.4.2 Video Recording 

Taking video recordings was done by the researcher  to get sufficient data during 

English classroom learning.  The research data were teacher‘s and students‘ 

utterances from the three meeting recordings.  

 

3.4.3 Transcribing 

Transcription is an integral process in the qualitative analysis of language data. 

What is represented in the transcript (e.g., talk, time, nonverbal actions, 

speaker/hearer relationships, physical orientation , multiple language, translations) 

who is representing whom, in what ways, for what purpose, and with what 

outcome; and how analysts position themselves and their participants in their 

representations of form, content, and action. Mayring (2014:43) states that it is 

crucial to decide for system of transcription and to employ it constantly. The text 

analysis can only referred to the transcripts are never complete representations of 

their raw material. 

 

Transcribing  the teacher‘s and students‘ conversation during the English learning 

had been  done by the researcher as a step of qualitative content analysis research. 
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All of recording data from  three meetings were transcribed into written texts.  

Then, transcription and the research questions need deep interpretation. 

 

3.4.4 Coding 

Coding is analysis to review a set of field notes, transcribed or synthesized, and to 

dissect them meaningfully while keeping the relations between the parts intact, is 

the stuff of analysis. Codes are tags or labels for assigning units of meaning to the 

descriptive or inferential information compiled during a study. (Miles & 

Huberman, 1994:56) 

Having transcribed the text, the researcher determined the coding unit which 

functions to express the sensitivity of the analysis. The coding unit of this research 

was in form of sentences (utterances) that were produced by teacher‘s and 

students‘ in English classroom learning. Developing some manageable 

classification or coding scheme is the first step of analysis (Patton, 2002:463). The 

coding classification  is referred to the theory, in which illocutionary acts would 

be the data of the research. The steps of the deductive coding procedures  

proposed by Mayring (2000: 80) are  as follows:  

1. Determining research questions, theoretical background. 

2. Establishing of selection criterion, category, definition, level of 

abstraction. 

3. Working through the text line by line, new category formulation or sub 

sumption. 

4. Revising of categories and rules or recheck coding which has been done. 

5. Final working through material. 
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6. Intra/inter-coder agreement check. 

7. Final results, frequencies, interpreting. 

 

The researcher used coding analysis as one of the techniques in qualitative content 

analysis. Coding involves taking text data or pictures gathered during data 

collection, segmenting sentences (or paragraphs) or images into categories, and 

labeling those categories with certain term refers to the theory.  Furthermore, 

Crang  (2005:1278) said that   qualitative content analysis is defined as a research 

method for the subjective interpretation of the content of text data through the 

systematic classification process of coding and identifying themes patterns. In 

other words, determining coding categories is very important to answer the 

research questions. Thus, it should be done clearly based on the theory used. 

 

Since the research deals with teachers‘ and students‘ illocutionary act in the 

classroom interaction, the researcher coded the utterances based on the sentence 

forms and pragmatic functions. Then, those utterances would be connected due to 

context. Finally, the findings would be related to Cooperative Principle and 

linguistic politeness as pragmatic aspects. 

 

3.5 Data and Sources of the Data 

The source of the data was the teacher and students‘ utterances in English learning 

process in the class. While the data of this research were: 1) Teacher‘s and 

students‘ illocutionary acts, 2) Cooperative Principles implied in the illocutionary 
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acts of teacher and students, 3) Politeness implied in the illocutionary acts of 

teacher and students.  

 

3.6 Validity and Reliability of the Data 

Triangulation is a method used by qualitative researcher to check and establish 

validity of  the study. Time triangulation  and inter coder agreement were 

employed to validate coding process.  Due to time triangulation, the researcher 

code the data based on the unit analysis referring to the theory at different times. It 

was used to increase the reliability of the coding result. Then, the coding 

consistency needed to be checked in most cases through an assessment of inter- 

coder agreement. Valid and reliable inferences, qualitative content analysis 

involves a set of systematic and transparent procedures for processing data. 

 

3.7 Procedures of Data Analysis 

In analyzing the data, the researcher applied several steps as proposed by Marying 

(2000:80), the following procedures are as follow: 

1. The recorded data were transcribed. 

2. The transcription data would be read and re read. 

3. Doing data reduction contextually. 

4. Defining the unit of analysis. 

5. Testing the coding scheme on a sample of text through an assessment of 

inter-coder agreement. 

6. Coding all the texts. 

7. Assessing coding consistency at different times. 
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8. Making conclusion. 

Following the previous procedures of data analyzing, the researcher coded the 

data based on the theories of each research objective. The first research objective 

coding was referred to sentence forms, namely declarative, interrogative, 

imperative, and exclamative and pragmatic realization or language function 

contextually. Then, the second research objective coding was referred to four 

maxims of cooperative principle proposed by Grice. They are: quantity, quality, 

relation, and manner. The third research objective coding was referred to Lakoff‘s 

and Leech‘s theory of politeness. 
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CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTION 

 

 

This chapter  consists of two sub titles that will delineate synthesis of the findings 

which cover research objectives in the discussion. Then suggestion as another 

subtitle to the betterment of the research also described in this chapter. 

