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Understanding speech act production in EFL classroom interactions is crucial 
for enhancing teaching effectiveness and student engagement, as it sheds light on 
how language is used to convey meaning and manage social interactions in the 
learning environment. The purpose of this study was to analyze the speech act 
types and functions that were used by an EFL teacher and their students during 
classroom interactions. Observational data was collected and analyzed 
according to Conversation Analysis standards (CA). The findings of the study 
revealed that the types of speech acts produced by the teacher and students were 
influenced by their respective roles and statuses. Although the students produced 
fewer speech acts, they served the same functions as the teacher's speech acts in 
terms of controlling and managing classroom interactions. As a result, the speech 
acts of both the students and teacher distributed authority in different ways during 
turn-taking and commodity exchanges. The practical knowledge and pedagogical 
use of the teacher-student relationship as a unique social event in the classroom 
context has the potential to effectively manage classroom interactions. 
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INTRODUCTION                
Investigating speech act production in EFL classroom interactions is of benefit to know 

how language is utilized to express intentions, negotiate social roles, and convey meaning. 
Through an examination of speech act types and functions, scholars and teachers can identify 
patterns and techniques that support efficient communication and learning outcomes. Teachers 
of English as a foreign language (EFL) benefit greatly from this knowledge since it enables 
them to modify their teaching strategies to accommodate the various language and 
communication needs of their students (Husna, Rahman, & Abduh, 2022). Furthermore, 
understanding the dynamics of speech act production can promote a more inclusive and 
collaborative learning environment, where students feel empowered to actively participate in 
classroom discussions and activities. Thus, research on speech act contributes to the theoretical 
understanding of language use and has implications for enhancing instruction and student 
participation in EFL classes. 

In the field of language learning, progress reports have utilized pragmatics to investigate 
how to enable learners to generate English as a second or foreign language. These reports begin 
by exploring different research types and the findings that illustrate how learners produce 
language. The study is focused on pragmatic language production, classroom interaction, 
teacher talks, questioning behavior, and other aspects of pragmatics (Bahing, Emzir, & Rafli, 
2018; Boyd, 2015; Yetti, 2018). 

Research on pragmatic-related issues in the context of EFL generally takes the form of 
interventional studies and observational studies (Martínez-Flor, 2013). Interventional studies 
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aim to address deliberate interventions used in a classroom setting to teach students certain 
pragmatic aspects of the target language. They investigate whether specific pragmatic 
components can be taught effectively, and whether the methods, approaches, and tactics used 
are successful in achieving this goal. Thus, the classroom is viewed as a space where students 
can acquire new information through carefully planned pedagogical activities that focus on 
pragmatics acquisition through language and action. Observational studies, on the other hand, 
involve the researcher investigating pragmatic concerns in a real classroom using the target 
language. The primary goal is to characterize any areas or features that may impact how the 
target language is acquired pragmatically. 

Interventional studies have been conducted on pragmatic-related topics, focusing on the 
ability to teach various pragmatic aspects such as learning objectives, tasks, and instructional 
principles. These studies are closely related to specific instructional approaches, both implicit 
and explicit, which aim to promote pragmatic development in the classroom context (Bardovi-
Harlig, Mossman, & Su, 2017; Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2015; Limberg, 2016; Taguchi, Xiao, 
& Li, 2016; Taguchi, 2012; Tajeddin & Moghadam, 2012; Tajeddin & Pezeshki, 2014). Other 
studies aim to assist students in developing a deep and conceptual understanding of various 
contexts using specific methodologies and guiding principles (Carassa & Colombetti, 2015; 
Cohen, 2015; Limberg, 2015, 2016; Nicholas, 2015; Siegel, 2016; Tromp, Hagoort, & Meyer, 
2016; Youn, 2014). 

Observational studies have also been a focus of researchers in the field. For example, 
previous research has found that the creation of speech acts is influenced by pragmatic input. 
Therefore, it is recommended that clear input be provided to facilitate effective language 
development (Meihami & Khanlarzadeh, 2015; Thi, Nguyen, Pham, & Pham, 2015). Other 
studies have highlighted the role of factors such as L1, status, social distance, power, and rank 
as dynamic and complex processes that affect learners' creation of speech acts (Eshghinejad & 
Moini, 2016; Holmes, 2000; Ren & Gao, 2012; Wijayanto, Prasetyarini, & Hikmat, 2017; Zhu, 
2012). Therefore, it is important for teachers to be aware of the input and methods that can 
assist learners in their language production. 

