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Abstract
 

___________________________________________________________________ 

Conversation Analysis (CA) is an issue of Pragmatics. CA is a way to analyze 

a conversation by its elements such as turn-taking, and adjacency pair 

produced by the speakers. In this present study, the researcher conduct research 

in the field of CA, but more specific the researcher investigates in the adjacency 

pair patterns and communicative functions in spoken interaction of roundtable 

discussion with Susi Pudjiastuti. Since people know that Minister Susi has a lot 

of controversy on her duty as an Indonesia Minister of Maritime affairs and 

Fisheries, there are such unique facts that can be seen by this present study. 

The aims of this research are to investigate how do the adjacency pair patterns 

construct in the spoken interaction of roundtable discussion with Susi 

Pudjiastuti, how the communicative functions realized in the roundtable 

discussion, and how do the power and status relation reflect to the participants 

of roundtable discussion. Qualitative method used in this present study. The 

researcher found eleven patterns of adjacency pair that construct in the 

rountable discussion. Then, eleven communicative functions were realized in 

the roundtable discussion. At last, the researcher found many interruption 

produced by Minister Susi, and it shown that power and status relation reflect 

to the way she is more dominated in the roundtable discussion. This research 

has beneficial value for teacher, lecturer, and student in order to enrich their 

knowledge especially in adjacency pair patterns. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

Learning and mastering foreign language, 

especially English as foreign language, the 

learners have to learn and understand four skills 

namely writing, Reading, Speaking, and 

Listening. Then, Language has many branches 

based on its point of views. The one of language 

branches whose point of view is language use is 

pragmatics. Pragmatics is a branch of linguistics 

which learns about the use of language with the 

use of its context. The meaning of the language 

is understandable if the context is known. 

Limitations of pragmatics are the rules of the use 

of language form and meaning dealing with the 

speaker intention, the context and the 

circumstances.  

According to Crystal (1987: 120) 

pragmatics studies are the factors that govern 

our choice of language in social interaction and 

the effect of our choice on others. Based on the 

theory above, interaction is needed in human life 

to create a good relationship, business, and also 

social roles.  

Moreover, Tauchid and Rukmini (2016) 

stated that Pragmatics intend to identify the 

intention with which utterances are pronounced 

and how they may help clarify the meanings 

behind some grammatical structures that do not 

render their transparent pragmatics force on the 

basis of their construction. In line to the 

statement above, in every conversation in 

written or spoken form, there is an implicit 

meaning of its utterance that should be analyzed 

in order to know how it works and how many 

elements involve in conversation itself.  

Then, Schiffrin (1994:231) stated 

“Conversational analysis is like interactional 

sociolinguistics in its concerns with the problem 

of social order, and how language both creates 

and is created by social context.” In addition 

from Fitriana and Sofwan (2017), the use of 

language shows people‟s relationship and 

attitude towards others. However, organizing 

words that will be uttered in turn-taking of 

conversation will contribute a good notion in 

order to keep the conversation still alive.  

Meanwhile, Conversation analysis has a 

part namely adjacency pairs and also with its 

patterns as an equipment in analyzing 

conversation. Then, in anlysing conversation, 

there is a way in analyzing discourse about 

interaction between parties namely conversation 

analysis (CA). CA is one of issues in Pragmatics 

focued on interaction between parties. 

Conversation analysis emphasize in the way 

parties doing turn-taking and adjacent in 

creating context of communication.  

Another theory from Fitriana and Sofwan 

(2017) state that the use of language shows 

people‟s relationship and attitude towards 

others. However, organizing words that will be 

uttered in turn-taking of conversation will 

contribute a good notion in order to keep the 

conversation still alive.  

Conversation analysis has a part namely 

adjacency pairs and also with its patterns as an 

equipment in analyzing conversation. According 

to Paltridge (2006: 115) utterances produced by 

two successive speakers in a way that the second 

utterances is identified as related to the first one 

as an expected follow-up to that utterance. 

