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ABSTRAK

Penelitian ini berkenaan dengan hubungan kekuasaan antara guru bahasa Inggris
domestik dengan siswanya di dalam kelas. Tujuan penelitian ini adalah memaparkan
hubungan kekuasaan guru bahasa Inggris domestik dengan siswanya di dalam kelas.
Data penelitian ini berupa ujaran yang menunjukkan hubungan kekuasaan yang diambil
dari Sembilan sekolah di menengah atas di Kabupaten Purworejo. Data dikumpulkan
lewat observas dan dokumentasi dan dianalisis menggunakan wacana kritis. Hasll
penelitian menunjukan bahwa: (1) guru bahasa Inggris domestik lebih berkuasa dalam
hal mengungkapkan unit pesan; (2) guru dan siswa di lima sekolah menengah atas
memiliki kekuasaan yang seimbang dalam menggunakan giliran; (3) dalamberinisias
guru bahasa Inggris domestik | ebih berkuasa daripada siswanya; (4) berinisias tentang
topik diskus sepenuhnya dikuasai oleh guru bahasa Inggris domestik; (5) siswa dan
guru bahasa Inggris domestik memiliki kekuasaan yang seimbang dalam merespon;
dan (6) dalam menentukan penggunaan giliran, guru bahasa Inggris domestik lebih
berkuasa. Smpulanya adalah guru bahasa Inggris domestik Iebih berkuasa daripada
siswanya di dalam kelas. Hal ini sangat dipengaruhi oleh budaya Indonesia.

Kata Kunci: hubungan kekuasaan, guru bahasa Inggris domestik, siswa, ruang kelas.

ABSTRACT

The current study deals with the Power Relations between non-native English teachers
and their studentsin the classroom. The objectives of the study isto describe the Power
Rel ations between non-native English teachers and their studentsin the classroom. The
data are in the form of utterances showing Power Relations which are taken from nine
senior high schoolsin Purworejo. Theresearcher used thecritical discourse analysisto
analyze the data. The research results are as the follows: (1) in term of message units
performance, non-native English teachers were more powerful than their students; (2)
in five senior high schools non-native English teachers and their students performed
turn distribution equally; (3) in performing the initiation, non-native English teachers
are more powerful than their students; (4) the initiation of discussion topic was fully
done by non-native English teachers; (5) non-native English teachersand their students
had equal right to response; (6) the determination of turn-taking activities was mostly
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performed by non-native English teachers. In conclusion, non-native English teachers
iunder the study were more powerful than their studentsin the classroom. It was much
influenced by Indonesian culture.

Keywords: power relations, non-native English teachers, classroom.

INTRODUCTION

Fairclough associates language use with power and control. This section considers Fairclough’s
definitions of power. He pointsout that people make use of languageto expresstheir ideologies, self-
imagesand statuseither explicitly or implicitly, Faircough (2010). Itisowing to socid interaction that
we construct our own self-images and identities. The way we construct these self-images depends
onwho we are in relation to others. To Watts, “power is the potentiality the individual possesses ina
socia activity and socid setting for rel ativefreedom of thought and action (Watts, 1991: 54).

Power istheprobability that someonewill beableto carry out hisor her will though there may
beresistance. Power isan essentia concept in discourseanalysis. It isonethosetouchy termsthat
make peopl e nervous. Peopl e often think power meanstheright to control or have accessto goods
and resources Rex and Schiller (2009: 35).

Twoimportant aspects of socia rel atednessare expressed and created in discourse are power
and solidarity. Power hasto do with therespectsinwhich relationshipsareasymmetrical, with some
participants more ablethan other to shapewhat occur or how it isinterpreted. Solidarity hasto do
withtherelatively symmetrical aspects of human rel ationship, Tannen (1994) cited in Johnstone
(2008: 5). Solidarity can bethought of asthecounterpart of power in human relations: only inthetext
of mutua orientation to share knowledge, membership in common predefined socia groupings, or
joint activity, do negotiation about control arise. Human lifeissocid; it takes placeinthe context of
group of varioussize.