Several studies have examined teachers' pragmatic strategies in classroom interactions, 
revealing the importance of not only the content of their speech acts, but also the manner in 
which they convey messages to language learners during activities (Darong, 2020; Darong et 
al., 2021; Lin, 2015; Ren & Gao, 2012; Saleem et al., 2021). However, these studies have 
neglected to explore the types and functions of speech acts that teachers employ to control 
classroom discourse. Classrooms are not only places of language learning, but also arenas 
where teachers and students engage in speech acts and information exchanges for achieving 
learning objectives. It is a social event, and can be seen as a mini-society with its own customs, 
rituals, and norms. Understanding the practical knowledge and pedagogical use of the 
classroom teacher-student interactions, as a unique social event within the classroom context, 
can be advantageous for fostering better classroom interactions. Therefore, this study aims to 
answer the research question: What are the types and functions of speech acts produced by EFL 
teachers and students during classroom interactions? 

By offering a thorough investigation of speech act within the particular setting of EFL 
classroom interactions, this study adds to the body of current literature. While language use and 
communication patterns in a variety of educational contexts have been studied in the past, this 
study provides a targeted analysis into the dynamics of speech actions between teachers and 
students in the context of English as a foreign language (EFL). This study attempts to provide 
a fresh viewpoint on language instruction and pedagogy by using Conversation Analysis 
techniques to unearth nuanced insights into how language is used to manage authority and 
enhance learning within the EFL classroom. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 
Types and Function of Speech Act 

Austin introduced the term "speech act" in 1962, which was later refined by Searle in 
1969. According to Austin, speech acts are any language expression that serves a performative 
purpose, such as inviting, celebrating, warning, provoking, ordaining, and so forth. The type of 
speech act used depends on the context and is classified into three categories: locutionary, 
which deals with the literal meaning; illocutionary, which deals with the intended meaning; and 
perlocutionary, which deals with the actual consequence or effect (Yazdanfar & Bonyadi, 
2016). 

Following the Austin theory, Searle (1969) categorized illocutionary acts into five 
types: assertive, directive, commissive, expressive, and declarative. Later, this classification 
was expanded to six by adding the question category. Clark eventually created seven categories 
from these six, which include assertive, directive, commissive, expressive, effective, verdictive, 
and quotation. Regardless of the number and types of categories determined by various 
scholars, each category has a unique communicative purpose that works together with a specific 
context. In contrast, Bach & Harnish (1979) categorized speech acts into constative, directive, 
commissive, and acknowledgments. 

Based on their functions, Bach and Harnish (1979) as cited in Azhari,  Priono & Nuriadi 
(2018)   classified speech acts, and each type serves different purposes. The constative type 
includes functions such as assertive, predictive, retrodictive, descriptive, ascriptive, 
informative, confirmative, concessive, retractive, assentive, disentives, disputive, responsive, 
suggestive, and supportive. Directive, on the other hand, serves six functions, including 
requestive, questions, requirements, prohibitive, permissive, and advisories. Commissive, 
meanwhile, serves only two functions, namely stating promises and offering (volunteer/bid). 
Finally, acknowledgment has eight functions, including apologizing, condoling, congratulating, 
greeting, thanking, bidding, accepting, and rejecting. In the educational context, Edmonson-
House in Trosborg (1994) proposed another type of speech act called didactic, which has 
instructional functions that benefit both teachers and students in the teaching-learning process. 
According to Johnson (1997), cited in Sumedi & Dery Rovino (2020), and Coulthard, (1985), 
these functions include control and organizational function, motivational function, and 
evaluative function.  

In the context of EFL classroom, the functions in question appear following discourse 
moves of teacher- students and students- students’ interactions. In this regard, discourse moves 
is associated with the preceding and following context of utterances.  Therefore, to express 
oneself in various ways, like giving orders, making statements, or asking questions, one must 
not only observe the world but also interact with those around them (Carr, Schrock, & 
Dauterman, 2012). Likely, to comprehend speech act theory, one must not only have linguistic 
proficiency but also understand the meaning behind the words and how speakers interact with 
each other to express meaning using syntactic patterns (Christison, 2018). Thus, integral to 
types, speech acts are concerned with language function, embedding both reality and meaning. 