Here is the example of adjacency pair in 

the conversation by Yule: 

(1) Anna : Hello. (Greeting 1) 

(2) Bill : Hi. (Response for greeting 1) 

(3) Anna : How are you? (Question 2) 

(4) Bill : Fine. (Answer 2 for question 

2) 

(5) Anna : See ya! (Leave taking 3) 

(6) Bill : Bye. (Response for leave 

taking 3) 

Based on the example above, the 

adjacency pair is the result of situation in 

communication based on purposes, and 

participant of the conversation itself. Moreover, 

the effect of adjacency patterns will influence the 

speech function and also communicative 

functions based on the negotiation produced by 

the speakers. Meanwhile, the effect of status and 

power relation also have an effect in delivering 

something, asking, and answering between 

speakers in the conversation circumstances. For 
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instance, there are four speakers in the 

discussion, there is one speaker who has higher 

social status as a minister, and then the rest 

speakers are only civil servants. Here, the 

governor who attends in the discussion has more 

power in interrupting, frequent in asking, and 

has liberties in answering question or response 

for a statement.  

In this research, the researcher has found 

Minister Susi Pudjiastuti as a subject of the 

research. In short, people know that Minister 

Susi is pointed by Mr. Presiden Joko Widodo to 

be a Minister of Maritime Affairs and Fisheries 

of Indonesia. Then, as a minister, she has a lot 

of unique things based on her duty, her attitude, 

and the way she negotiates with people or 

stakeholders. 

In another hand, Minister Susi as a policy 

maker for Illegal Unreported Unregulated (IUU) 

fishing boats has an extreme things in shutting 

down them. She blows up the illegal boats which 

tried to enter the coastline of Indonesia water 

and catch fish in illegal ways. Mr. President 

Joko Widodo gives a good signal for Minister 

Susi to keep doing right, straight, and strict for 

illegal fishing boats from all coutries around the 

world. Minister Susi has to do that because of 

she wants to save the aqua culture of Indonesia 

water 

Moreover, there are a lot of people 

showing their proud and so impressed because 

of Minister Susi has a unique background of 

education. She is only graduated from Junior 

High School as a formal school, and then 

continue her Senior High School by informal 

institution. Based on her background of 

education, Minister Susi can speaks English as 

well and she often attends on International 

Conference as a guest speaker, and also interact 

with foreign stakeholder around the world. 

Meanwhile, the researcher try to conduct 

a research based on the unique of characteristics 

from Minister Susi in the way of turn-taking, 

delivering, and answering in the discussion. The 

researcher also rely on the theory and result of 

previous study in order to enrich the result. 

Here is previous studies about CA, 

Olutayo (2013), this study attempts to fill this 

gap by examining natural conversations in 

television discourse. The findings revealed seven 

main determinants of patterns and features of 

turn-taking namely: discourse topic, duration of 

the programme, composition of the 

guests/participants, culture, social status, gender 

and the personality of the hosts. These revealed 

the nature of the show and participation, floor 

occupation, shared understanding, turn 

quantification and emotiveness. 

Ali (2018), this research aims at 

investigating the way in which turn taking 

behaviour and interaction pattern help the 

participants to interpret each other‟s meanings, 

and comparing between The Doctors and 

Shabab Wbanat in interaction strategies which 

are examined qualitatively and quantitatively. 

The findings showed that both shows are sharing 

several characteristics of ordinary conversation 

in spite of being conducted in institutional 

setting. The Doctors TV show is different from 

Shabab wbanat in several spontaneous 

interferences, symmetrical relations, and mode 

of interaction. Iraqi TV show is closer to 

institutional talk than the American TV show. 

Two of examples above indicate that turn-taking 

as interaction in conversation as prominent thing 

in conversation analysis (CA).  

Another previous studies related to 

adjacency pair analysis come from Hasan (2015) 

aims to analyse adjacency pair used by main 

characters in Knight and day movie. Adjacency 

pairs are the pair of interchanged utterances 

between two successive speakers. This study 

focused on 4 aspects of conversation those are 

turn-taking, adjacency pairs, preference 

organization, and pre-sequence and insertion 

sequence. 

Saputra (2016), this study aims to reveal 

kinds of adjacency pairs as used in mathematic 

students‟ conversation using English. Since the 

data were sentences and words, qualitative 

method was applied in this study. The result of 

study, there were found a lot of question and 

answer during the conversation between non-

native speakers, and the another result, there 

were less of question-answer between non-native 
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speaker to native speaker in the video of 

conversation. 

Khumaidillah (2016) this study attempts 

to describe turn taking strategies and adjacency 

pairs used by the speakers. The data are from 

one segment of The Oprah Winfrey Show‟s 

transcription with Justin Bieber. Those are 

analysed by Stenstorm‟s turn taking theories and 

adjacency pair theories. From the analysis, it 

was found that both speakers use various turn 

taking strategies and adjacency pairs. These 

findings are hoped to be an example for non-

native English speaker in doing English 

conversation and advance people‟s 

comprehension of how to organize good 

conversation structure.  