Let usbegin thediscussion of power in discoursewith anexampleof theexerciseof powerin
a type of “face-to-face’ discourse where participants are unequal- what we might call an unequal
encounter. Thefollowingisan extract from avisit to apremature baby unit by adoctor (d) and a
group of medical students (), as part of the students’ training program. A spaced dot indicates a
short pause, adash alonger pause, extended square brackets overlap, and parenthesestalk which
was not distingui shableenoughtotranscribe.

Theideaof ‘power behind discourse’ is that the whole social order of discourse is put to-
gether asahidden effect of power. In this section the researcher beginswith just one dimension of
this, standardization. Power behind discourse: adiscoursetypethe researcher wantsnow to shift
focus, still with reference to” power behind discourse” and look at particular discourse type as ‘an
effect of power’- as having conventions which embody particular power relations. Fairclough (2001)
differentiatestwo typesof power intermsof discourse. These are power in discourseand power
behind discourse. Thefirst type of power isenacted and exercised in face-to-faceinteraction (i.e.
spoken discourse), whilethe second oneisfound in thediscourse of massmediaand isaso apart of
thediscourseof indtitutions. Although thediscussion of themediadiscourseisnot directly relevant to
the present research, it will be discussed herein order to makethe distinction between the power in
discourseand behind discourse clearer.
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The main difference between face-to-face discourse and mass mediadiscourseisasfollows.
Intheformer, participantsare both producers and interpreters of texts. In thelatter, on the other
hand, thereisadivision between therole of the producer and interpreter. Fairclough (2001: 49)
pointsout that the producersare writers, whereastheinterpreters arereaders. Discursive practices
in massmediaare said to be hidden. That isto say, power isexercised inimplicit ways. To put it
concretely, producershaveto deliver only what they aretold to do. Thereisakind of control onthe
producers’ freedom of publication.

Accordingto Fairclough (2001: 50), power isexercised at threelevel sof socia organi zations:
situational, institutional and societal. Any piecesof discourse should beinterpreted asapart of a
situationa struggle, aningtitutiona struggle or asocieta struggle. Power relationsarerel ations of
struggle (Fairclough, 2001: 54). He meansthat individua and groupshavedifferent interestswhich
make them engage with each other. He categorizes struggle at the situational level into ‘power in
discourse’ and the other levels into “power behind discourse’.

To support hiscategorization, Fairclough (2001: 56) refersto conversations between women
and men, in which women use minimal responses such asmmm, really, yeah etc. Heinterpreted
thesefeatures asindi cating the supportive position of the participantsin anatural conversation: but
from the institutional and societal terms, they can be seen as markers which show “a tendency for
women to be cast as supporting players in interaction” (Fairclough, 2001: 137). Fairclough’s above
distinctionisrelevant to our discussion of how the classroom practices, asan exampleof theingtitu-
tional practice, shapesand isshaped by the social one. Takefor instance, face-to-faceinteraction
between adoctor and apatient. Thereation of power liesat themoment of themedica examination.
Itisusudly reflected in thetypeof discourse employed by both the doctor and the patient. Thistype
of situational practice between doctors and patientsispart of the socia practice. Hencethereisa
dialecticd relation between theinstitutiona and socid practice.

TheHidden Power: Hidden power happens not only in mass media: the nature of power
relaionsisinvisbleingenerd. It isoften hiddenin discourse. Powerful participants often restrict and
control the contributions of those who are non-powerful (Fairclough, 2001: 46-49). According to
Fairclough, therearethreetypes of such constraints. those on content, interpersonal relationsand
subject (2001: 46). At thelevel of content, powerful people havetheupper handinwhat issaid or
done. The second constraint isconcerned with interpersond relations. Participants exploit or make
use of their social roles and status to dominate practices and to prevent powerless peoplefrom
taking part in them. The third constraint concerns the participants’ roles in discourse. Powerful people
tend to beat the centre of discourse and play amain rolein discourse, whereas powerless people
tendto serveamarginad role. Inclassroom discourse, aswill bediscussedin detail inlater chapters,
theteachershaveachoiceof actions, from asking questionsto interrupting their students. Thelatter,
however, serveonly asecondary rolein theclassroom. Their rolesarerestricted to responding to the
teachers’ demands.