 

5.1 Conclusion 

Since pragmatics competence becomes important aspect should be possessed by 

the participants  in interaction, the English teachers can provide their students with 

sufficient exposure and input in classroom learning. Thus, students‘ pragmatic  

competence can be increased. Several studies on pragmatics and illocutionary act 

in the classroom interaction conducted by Brock and Nagasaka (2005), Huang 

(2010),  Lamri (2014), Michael (2015) have been described in the previous 

chapter are in line with the findings. The classroom as a curricular space can be a 

source of input in order to raise students‘ pragmatic competence. This research 

findings describe some aspects dealing with  pragmatic competence and speech 

acts which occur in the classroom interaction.  

 

From the research findings, it can also  be seen and discussed in depth how the 

participants produced various types of illocutionary acts through various sentence 

forms to deliver their intention in the interaction. The sentence forms namely 
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declarative, interrogative , imperative and exclamative were produced by the 

teacher and students to perform various language functions. Those  illocutionary 

functions cannot only be interpreted by their literal meaning and forms.  Some of 

the findings show there is congruency between linguistic forms and pragmatic 

realization, but some other findings can be seen vice versa. It means when it is 

brought contextually, various language functions can be produced by the 

participants. Further, the precise illocutionary acts performed by participants are 

the result of an interaction between contextual factors, such as social situation, the 

current state of an interaction and background  knowledge of speaker and hearer.  

 

It is undeniable that the teacher can direct students‘ pragmatic competence 

through his/her illocutionary acts which implies certain purposes. When teacher‘s 

illocutionary acts are understandable and uttered properly, they can lead students 

to respond appropriately.  The teacher can produce proper utterances which can 

motivate students to engage actively and cooperatively in the interaction as in 

directive functions of interrogative and imperative forms. Even, declarative forms 

can be used to performed directive function too. Values also can be directed 

through teacher‘s and students‘ illocutionary acts where they cooperate to achieve 

communication goals. Through illocutionary acts produced by the teacher and 

students  imply their behavior in linguistic politeness. Furthermore, the teacher as 

the role model who can be source of input for the students must give sufficient 

exposure to engage the students of appropriately using the language. Then, the 

students can learn to perform various language functions due to the context  which 

finally it is  beneficial  to maintain their  social relationship in the interaction. 
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The findings  also show that teaching English in TMI school has been successful. 

It is contrast to Professor Ag. Bambang Setiyadi‘s statement in his professor‘s 

inauguration speech  in 2009,  He stated that English teaching generally  was 

unsuccessful because majority graduated students of senior high schools were not 

able to communicate in English both spoken and written.  In fact, TMI students do 

not face difficulty in responding native teacher‘s utterances during classroom 

interaction. They are able to produce utterances appropriately due to classroom 

context. It might be caused of sufficient exposure of their teacher and also school 

facilities and environment which support them to be communicative.   

 

5.2  Suggestions 

5.2.1 Suggestion for Future Research 

Since the limitation of this study deals with pragmatic aspect, there are some 

findings due to second language acquisition cannot be exposed deeply. Code 

mixing which commonly occurs in bilingual classroom  can be investigated 

further by researchers who are interested in it. Another perception in seeing 

politeness degree in interaction also can be interesting to explored . When it needs 

longer time to discuss in depth about politeness aspect, the researcher focuses on 

two experts‘ guidance in considering politeness illocutionary acts of teacher and 

students in interaction (Leech and Lakoof).  It means, the researcher uses her 

personal judgement referred to theories and context of interaction to consider 

politeness of utterances produced by participants. 
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5.2.2 Suggestion for Second/Foreign Language Classroom Practice 

As the ultimate goal of pragmatic competence  is when the participants can 

cooperate appropriately and politely in the interaction, therefore it is essential that 

participants produce appropriate illocutionary acts referred to the context. As a 

result,  the communication run smoothly and  the language functions to maintain 

social relationship can be used appropriately. It is a must for the teacher to be 

responsible to prepare his/her students with pragmatic competence, particularly 

for English teacher for young learners in the context of foreign language teaching. 

The teacher must be aware how English used in communication, it is not only the 

language to learn deeper about science and technology or to convey the literal 

meaning but further, it is also reflects more than what it is said . Pragmatic 

competence  is beneficial to be used to maintain harmonious social relationship 

through its conversation rules and politeness reflected beyond literal meaning of 

illocutionary acts produced by the participants. Finally, teacher‘s illocutionary 

acts  purposefully  can  involve, motivate, direct and control students‘ activity in 

learning. 

 

It is suggested to English teachers to equip their students not only with 

grammatical competence but also pragmatic competence since in the primary 

level. It can guide them to be appropriately and politely using the language  in 

communication. Furthermore, the teachers are sources of input for their students 

who are in charge to direct them with contextual activity which can promote their 

participation in the interaction. Politeness also can be inserted in learning 

activities implicitly or explicitly depending on the need and condition. Therefore, 
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the students will acquire not only the forms of the language through their learning 

experience but also they can utter the sentence forms to perform various language 

functions contextually and appropriately. 
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