The last previous studies about power and 

status relation come from Achsan and Sofwan 

(2016) investigated the tenor of the interaction in 

the conversation texts found grade X English 

textbooks as well as the appropriacy of their 

realization in the given contexts. This study also 

explains the similarities and differences between 

conversation texts found in both English 

textbooks in realizing tenor. This study was a 

qualitative research employing a descriptive 

comparative method. The comparative method. 

The result of lexicogrammatical analysis of 

conversation texts found in two English 

textbooks showed the texts of two textbooks 

were dominated by declarative. 

Hung & Deng (2019) investigated in five 

dynamic language-power relationship in 

communication have emerged from critical 

language studies, conversation analysis, the 

social psychology of language and 

communication, and also sociolinguistics. Since 

the data consist of words, qualitative descriptive 

were applied to interpret the findings. The 

finding revealed power exist at both of micro 

and macro levels.  

Well, in this present study, the researcher 

deals with three research pronlem; 1). How do 

the adjacency pair patterns constructed in the 

spoken interaction of roundtable discussion with 

Susi Pudjiastuti at Stimson Center. 2). How do 

the communicative functions realized in the 

roundtable discussion. 3). How do the power 

and status relation reflect to the patterns of 

adjacency pair. 

 

METHOD 

 

This study deals to qualitative research. 

Then, as cited in Astuti (2009:31), qualitative 

research focuses on specific situation or people 

and it emphasis on words rather than numbers 

(Maxwell, 1996). Based on the statement above, 

the form of data in this study is spoken and for 

collecting data, the researcher will interpret 

through words and also gives explanation on it.  

This study assumes that there are many 

items found in the roundtable discussion with 

Susi Pudjiastuti at Stimson Center. The 

researcher found three items such as adjacency 

pair patterns, communicative functions, and 

power and status relation in the roundtable 

discussion between the parties. Since the 

researcher collected and analyzed data by 

interpreting to make a conclusion, this study 

categorized as qualitative research. This study 

will focus on interpreting English-Indonesian 

translation of conversation between parties 

during the discussion. 

In this study, the subjects are the host 

Minister Susi Pudjiastuti as guest speaker, and 

the participants of roundtable discussion. Then, 

the conversation between the host and the 

audience of Stimson Centre, and also Minister 

Susi Pudjiastuti is the object of the study. 

  In collecting data, there are 

four steps such as: 1). Watching the video of the 

roundtable discussion produced by the parties. 

2). Transcribing the conversation on paper. 3). 

Categorizing the data into instrument sheet. 4). 

Observing the data into pedagogical view. Then, 

in analyzing data, the researcher have six steps, 

they are: 1). Classifying the data into adjacency 

pair patterns. 2). Classifying the communicative 

functions of spoken interaction of parties. 3). 

Interpreting the adjacency pair patterns 

constructed in the spoken interaction. 4). 

Interpreting the communicative functions 

realized in the discussion. 5). Interpreting power 

and status relation of participants. 6). 
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Interpreting the findings. 7). Reporting the result 

of study. 

 However, in analyzing the data, the 

researcher applied many theories to analyze the 

data. The theory of Paltridge (2006) is applied in 

process analyzing patterns of adjacency pair, 

then the theory of Jakobson (1960), and Schiffrin 

(2006) are applied to analyze communicative 

functions. Then, to analyze power and status 

relation in the roundtable discussion, the 

researcher deals with Halliday (1989), Gerrot 

and Wignel (1994), and Eggins (1994). 

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS 

 

Adjeceny Pair Patterns Constructed in the 

Discussion  

The first procedure analysed is adjacency 

pair patterns constructed in the discussion. 

Schegolff (2007: 3) stated that adjacency pair is a 

sequential shift produced by the speakers. In line 

to Wiratno (2018) adjacency pair based on the 

speaker and the hearer then take turns during the 

exchange. Here is the example of analyzing 

adjacency pair patterns namely announcement. 

Datum 1 

Sally   : But I mean,  

I think, I read some articles of you  

explode 3016 vessels at this point. 

Minister Susi  : Yes, and we  

still have another hundred. 