Power asa Product: It isviewed as acommodity, an object: measurable thing that one
person has over another or more of then another. Money, physical strength, and weapons, are
prototypical examplesashaving larger quantities of these commoditiesmay placeaperson or a
group in apposition to coerce others. If power isviewed asacommaodity, then it can be given,
received, transferred, traded, and taken away. For the definition of power asproduct to be grounded-
that is, to have validity within the context of people’s lives- people must act, value, feel, believe,
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think, and uselanguagein waysdefined asrational within the paradigm of amarket economy. When
power and literacy are viewed as quantifiable commodities, empowering others comesto mean that
the “powerless” or “illiterate” can be “improved” by giving them skills or cultural capital to allow
them to bemore powerful . Power can betaken away: people can beleft illiterate and powerless.

Literacy education can be denied to someone’s or some group’s children. From the perspec-
tive of power asproduct, questions about literacy can be asked regarding who haswhat literacy
skills, which providesor deniesaccessto literacy skills, and what one needsto do to gain accessto
literacy skills. Questions of equity and socid justicerevolvearound questions of thedistribution of
literacy skillsand who control saccessto them (Bloom, 2005: 161).

Power asProcess: Another model of power isthe processmodel, which takestheview that
power variesamong and between contextsrather than being agtatic product. Power canbeviewed as
aset of relaionsamong peopleand among socid ingtitution that may shift from onegtuationto another.
In addition, power isnot something accumul ated (likemoney or wegpons) asmuch asitisagtructuration
of interpersond relaions, events, ingtitutions, and ideol ogies (Giddens, and Van Dijk (1996) citedin
Bloom (2005: 162). Thelocusof power, therefore, isnot anindividual or group per sebut the pro-
cessesthat structure rel ati onships among peopl e. From this perspective, power isaways contested
and diaogic. Each action isthe process of bargaining and compromise, al partiescontributeto the
processof power, and ultimately weareall part of the human network (Bloom, (2005: 162).

According to thisdefinition of power, power relationsarean inherent part of any set of socid
and cultural practicesand, assuch, those power relationsareintegral partsof our daily lived experi-
ences. Thus, power isaprocessthat characterizesvirtudly al socia relationships, both amongindi-
vidualsand among larger socia units(Bloom, 2005: 163).

Consider, for example, classroom in which reading achievement is eval uated by students
demonstrating achievement on apredetermined set of hierarchically ordered skills. power by defin-
ingwhoiswho (good reader vs. bad reader), and how cultura capita (reading skills) can betrans-
formedinto symbolic status (e.g., designationsthat range from val edictorian to high school graduate)
and economic status (Bloom, 2005: 163).

Power dsoliesof surveillanceand of thepolicing of teachers, students, and the school (Bloom,
2005: 163), aswell asthrough the discourse of access and the manufacturing of consent, (Van
Dijk,1996) cited in Bloom (2005).

Animportant aspect of the power-as-processmode isthe naturalization of adiscourseand a
culture. A word, symbol, language, or way of doing things becomesan integral part of aculture, so
much so that it is taken as common or shared, and people who are ignorant of its “common news”
are seen as not having common sense. This hegemony of discourse privilegessomewords, lan-
guages, and cultural by making them appear natural or commonplace while at the same time
margindizing otherswords, languages, and cultures by making them gppear unnatura and not having
common sense. From the perspective of power as process, control comesintheform of information
and knowledge, not asaquantity but asan interpretative framework- what issometimescalled a
discourseor paradigm- for defining and acting in theworld that pushes out other waysof interpreting
and acting, thinking, feding, believing, and knowing.

