CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTIONS

This chapter consists of two parts. In first part, the writer gives conclusion
of the previous chapters. The second part deals with suggestions that may be

useful for the English lecturers as well as the students.

5.1 Conclusion

The purpose of this thesis is to find out to what extend the second semester
student of the English Department at Widya Mandala Catholic University
Surabaya acquire the English tenses as reflected in their narrative writing, the
possible sources of errors that the student make in constructing English tenses in
their narrative composition, and the possible solutions of the problem. In getting
the information that the writer needed, the writer analyzed the students’ work,
specifically the tenses.

From the analysis, the writer found some errors in using tenses in the
students’ writing. The percentage of errors in Simple Past Tense was 52%, Simple
Present Tense was 38%, Past Continuous Tense was 3,5%, Present Continuous
Tense was 3%, Present Perfect Tense 1,3%, Past Perfect Tense was 1%, Modal
‘could” was 0,6%, Modal ‘will” was 0,3%, and Modal ‘would’ was 0,3%. There
were no errors in Modal “can’. It was obvious that a few students had weaknesses
in using the Simple Past Tense and the Simple Present Tense because they made

many errors in both tenses repeatedly. It meant that the students had not mastered
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the Simple Past Tense well and the Simple Present Tense. The writer drew a
conclusion that a certain students had not mastered the Simple Past Tense and the
Simple Present Tense because there were so many overgeneralizations of the rules
while most of others had already mastered it because they did fewer errors. The
writer concludes that: First, the errors happened a lot in the Simple Past Tense and
Simple Present Tense are because the two tenses are often used in the narrative
writing (recount and fiction). Second, the regular use of the tenses caused the
students confused so that the students used to mix up the tenses. Third, another
cause is the students’ carelessness in making the tenses.

In the Selinker’s theory (1974), he states that there are five sources of
errors namely Language Transfer, Transfer of Training, Strategies of Second
Language Learning, Strategies of Second Language Communication, and
Overgeneralization of Target Language Material. But, the writer only found four
sources of errors in contributing the students’ errors in their writing such as
Language Transfer, Strategies if Second Language Learning, Strategies of Second
Language Communication, and Overgeneralization of Target Language Material.
The writer did not use one of the sources of errors namely Transfer of Training
because the writer could not find out whether the errors that the students had made
were as the result of the wrong training. The error which is caused by Transfer of
Training could be found out in Speaking obviously but not in the data analysis.
The sources of errors which were found by the writer were the biggest errors in
the first place was Strategies of Second Language Learning (54,3% errors) and the

second place was Overgeneralization of Target Language Material (37,1% errors),
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fewer errors were Language Transfer (7% errors) and Strategies of Second
Language Communication (1,6% errors).

After the writer analyzed the data, the writer provided two interpretations
of the findings. The two interpretations are the students did two types of errors in
general: form and function. In the form, the students had not mastered irregular
verb and doubling rule that end in —d. In the function, the students mixed up the
tenses pattern such as combining Simple Present Tense time signals for Simple
Past Tense and vice versa. To overcome the problems in the form of errors, drill
and exercises could be the answer. Communicative approach could be the answer
to overcome errors that was based on function which was text based.

The possible solutions to overcome the form errors were drill and
exercises and to overcome the function errors which were text based could be

used communicative approach.

5.2 Suggestions

For the students of the English Department who have weaknesses in tenses
should learn more. Do not stop learning English and improving their ability in
mastering English especially tenses because it is the basic of the English four
skills and the components. Read a lot text in English and practice making
sentences will help students who have weaknesses in tenses. Maybe it sounds
boring to read English texts and making English sentences continuously but from
the students’ sentences, the teacher will know the students errors. So that, the

teacher can show to them their errors and ask them to correct the errors by
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themselves. From that point, the students also learn how to check and correct the
sentences they have made. By learning tenses more, it is expected that the students
master the tenses well so that no errors are found. No errors are a signal that the
students have a strength basic so for the rest will be easy to make them expert in
English. It is important to have a strength basic because later on when the students
are graduate some of them will be a teacher. A teacher is a role model for the
student. If a teacher does not have strength basic in her major which is English,
the result is his or her students’ ability in English is unqualified.

For the teachers who teach English especially writing, if there are some
students who have not mastered what they teach, does not give up. It does not
mean that they are fail. This thesis can considered as an evaluation to know the
students’ weaknesses. From the weaknesses can be find out a method or ways
which will be taken next to overcome the problem and improve the students
ability. This is the purpose of an error analysis.

Future research related to the error analysis of students’ writing should be
focused on different areas of grammar. Wider and larger subjects might help to

confirm the findings of this research.
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