Language teachers might encounter difficulties when trying to understand speech acts. 
Cohen (2015) suggests that the inability to analyze speech acts in isolated pairs might arise 
from the lack of integration into a larger conversation where speech acts are expressed over 
several turns. Oversimplification of speech acts is the notion that speech acts can be understood 
as a single utterance or in pairs. Therefore, speech acts should be comprehended in the context 
of the whole conversation. To achieve this level of understanding, Nicholas (2015) asserts that 
language learners must fully grasp speech acts as they appear in genuine conversations, such as 
those that occur in classroom interactions. 
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Understanding speech acts is crucial for the development of other pragmatic features 
such as politeness, as stated by Taguchi et al. (2016), Tajeddin & Pezeshki (2014), and 
Wijayanto et al. (2017). These scholars argue that social distance between speakers, status 
levels, and speech acts can affect the frequency and use of politeness strategies. Moreover, 
successful comprehension of speech acts depends on learners' ability to interpret the cultural 
and linguistic context of the target language, as argued by Ren & Gao (2012), Saleem, Anjum, 
& Tahir (2021), Taguchi (2018), and Tamimi Sa’d & Mohammadi (2014). Failure to do so may 

result in negative pragmatic transfer. To avoid this, learners must not only develop 
metapragmatic awareness and pragmatic skills but also be made aware of potential pragmatic 
consequences of their language choices, as suggested by Economidou-kogetsidis (2015), Siegel 
(2015, 2016). 

Apart from other factors, pragmatic motivation, input, and learners' approach have a 
significant impact on the development of speech acts. Tajeddin and Moghadam (2012) have 
demonstrated that motivation plays a crucial role in increasing L2 pragmatic production. 
Additionally, other researchers, such as Limberg (2016), Meihami and Khanlarzadeh (2015), 
Thi et al. (2015), and Thuy, Nguyen, Hanh, and Tam (2012), acknowledge the importance of 
input in assisting students with the production of speech acts. Furthermore, some studies 
suggest that learners' strategies, such as in requests and apologies, may also affect their 
production of speech acts. These strategies are linked to both pragmalinguistic proficiency and 
socio-pragmatic competency, as addressed by Tromp et al. (2016), Yazdanfar and Bonyadi 
(2016), and Zhu (2012). Limberg (2015) also claims that socio-pragmatic competencies work 
together to enhance the development of speech acts. 

Furthermore, the method, approach, and tactic of teaching and learning activities have 
an influence on the production of speech acts. These factors can assist students in 
comprehending both the content and form of their utterances. An effective teaching strategy 
and methodology promote the enhancement of students' pragmatic abilities, resulting in 
language production and input exposure during interaction (Cohen, 2015; Couper & Watkins, 
2016; Nguyen et al., 2020; Taguchi, 2018). 

Although the previous studies provide positive outcomes, there is still a need for further 
research in this area. According to these studies, speech acts are influenced by various factors 
including input from teachers and students, as well as motivation, approach, and strategy. These 
studies mainly focus on how students produce language in the classroom. However, the specific 
types and functions of speech acts in the actual dialogues of classroom interactions have not 
been thoroughly investigated. 

Teachers and students can both benefit from studying speech acts, as it can provide 
teachers with knowledge about the different types and functions of speech acts that either 
improve or detract from classroom interactions. In order to build a better understanding of the 
complex relationships and learning opportunities within the classroom, it is important to know 
how to properly use speech acts and assign appropriate functions (Canh & Renandya, 2017; 
Claessens et al., 2016). When learners are able to produce language and actions in response to 
teacher inquiries or other inputs, they are motivated to address both macro and micro linguistic 
aspects. Additionally, studying speech acts can provide solutions to difficult scenarios that 
teachers may encounter in the classroom. This can lead to more frequent dialogic teaching and 
meaning negotiation, resulting in mutual understanding between teachers and students in terms 
of information sharing and language development. 

Conversation Analysis 
Before conducting any study analysis, it is important to consider the methods used to 

analyze oral discourse in classroom settings. In other words, it is necessary to examine 
alternative ways of interpreting instructor speech acts in classroom interactions. Interaction 
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Analysis (IA), Discourse Analysis (DA), and Conversation Analysis are three widely used 
methodologies in Classroom Discourse Analysis (CA). 

Interaction Analysis (IA) focuses on various procedures used to evaluate and explain 
how students and teachers behave in the classroom, with an emphasis on verbal and nonverbal 
communication patterns and social correlations that occur in the classroom (Richards & 
Schmid, 1992). It examines the interactions that take place between students and teachers. On 
the other hand, Discourse Analysis (DA) deals with spoken and written linguistics and tends to 
ignore the discourse process, which includes participants like teachers and students. DA is 
concerned with the linguistic aspects of the speaker as the product of written and oral 
communication modes (Brown & Yule, 1983). The first two methods allow predetermined 
structural-functional categories of data that are prescribed or imposed. In contrast, Conversation 
Analysis describes how meanings and pragmatic purposes are communicated during 
interactions and examines the structure of speech and the order of taking turns. 

