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CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTIONS 

This chapter consists of two parts. The first part describes the conclusion of the thesis. It 

sums up some main points discussed in the previous chapters. The last part deals with the 

suggestions of the findings of this study. They are carried out for English teachers and also for 

further research. 

5.1 Conclusion 

Based on the School-Based Curriculum, EFL students are required to master four 

language skills which are listening, reading, speaking and writing in order to be able to use 

English communicatively. One of the essential parts in English language learning which can help 

students to communicate effectively is grammar. Since the students need to cultivate their 

communicative competence, developing grammatical competence is needed. Although grammar 

is the basic study in learning English, it is believed as the most difficult part of language 

components which is difficult to learn and teach. However, it is the teacher’s duty to find ways to 

make the students interested in learning grammar. In teaching and learning grammar, there are 

several methods which can be used by the teachers to achieve the objectives of target structures. 

Generally, teachers used traditional teaching method to present the grammar points to the 

students. It is found that grammar started with the explanations is a difficult and boring lesson 

for the students because they have to memorize all the grammatical points. Cooperative learning 

is introduced to overcome the students’ difficulties and boredom in learning grammar since 

nowadays students are also required to be able not only in mastering the grammatical points but 
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also increasing frequency and variety of second language practice through different types of 

interaction and social skills. 

Therefore, in this study the writer wanted to investigate whether the Team Games 

Tournament technique and Flashcard teaching technique were effective or not in improving the 

second-grade students’ grammar achievement and whether there was a significant difference on 

the grammar achievement between the students who were taught using Team Games Tournament 

technique and those who were taught using Flashcard teaching technique. The result of the study 

showed that first; both methods are effective for teaching grammar. Second, by analyzing the 

gained scores of both groups, the result unveiled that Team Games Tournament technique 

yielded significantly better result in the ninth-grade students’ grammar achievement compared to 

the flashcards teaching technique.  

5.2 Suggestions 

 Referring to the result of the study and the conclusion drawn, the writer would like to 

give some suggestions that hopefully will be useful for the English teachers and further 

researches. 

5.2.1 Suggestions for English Teachers 

There are some suggestions that the writer would like to contribute to English teachers, 

especially in teaching grammar in Elementary school. 

1. The teachers should vary their teaching techniques which can avoid the students’ 

boredom and difficulties in learning grammar. Generally, English teachers were likely 

to use traditional way in teaching grammar. Regardless of the difficulties, the teachers 
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need to vary the techniques by using cooperative learning, TGT technique, to teach 

new grammatical points. 

2. The teachers should be able to deliver enjoyable grammar lessons using some 

materials like story telling containing the target structures. 

3. Teachers should create an innovative and creative classroom for the students to enjoy 

the learning environment by applying varieties of quizzes or tournament as a review 

of the grammar material.  

4. The teachers should raise awareness on the grammar errors made by the students in 

order to anticipate typical problems to maximize learner success. 

5. Teacher should motivate the students by giving a reward as the symbol of teacher’s 

appreciation. 

5.2.2 Suggestions for Further Study 

For further research, the writer would also like to give some suggestions, so that other 

researchers can get a better result in conducting similar studies. Nevertheless, she also hopes that 

this study can be used as a reference for other researchers who will carry out further research in 

improving students’ grammar achievement through Team Games Tournament technique 

compared to Flashcard teaching technique.  

Firstly, the suggestion will be related to the treatments. Due to the time given by the 

school to do the research, the writer limited her treatments to only three meetings, 35 minutes for 

each meeting since the students need to deal with their exam. The writer suggests that the next 

researcher will have more time and opportunities to conduct his or her treatments in more than 



58 
 

three meetings so that the students will have enough time in adjusting the new technique and the 

result of the study will become more valid. 

 The next suggestion will be about the subject of the study. More samples from different 

grade of students would improve the generalization of the research findings. In order to ensure 

the finding of this study, it’s better for the next researchers to carry out the experiment to the 

different grade of students.  

The last suggestion is concerning about the instructor who does the treatment. In 

conducting this study, the instructor was the writer herself. Regarding to the fact in conducting a 

research, the instructor who does the treatments has to be objective so that there are no other 

elements which can influence the result of the study. However, to avoid that interpretation, the 

writer asked the classroom teacher to accompany her during the treatments both in experimental 

and control groups. It was done to ensure that the instructor treated both groups in the same way 

which means that there was no desire to win one of the techniques. Therefore, it is better for the 

next researcher to ask another person to do the treatments in order to avoid the bias.  
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