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CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTIONS 

 

 In this chapter, the writer would like to present the conclusion and 

suggestions concerning this study. 

 

5.1 Conclusion 

 A good writing skill requires not just the ability to construct grammatical 

sentences but also the ability to create a meaningful text. Therefore, it is important 

to show the logical relations within the text using cohesive devices. Conjunction 

is one of the cohesive devices which is important to indicate links between 

sentences in order to express certain meanings in a text. Mastering conjunctions 

will enable the writer to construct a clear and coherent text. 

In this study, the writer analyzed the frequency of the conjunctions and the 

appropriate use of conjunctions showing additive, adversative, causal and 

temporal. After figuring the frequency of conjunctions discovered in discussion 

texts made by Writing IV students, the writer found that the use of conjunctions 

was as many as 1.061 times, with the division of causal occupying the first rank 

with the total sum of 422 times (39,77%), followed by temporal with the total 

occurrences of 265 times (24,98%). While additive followed in the third place 
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with the total amount of 212 times (19,98%). The adversative dwelled in the last 

place with the total amount of 162 times (15,27%). 

 Referring to the first research problem, the writer found that the most 

frequently used conjunctions showing additive were ‘and’ (51,89%), followed by 

‘besides’ (8,02%). While the conjunctions ‘and also’, ‘not only…but also’, and 

‘or’ followed in the third rank (5,66%). The least frequently used conjunctions 

were ‘another case’ and ‘either or’ with the percentage of 0,47% each. 

The writer found that the most frequently used conjunctions showing 

adversative were ‘but’ (46,30%), followed by ‘however’ (22,22%). Conjunction 

‘although’ followed in the third rank (6,79%). The least frequently used 

conjunctions were ‘another point of view’, ‘considering those facts’, ‘in spite of 

the fact’, and ‘nevertheless’ with the percentage of 0,62% each. 

The writer found that the most frequently used conjunctions showing 

causal were ‘because’ (36,49%), followed by ‘if’ (29,15%). While the conjunction 

‘so’ followed in the third rank (18,01%). The least frequently used conjunctions 

were ‘for’ and ‘otherwise’ with the percentage of 0,24% each. 

The writer found that the most frequently used conjunctions showing 

temporal were ‘when’ (30,57%), followed by ‘while’ (27,92%). The conjunction 

‘after’ followed in the third rank (11,32%). The least frequently used conjunctions 

were ‘eventually’, ‘fifth’, ‘finally’, ‘fourth’, ‘in sum’, ‘in the end’, ‘meanwhile’, 

‘since’, and ‘until’ with the percentage of 0,38% each. 
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Referring to the second research problem, the writer found that the number 

of conjunction showing additive used appropriately was as many as 124 times 

(58,49%). While the number of conjunction showing additive used 

inappropriately was 88 times (41,51%).  In additive conjunctions, ‘and’ had the 

highest frequency of inappropriate use (60,23%), followed by ‘besides’ and 

‘moreover’ (9,09%). 

The number of conjunction showing adversative used appropriately was 

92 times (56,79%). While the number of conjunction showing adversative used 

inappropriately was 70 times (43,21%).  In adversative conjunctions, ‘but’ had the 

highest frequency of inappropriate use (43%), followed by ‘however’ (24%). 

The number of conjunction showing causal used appropriately was 295 

times (69,91%).. While the number of conjunction showing causal used 

inappropriately was 132 times (31,28%). In causal conjunctions, ‘if’ had the 

highest frequency of inappropriate use (34,85%), followed by ‘so’ (25%). 

The number of conjunction showing temporal used appropriately was as 

many as 236 times (89,06%). Meanwhile, the number of conjunction showing 

temporal used inappropriately was 29 times (10,94%). In temporal conjunctions, 

‘when’ had the highest frequency of inappropriate (55,17%), followed by ‘then’ 

(20,69%). 

Based on these findings, the writer found that among four types of 

conjunctions, the students committed more errors in using conjunction showing 

adversative and additive than using causal and temporal. The inappropriate use of 
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conjunction mostly occurred as the students literally translated their sentence from 

their first language into the target language. Also, some students still made errors 

in the spelling of some conjunctions since they did not really comprehend the 

conjunctions well. 

In the next sub chapter, the writer presents some suggestions in the area of 

teaching learning and for further research. 

 

5.2 Suggestions 

 In the last part of this chapter, the writer would like to propose some 

suggestions concerning the result of this study. The suggestions are as follows: 

a) The students should not only given the example of common conjunctions, 

but also introduced to the uncommon conjunctions (e.g. nevertheless, thus, 

otherwise) so that the students know the usage of these conjunctions and 

apply them appropriately in their composition later. By using various types 

of conjunctions, the sentences in their compositions can be more 

interesting. 

b) The exercises about the use of conjunctions should be given in complete 

texts rather than in isolated words so the students have chances to 

recognize the relation between sentences in context. 

c) The teachers needs to give more attention to the spelling of the 

conjunctions since most of the students still failed to use the conjunction 

appropriately (e.g. in the other hand, as the result, etc).  
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d) In order to minimize the inappropriate use of conjunction, the students 

should be reminded not to translate word by word directly from their 

native language into the second language as it may trap them into 

unnecessary word. 

e) Due to limited time, the writer did not analyze and classify the errors in 

details. Therefore, it is suggested that this research is further conducted by 

categorizing the common errors in using conjunction. 

f) Last, it is suggested that the future study is conducted by using interview 

in order to check the students’ understanding of conjunctions and 

investigating the possible cause of inappropriate uses of conjunctions in 

students’ writing. 

Finally, the writer realizes that this study is far from perfection and hopes 

that this thesis can be useful and give contributions to English teaching, especially 

in teaching conjunctions and also discussion text. 
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