For this study, the third methodology, Conversation Analysis (CA), was chosen as the 
framework for analyzing the data. In the context of a classroom, using CA to demonstrate how 
meaning is co-constructed, negotiated, and shared by both learners and teachers could be useful. 
The purpose of applying CA in this study was to examine the utterances of both teachers and 
students and to enhance the negotiation of meaning during interactions. Unlike Discourse 
Analysis, which is primarily concerned with the speaker, and Interaction Analysis, which 
focuses on both verbal and nonverbal communication in the classroom, CA regards the 
utterances as a collaborative effort between teachers and students, making it the primary focus 
of the investigation. To reveal how interaction is structured, CA employs detailed transcripts of 
audio or video recordings. 

To use Conversation Analysis in a study, it is necessary to use naturally occurring 
language samples rather than artificially created ones. The style of language being analyzed 
also differs, as Conversation Analysis focuses on oral discourse in turn-taking and exchange 
systems, whereas Discourse Analysis examines both written and oral language, and Interaction 
Analysis evaluates both verbal and nonverbal cues. These differences are relevant to the topic 
of the study, which focuses on speech acts used by teachers in their interactions with students, 
and thus support the use of Conversation Analysis (Marie & Rohan, 2011). 

It is essential to stress the four core principles of CA that researchers need to adhere to. 
The first principle states that all interactions, including turn-taking, are orderly. This means that 
CA allows researchers to observe interactions as a whole, rather than focusing on just one 
participant. Both the speaker and the listener co-create the interactions. The second principle 
pertains to the design of turns. It suggests that each participant's contribution to the exchanges 
is context-dependent and context-renewing. Each turn in the interaction has a significant impact 
on the conversation and shapes the turns that follow. The third principle focuses on social 
action. It posits that individuals use their utterances at different times to accomplish an action, 
rather than just speaking or using the utterance as it is. Therefore, every action has a specific 
goal or intention that is evident in the conversation's order where the exchange occurs. The final 
principle concerns the bottom-up, data-based analysis approach. It highlights that CA is 
employed because it can identify genuine interactions without assuming the interactions' socio-
cultural environment beforehand. These principles are essential to follow when using CA to 
analyze interactions in a classroom setting (Ghafarpour, 2016; Ingram & Elliott, 2015; Lam, 
2018; Marie & Rohan, 2011). 

Furthermore, applying CA principles to data analysis allows for the examination of the 
types and pragmatic functions of teachers' speech acts based on observations made during 
interactions. This study acknowledges that the classroom setting is dynamic and frequently 
influenced by turn-taking sequences used by both teachers and students. CA is used to analyze 
speech acts that affect how information is organized, and the implicit functions that align with 
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the social action principle of CA are indisputable.  A speech act can have more than one type 
of function, and understanding the meaning based solely on verbal forms is insufficient. 
According to CA, interactions in which turn-taking occurs must be governed by conventions 
and regulations. Therefore, a teacher's speech act should not be viewed as a single utterance. 
Rather, it is shaped and renewed by the context, resulting from a previous move occurring in 
the turn-taking order or sequence of talk within the interactions that undoubtedly adhere to the 
CA principles. 

For successful interactions between teachers and students, it is crucial for both parties 
to observe and predict each other's behavior. The ability to predict behavior is possible because 
of norms and regulations, which are emphasized by the CA principle of turn-taking design that 
takes context into account. The discourse move principle, which evaluates the types and 
functions of a teacher's speech acts, is realized through the order of sequence of talk or the turn-
taking system that occurs during interactions. Conversation Analysis (CA) principles recognize 
this arrangement as a result of the meanings and social behaviors of the teacher and students 
involved in the conversations. 

It is worth noting that CA views the classroom context as dynamic and co-created by 
the teacher and students as participants, reinforced by the multiple linguistic and educational 
goals present in the classroom. In this context, the data are allowed to speak for themselves, 
accurately depicting the interactions between teachers and students, and showcasing the 
teachers' speech acts in the interaction structure (Cancino, 2015). 

RESEARCH METHOD 
As part of a qualitative methodology, the study uses conversation analysis (CA) to 

examine teachers' speech acts during classroom interactions in a college context where English 
is being studied as a foreign language (EFL). This methodological decision was chosen because 
it carefully examined verbal exchanges, emphasizing sequence organization, turn-taking, and 
language usage in the classroom. Using CA in a qualitative framework allows the study to 
analyze the subtleties of classroom interactions in a methodical way, adding credibility and 
depth to the findings. This approach offers a deep understanding of language use in educational 
setting by enabling a careful investigation of the underlying rules and norms governing 
communication. Through CA, the research not only uncovers the intricacies of classroom 
interactions but also offers valuable insights into the role of language in teaching and learning 
processes, thereby enhancing the overall depth and validity of the study. 