Datum 2 

Minister Susi  : So, that‟s not true if 

we give different treat. It is not easy to catch 

them because they are bigger, faster, and they 

normally in Natuna area is escort by the coast 

guard. 

Sally   :The Chinese 

coastguard?  

Minister Susi  : Ya 

According to Paltridge (2006) there are 

two patterns of adjacency pair namely first pair 

part and second pair part. The second pair part 

is the response of the first pair part and it is 

known as preference structure. Those patterns 

found based on the analysis in the speakers‟ way 

in delivering turn-taking and also the way the 

speakers show their interest on question or 

statement.  

In line with Paltridge‟s theory about 

patterns of adjacency paur, the examples above 

show that the utterance produced by the first 

speaker is a kind of adjacency pair namely 

announcement. Then, the positive response of 

called acknowledgement. The first example, 

Sally had announce that she reads an article 

about Minister Susi explode 3016 vessels, then 

Minister Susi gives an acceptance of her 

statement, and then she acknowledge that there 

are another hundred vessels had blamed.  

Meanwhile, on second example show that 

Sally just confirmed on Minister Susi‟s implicit 

statement about Chinese coastguard. When 

Minister Susi said “yes”, it means that she 

acknowledge and give an acceptance based on 

Sally‟s confirmation. 

Based on the amount of adjacency pair 

patterns analysis, there were seven adjacency 

pair contructed in the roundtable discussion. 

The first pair such as: greeting, assessment, 

request, announcement, question, offer, and 

assertion.Then, second pair part patterns are 

about preffeences. There are four preferred 

response, and three dispreferred response found 

in the discussion. Here, Minister Susi and Sally 

have the most turn in the discussion than the 

participants to the Minister Susi or to Sally. 

 

Communicative Functions Realized in the 

Roundtable Discussion 

According to Brown (2000: 248) states 

that functions of language are essentially the 

goals that speakers accomplish with language, 

and sometimes it has relationship with the forms 

of language. He also mentions that 

communication functions such as stating, 

requesting, responding, greeting, parting, etc. 

Based on the statement above the implicit or 

explicit message in the utterances produced by 

the speakers has classified into kinds of 

communicative functions.  
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Jakobson (1960) has classified 

communicative functions into six; referential 

function, poetic function, emotive function, 

conative function, phatic function, and the last is 

metalingual function. Well, the researcher gives 

a couple of emotive function as examples in 

analyzing communicative functions. Let‟s see 

the analysis below. 

Datum 1 

Minister Susi : I think we do very good so 

far. I discussed a lot with your ambassador in 

Jakarta. That of course our first contact in 

Jakarta and we do last time in the Ocean 

Summit in Bali. Together discussed few issues of 

course I would love if the American also assist 

us more into our island to develop industry, 

processing of fishing, facility, and logistic. 

Datum 2 

Sisi : Thanks very much Sally, 

thank you very much minister. You’re a lot of 

been in my heart in this room. I speak for 

myself and say that’s been very impressed to 

see what you’ve been able to do.  

According to Jakobson (1960: 355) emotive 

function is a function of speech that related to 

the addressor, and it refers to expressive or 

affective. Based on the example and following 

by Jakobson‟s theory, the examples above are 

kind of emotive function because the speakers 

say an expressive or affective utterance to the 

addressor. The researcher found the word “very 

good” uttered by Minister Susi, and sentences 

“You’re a lot of been in my heart in this room. 

I speak for myself and say that’s been very 

impressed to see what you’ve been able to do ‟‟ 

uttered by participant called Sisi. 

Both expressive statement above indicate 

that speakers feel impressed to the addressor 

after they have got a meeting and sharing an 

interesting issue. The datums show that 

functions of language are essentially have 

implicit meaning based on its form of language.  

In the discussion, there are 11 

communicative functions found such as: 3 

referential function, 5 emotive function, 1 

phatic function, 1 poetic functions, and 1 

metalingual function. In addition, the 

analysis of communicative functions show 

that Minister Susi has ten statements that 

related to the emotive function and she is 

more dominating in expressing on turn.  

 

Power and Status Relation of the Participants 

Based on transcript analysis, the 

researcher found some proves indicate that 

speakers have their own self-confident in 

delivering, stating, or arguing something 

relevant in the discussion. Then, the different 

level of language used reveal about who speaker 

is. People with prestigious social status has more 

dominant in every situation of conversation.  