The subject of the study was a sixty-two-year-old professor with twenty-six years of 
teaching experience, chosen because the research aimed to investigate how oral expression 
interactions are handled. After obtaining permission from the faculty board and reviewing his 
academic profiles, he was deemed an appropriate participant due to his exposure to and 
proficiency in the English language. 

The research instrument employed in this study mainly includes audio or video 
recordings of classroom interactions, along with field notes and possibly transcripts of the 
recorded interactions. These recordings serve as the cornerstone for conversation analysis, 
enabling a thorough examination of the teachers and students speech acts within the classroom 
context. The use of recordings allows researcher to capture the natural flow of communication 
and analyze the sequential organization of talk in detail. By relying on recordings and field 
notes, the study ensures a rich and authentic portrayal of classroom discourse, enhancing the 
depth and validity of the research findings. 

Consequently, data collection techniques used by the researcher to understand teachers' 
speech acts in classroom interactions was through passive observation, which is a type of non-
intrusive observation. The researcher was present in the classroom only for observation 
purposes and did not interact with the teacher or students. Taking notes during observation was 
essential, but audio recordings were necessary to verify the accuracy of the observational data. 
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The observed class was transcribed using the conversation analysis convention, based 
mainly on Jefferson (Hosoda, 2015), which considers the dominant IRE/F interaction pattern 
in the classroom. The transcript was carefully reviewed, and specific episodes were selected 
based on how well they contribute to the study's goal of examining the types and functions of 
teacher and student speech acts. An episode refers to a series of sequences that, taken 
individually and together, help accomplish a task or activity goal. Each episode involving 
teacher and student speech acts was examined in detail. 

The speech act types in this study adhered to the classification proposed by Bach and 
Harnish (1979) and Edmonson-House (Trosborg, 1994).and the speech act instructional 
functions were taken from Johnson (1997) as cited in Sumedi & Dery Rovino (2020) and 
Coulthard (1985) due to their practical application in classroom interaction analysis. Since 
Conversation Analysis (CA) was used to analyze the corpus in this study, there was no level, 
skill, or even content structure for the observed classes. As such, it is used to analyze the actual 
interactions without presuming the applicability of the sociocultural framework in which the 
interactions take place.  

To counteract potential biases, the researcher utilized verification procedures namely 
triangulation. In this regard, the researcher employed a variety of data sources and techniques, 
including field notes from observation sessions and audio and video recordings of classroom 
activities. This method captured both verbal and non-verbal clues, offering a thorough grasp of 
communication in the EFL classroom. The researcher reduced the possibility of bias by 
ensuring consistency and validity in the analysis by comparing and cross-checking data from 
several sources. Triangulation enhanced the depth of the study and allowed for a comprehensive 
interpretation of the results by incorporating knowledge from several viewpoints. Ultimately, 
by providing a strong framework for data gathering and analysis, this meticulous method 
improved the credibility of the research findings and raised trust in the validity of the study's 
conclusions. 

 
RESEARCH FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION  
Findings 

Applying CA principles to data analysis allows for the examination of the types and 
pragmatic functions of teachers' speech acts.  Based on observations made during interactions, 
this study acknowledges that the classroom setting is dynamic and frequently influenced by 
speech acts utterances following turn-taking sequences by both teachers and students. The 
speech acts uttered during the classroom interactions are shown in the following tables. The 
data on the types and functions were delivered in turn. 

Table 1. 
 Speech Act Types 

No Illocutionary acts Performers 
Types Students Teachers 

1 Constatives   
 Object/Protest 4 - 
 Praise - 32 
 Answer/Reply 98 4 
 Deny 4 - 
 Describe - 54 
 Inform/tell - 15 
 State - 119 
II Directives   
 Insist - 47 
 ask 4 115 
 Summon/call 3 - 
 urge - 4 
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No Illocutionary acts Performers 
Types Students Teachers 

 warn - 2 
 advise - 3 
 forbid - 6 
 suggest - 6 
 Command/instruct - 58 
III Commissives   
 promise - 3 
 Volunteer/bid 5 - 
1V Acknowledgement   
 thank 2 - 
 greet 2 - 
V Didactives   
 correct 1 3 
 Evaluate/repeat 2 47 

The information in Table 1 indicates the different speech acts—illocutionary acts—that 
teachers and students have used in the classroom. These acts are divided into types called 
constatives, directives, commissives, acknowledgement, and didactives. While students 
primarily respond with replies, teachers primarily engage in constatives, which include 
activities like praise, answering, describing, informing, and expressing. Teachers mostly use 
directives to ask questions, provide orders or instructions, and assess or reiterate material; 
students are less likely to participate in these kinds of directives. The findings also show that 
students are occasionally involved in commissives like volunteering or bidding, in addition to 
less common but nonetheless present forms of appreciation like greeting or thanks. Ultimately, 
both students and teachers employed didactives like correcting and evaluating or repeating 
information, with teachers being more prominent in these activities. Thus, the data highlights a 
dynamic exchange of various illocutionary acts between students and teachers, with teachers 
taking on more directive and evaluative roles while students primarily respond to questions. 

Table 2 
 Function of Speech Acts 

Speech 
Acts 

Types function 
General Instructional 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Teacher’s 
 

Constatives 1. Assertive 
2. Informative 
3. descriptive 

1. Control and organizational 
2. Motivational 
3. Evaluative 

Directives 1. Requirements 
2. Prohibitive 
3. Requisites 
4. Advisories 
5.  

Control and organizational 

Commissure 1. Promises 
2. Offers 

1. Control and organizational 
2. Motivational 

Acknowledg
ement 

1. Greet 
2. Thank 
3. accept 

1. Control and organizational 
2. Motivational 
3. evaluative 

Didactics 1. Disputives 
2. Descritpives 
3. informatives 

1. motivational 
2. evaluative 
3. control and organizational 

 
 
 
Students’ 

Constatives Responsive Control and organizational 
Directives Requestive Control and organizational 
Commissive Offer 

promise 
Motivational 

Acknowledg
ment 

Greet 
Thank 

Control and organizational 
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Didactives Confirmative Evaluative 

 The information given (Table 2) highlights the speech acts and how they fit into the 
classroom interaction. Teachers work primarily with constatives, which include declaratives, 
informatives, and descriptives. These types of utterances serve functions in control and 
organization, motivation, and evaluation. Teachers uttered directives in the form of demands, 
prohibitives, requestives, and advisories, primarily serving as means of organization and 
control. Teachers' stated complaints contain offers and promises that support organization, 
incentive, and control. Acknowledgments from teachers consist of greetings, thanks, and 
acceptance, serving functions in control and organization, motivation, and evaluation. Teachers 
use disputives, descriptives, and informatives as didactives to help with motivation, assessment, 
control, and organizing. Conversely, students engaged in constatives primarily through 
responding speech acts, which primarily fulfill organizational and control functions. The 
majority of their directives are requests, which also have control and organizational functions. 
Student comissives are characterized by promises and offers, which are primarily driven by 
motivational motives. Students' acknowledgments mainly consist of greetings and thanks, 
serving functions in control and organization. Ultimately, students' didactives are 
confirmatives, serving evaluative functions. Briefly, the data highlight the intricate dynamics 
of speech acts between teachers and students within the classroom interactions, each fulfilling 
specific functions related to control and organization, motivation, and evaluation, with varying 
emphases. 

Discussion 
The main findings drawn from the data (Tables 1 and 2), regarding the types and 

functions of speech acts in the classroom setting provide a thorough analysis of the speech acts 
that are uttered  by the teacher and students, as well as their corresponding  functions. Table 1 
presents an overview of the distribution of speech acts between teachers and students by 
classifying them into constatives, directions, commissives, acknowledgment, and didactives. 
The types and functions of these speech acts are further explained in table 2, which shows that 
teachers mostly use constatives and directives to serve control and organization, motivating, 
and evaluation functions. Students' speech acts, on the other hand, are mostly responsive and 
serve to maintain order and control in the classroom setting. 

The focus of this study is on identifying the different types of speech acts produced by 
teachers and students in classroom interactions, and their corresponding functions. Based on 
the data presented in Table 1, it is evident that the teacher is the dominant speaker during these 
interactions, having produced 518 speech acts compared to the students' 125. These speech acts 
are used to facilitate the teaching-learning process through various discourse moves, with the 
teacher's constative speech acts serving to express beliefs and intentions that align with the 
learning objectives. 

The teacher's use of constative speech act demonstrates a belief while also expressing 
an intention that the hearer forms (or maintains) a similar belief (Hafifah, 2020). The teacher in 
this study is more influential and has a social role in relation to the learning objectives. As a 
result, stating, praising, informing, responding to, or describing the lesson is common to occur. 
Additionally, these forms in question performed general functions namely assertive, 
informative, and descriptive as a result of discourse movements that took place in the class 
(Table 2). While the majority of the constative speech acts that students generate have a 
responsive function because they respond to or answer the teacher's queries when the teaching-
learning process is in progress (Yes, Sir, we will; Absolutely yes). 

T : Today is a speaking class 
     We try to speak English, OK? 
S : Yes, Sir, we will 
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T :  Before we start, I’d like to ask you a question. Have you ever heard thr snow   
white story? 