Well, in analysing about power and status 

relation, the researcher deals with tenor of 

discourse theory from many experts. According 

to Gerrot and Wignel (1994: 1) tenor is the 

social relationships between those taking parts. 

Moreover, Gerrot and Wignel also categorized 

them into three, such as: 1). status and power 

relation, means agents roles, peer or hierarchic 

relation. 2). Affect. It refers to degree of like, or 

dislike, or neutrality. 3). Contact, means 

frequency, duration and also intimacy of social 

context. 

There are many interruption happen in 

the roundtable discussion produced by speakers. 

Let‟s see the datum when Minister Susi 

interrupting another speaker. 

Datum 1 

Sally  : Wow, thank you for that. I  

mean that‟s not just a personal story. 

Really we are talking about the important 

sustainability about economic and natural 

resources, and I have to say I think...  

Minister Susi : (interrupting) 25:21 
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 I have to give a part of the person because 

sometimes the people don‟t really understand 

how do you know about that thing. That the 

question. 

Datum 2 

Sally  : but I mean, I think, I read 

some of you explode 3016 vessels at this point. 

Sally  :Okay alright, So Everyone… 

Minister Susi : (Interrupting) 25:42 

And to fighting of them. 

 For instance, Minister Susi has a lot 

interruption during the discussion, and she 

dominates it than another speakers. Second 

place to the speaker who interrupts during 

discussion is Sally, and the rest is Matt as 

participant of discussion. Based on the result 

above, Minister Susi has a high rank of 

interrupting in the discussion because her status 

as a Minister and guest speaker. Well, the power 

and status that Minister Susi has is reflect to the 

way she speaks, conveys, gives statement during 

the discussion, and dominating the turn than 

another speakers. 

 

CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTION 

 

This chapter mainly presents three points. 

First, it presents the conclusions of this study. 

The conclusions highlight the answers of the 

three research questions which are stated in the 

chapter I of this thesis. Second, it presents the 

suggestions that are elaborated for the future 

research and in the pedagogical implication by 

teachers, lecturers, and also students. Third, it 

presents the limitation for the future researcher 

to decide their focus on the studies. 

In the research question number one is 

about how the adjacency pair patterns 

constructed in the roundtable discussion. The 

researcher found many adjacency pair patters 

based on the transcript analysing. Based on the 

result of analysis above, it can be seen that those 

adjacency pair patters are constructed because of 

the speakers in the discussion have chances to 

speak, delivering their idea, and also asking for 

question in order to create harmony of 

discussion itself. 

Then, in the research question number 

two is about how do the communicative 

functions realized in the discussion. According 

to Brown (2000: 248) states that functions of 

language are essentially the goals that speakers 

accomplish with language, and sometimes it has 

relationship with the forms of language. Based 

on the statement above the implicit or explicit 

message in the utterances produced by the 

speakers has classified into kinds of 

communicative functions. The researcher found 

there are kinds of communicative functions in 

the utterances produced by the speakers and 

those functions indicate the realization of 

communicative function in the roundtable 

discussion happen because of the speakers 

produce utterances, and in the utterances have 

the meaning and it can be classified into 

communicative function. 

The research problem number three is 

about how the patterns of adjacency pair reflect 

to the power and status relation of the 

participants. According to Gerrot and Wignel 

(1994: 1) tenor is the social relationships 

between those taking parts. In line with the 

statement above, the researcher used theory of 

tenor that relates to the power and status relation 

in discourse. Here, Minister Susi has a lot of 

interruption when another speakers deliver their 

argument or in answering question. In another 

hand, Sally as moderator also has a little of 

frequency in interrupting another speakers, and 

Matt as a participant only did one interruption. 

In addition, Minister Susi as the highest 

interrupter in the discussion because she has a 

power and status relation in the discussion as the 

one and only guest, and also as an Indonesia 

Minister of Maritime Affairs and Fisheries. Not 

only about that, but also Minister Susi has SUSI 

Airlines, and another business that earns many 

infestation. In that way, Minister Susi has a 

special right in the roundtable discussion.  

Furthermore, this present study is 

beneficial to the pedagogical implication, to the 

teachers, and lecturers can take advantages 

through this research and applied it to their 
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teaching and learning process. The last for the 

students, they will learn based on the analysis 

process of adjacency pair patterns, 

communicative functions, and also power and 

status relation in order to create a mind mapping 

about this topic.   
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