S : Absolutely yes. 
T :  Others? 
    Well, once upon a time there was a young beautiful lady lived in a village 
 
Adding to the instructional function, the constative function has control and organizing, 

motivating, and evaluative roles in both teacher and student utterances. These duties are 
strongly tied to the teacher's role in structuring and regulating classroom conversation. It is 
control and organizational behavior to express or to say (assertively) something in teaching-
learning activities, such as learning objectives or explanations (today is a speaking class; we 
strive to talk). In the meantime, the motivating function is concerned when the instructor, for 
instance, makes announcements, informs something, commands students, or instructs the 
students to do something (before we begin, let me ask you a question) (informative). The 
teacher's description of something, questions, and comments serve as an example of the 
evaluative function. (Have you ever heard the Snow White story?: Once upon a time,…). 

When compared to student-produced directives, teacher-produced directives are much 
more effective. The teacher appears to be an unavoidable authority figure who controls 
everything in the classroom because he uses commands to assert his authority and existence. 
This is because the teacher wants the students to accomplish something, which is referred to as 
the psychological condition of "wants" (Nisa & Abduh, 2022; Suryandani & Budasih, 2021). 
The teacher makes an effort to elicit verbal and nonverbal commitments from the pupils for 
some imminent future course of action. In this study, the teacher's directive speech act typically 
serves the following purposes: a request (requestive) (could you please), an advising (advisory) 
(next time, a little faster), a prohibition (prohibitive) (not other pages), and a demand 
(requirement) (Now, move to page five; Take a look at that page). Differently, students’ speech 

act represents the requestives function.  Students responded to the teacher's order by asking, 
"What about page four?" as is illustrated in the following excerpt: 

T : Yeah, now move to page five 
S : What about page four? 
T : Take a look at that page. No other pages! 
T : Well, page five Hello? Page five! Could you, please? Next time, a little bit 

faster 
S : (being silent and opening their books) 
 
The teacher and students utilized directing speech acts to regulate and organize the 

classroom discourse in terms of instructional function. It has been suggested that the classroom 
behavior standards are so well-defined that students interpret every teacher utterance as a 
potential order, and thus follow a broad rule of "scanning" for directed intent. Generally, the 
imperative or directions are given to subordinates or to those who know each other well, in this 
case, the teacher and students. Consequently, the teacher's use of directions implies their 
superiority over the students, who are subordinate to orders and commands. The power 
dynamics and social distance are factors that influence the form of instructions and the 
structuring of classroom discourse, as evidenced by studies conducted by Eshghinejad & Moini 
(2016), Manik & Hutagaol (2015), Tamimi Sa’d & Mohammadi (2014), and Yazdanfar & 

Bonyadi (2016). 
The same as the production of acknowledgements, the production of commissives is in 

the students' "favor." According to the data in Table 1, the commissives and recognition are 
exclusively for the students. In terms of commissives, students' speech acts were concerned 
with a voluntary offer to provide a service or make a bid, which contributed to the conversation 
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in the classroom. As the teacher got no response from the students he asked for, another student 
replied (S2 replaced S1 in answering teacher’s question). Whereas, teacher’s speech 

commissive speech acts served functions as a promise for the students (A score for you) as 
shown in the extract below. In this respect, commisive speech acts from the teacher and pupils 
served an instructionally motivating purpose. The student who responded to the question and 
the teacher inadvertently encouraged other pupils to respond to all teacher’s questions during 

the teaching-learning process by saying, "A score for you." 
T : Answer my question please! OK. You, please! What is the message of the 

story? 
S1 : Silent 
S2 : It is about caring and loving each other 
T : Good. A score for you. 
S : Thank you 
Additionally, students’ acknowledgment speech acts covered the usual greeting and 

thank-you behaviors as found in the student’s reactions to the teacher's admiration.. These 

occurred at the start, whilst, and end of class. As a result, it was merely a routine task with little 
bearing on classroom instructional moves.  

The last type of speech act identified in this study is referred to as didactive, which is 
exclusively used in educational environments. The teacher in the classroom mostly employs 
didactive speech acts such as correcting, repeating, and evaluating. The teacher's use of these 
speech acts serves a variety of functions, including disputative, descriptive, and educational 
purposes. When the teacher questioned the students' answers (What do you mean? Which do 
you mean, A or B?) it serves disputive function. The utterance of constative was employed in 
descriptive function to classify, describe, and identify the expression of offering help (Tell him 
why you chose A). Meanwhile, the informative function served to counsel, inform, tell, or 
otherwise draw students' attention to anything (Brilliant. Very brilliant). Differently, students’ 

didcative speech act dealt with confirmative function. It was utilized to confirm that the original 
statement was untrue, and it is confirmed (Tony Sir). 

T : What do you mean? Do you mean A or B? 
S1 : A 
T : Good 
T : Then, What else? Common, what else? 
S : C 
T : I don’t think so 
S2 : A 
T : Good. Brilliant. Very brilliant Ricky. Tell him why you chose A. 
S : Tony Sir 
T : Sorry, Tony please do that! 
In terms of the educational function, the teacher's didactive speech acts govern and 

organize the conversation in the classroom. The teacher was in charge of managing the 
commodity exchanges and interaction patterns. Unlikely, the primary focus of students' 
didactive speech acts was evaluative function. In this case, the student corrected the teacher 
since he had the student's name in the wrong place. 

The results of this study suggest that the interpretation of speech acts must be 
contextualized within the entire conversation sequence. Context and word choice can be 
flexible, as evidenced by language input that precedes or follows certain statements, which 
supports the findings of earlier studies (Economidou-kogetsidis, 2015; Limberg, 2015; 
Martínez-flor, 2013; Ren & Gao, 2012; Tajeddin & Pezeshki, 2014). Therefore, both teachers 
and students must be aware of the pragmatic meaning of their language use in relation to the 
context.  



Darong  Conversationa Analysis: Types and Function … …  
 

JOLLT Journal of Languages and Language Teaching, July 2024. Vol.12, No.3    | 1202  

The teacher has the responsibility to choose a subject, break it down into smaller pieces, 
and prevent digressions and misunderstandings in the classroom. Coulthard (1985) suggested 
that there are different types of organization and structure in every interaction, and a teacher 
can approach a lesson from a pedagogical perspective to create a pedagogical structure that 
shows the steps of the lesson. According to Sinclair et al. (cited in Coulthard, 1985), a lesson 
has both linguistic and pedagogical structures, and transactions have a structure that is 
expressed in terms of change. 

It is important to recognize that the didactic aspect is a crucial objective of educational 
communication. Teachers are granted extensive communicative authority because of their 
expertise and their responsibility to fulfill the objectives of the course (Husna, Rahman, & 
Abduh, 2022). Given the teacher's social function in the classroom, they have the right to 
regulate and guide interactions and provide feedback to students on their performance. 

Contrary to prior research suggesting that teachers are the sole controllers and managers 
of classroom activities (Babaii, Parsazadeh, & Moradi, 2018; Sundh, 2017), the current study 
indicates that students can also act as controllers, managers, and even evaluators. This is 
supported by certain types of speech acts used to structure and organize classroom discourse. 
Although it may not be as apparent, this fosters classroom dialogue and promotes patterns of 
interaction. 

In the classroom, active participation and awareness of the nature and purposes of 
interaction are essential for effective communication. Both teachers and students have 
responsibilities that, when carried out appropriately, can improve classroom interaction. 
Successful teaching and learning of a second or foreign language also requires complete 
engagement in the discourse construction of the language classroom. Conversation analysis 
suggests that involvement in this context refers to the natural and pragmatic management, use, 
and production of speech acts and their functions. This study employed conversation analysis 
to examine naturally occurring language instead of analyzing artificial language, by examining 
the types and functions of speech acts in their original, authentic settings.  

CONCLUSION  
The analysis of speech act types and functions in EFL classroom interactions draws 

attention to the complex dynamics of teacher-student interactions. Teachers typically direct 
classroom interactions via constatives and directives, and students largely respond to these 
prompt, which help to maintain order and interactions in the classroom. The results highlight 
how important it is for teachers to be aware of their speech acts and how they affect students' 
comprehension and engagement in EFL classes. They also highlight how important good 
communication strategies are in promoting learning and interaction in the classroom settings.As 
such, the teacher's role is crucial in establishing a natural EFL classroom environment that 
facilitates these functions. Furthermore, this study revealed that students can also contribute to 
achieving speech act functions. Despite their inferior status, they can position themselves as 
teachers, managers, and controllers by monitoring interactions and speech in the classroom. It 
is important to note that speech acts made by teachers and students are shaped by context and 
influenced by preceding actions in turn-taking order or a sequence of talks that follow 
conversation analysis principles. 

However, this study has several limitations. Firstly, only one subject was used in the 
investigation, and future studies with more participants may provide richer data on speech act 
productions in classroom interactions. Secondly, since this study was merely observational, 
conducting interventional research on speech acts in future studies may be more interesting. 
Additionally, this study's focus on type and function is insufficient to address pragmatic-related 
features of speech acts. There is a high demand for other topics such as the interventional 
teaching of speech acts in educational settings. 
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