Thereareaseriesof discussion about power and social rel ationshipsthat seem to us suffi-
ciently distinguished from the preceding di scussions of power to warrant aseparate section, dthough
one could reasonably arguethat they fal within the power- as-processmodel (Bloom, 2005: 164).
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Power of Norm: In additionto the power of socid relations, Foucault refersto another genre
of power which he callsthe power of the norm. Thismeansthat practicesinvolving power relaions
areviewed asapart of thenorm. They arelegitimized and generally accepted by the society in-
volved. Therefore, exerting power over othersisinterpreted as part of norms and conventions.
These normsare areflection of the preference of the dominant groups and are adopted asuniversa
normsby socia ingtitutions, such asschools, Fairclough reinforce the samepoint, stating that:

The power of the norm, once established, isthat it isused to judgeindividuals who have
been located along itslinear scale. Deviations from the norm are regarded with alarm.
Parents who are told that their child is two standard deviation from the norm on some
behavioral scale areled to believe that he or sheisabnormal and should be adjusted in
some way to psychometrics Procrustean bed (1995: 149).

Thisquotation assertsthat power relationsareregarded asapart of the social norm. These
power relationsarelegitimized by thewider society. Res sting power means, to some people, devi-
ating from thenormsof the society.

Power of Social Relations. Before going on to discuss how human relationsareinvested
with power, we would like to introduce some of the ideas from Foucault’s work on discursive
practices and power relationsand consider their applicability to the classroom. Foucault (1995)
statesthat power isexist in human practices. Thiskind of power can only be detected through the
analysis of people’s actions and discursive practices. What is notable about Foucault’s above defini-
tionisthat it bringstogether rel ations between individua s and between groups. These power rela-
tionsarecovert.

The power relations reside in individuals and groups’ actions and practices. Power is seen
here as apossession of both individual sand groups. Peopl e are aware of how they participatein
power relationships. Individudslikeinmatesin prison, Foucault states, areawarethat their behaviour
issubject to control and surveillance. However, they are not surewhen this control and surveillance
will occur. Foucault (1995) regards discourseto beamodeof social action. Itisthrough discursive
practicesand socia actionsthat power relationsarerevea ed and enacted. Hedescribesdiscursive
practice asan action determined in aspecific period of timeand in aspecific setting. Discursive
practi cesare congtituted by the actions of membersand their interactionswith each other.

The above-mentioned ideas of Foucault motivate usto ook at the classroom asacontext of
discursive practice, which shapes and is shaped by social practice. They also lead usto consider
how both teachers and students’ attitudes within the lesson are reflected in their practice.

A Metaphor of Power Relationships: The metaphors we can use in understanding our
experiences can often haveimportant effect in shaping that understanding, Lakoff and Johnson (1980)
citedin Manke (1997: 5). Traditional metaphorsfor power in classrooms have named theteachers
asautocraticruler, drill sergeant, factory manager, and leader in battle: studentshave been called
subjects, recruits, laborers, soldiers.

Power’s being is becoming. Its steady existence is deriving from ceaseless shifts and
tensions; its balance is maintained by thrust and response, hope and frustration, and by
the practical actionsthat grow out of compromises and confrontationsamong itsmyriad
human components. ( Manke, 1997: 6).
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The process of devel oping and extending thismetaphor has shaped and expressed histhink-
ing about teachersand studentsinteracting in classrooms. The mutudity of the power relations of
teacher and students, the extent to which they may at timesagree, disagree, or beout of touch asto
their gods, and the constant process of change and effort that ischaracteristic of classroomlife. The
researcher highlightsfour key ideas about classroom power derived from theliterature on power and
interaction that have significantly influenced the understanding of power discussed inthistext: (1)
Power belongsto both teacher and students. Just asteachershaveinteractiona resourcesthat affect
how students act, students use their own resources to shape teacher’s behavior; (2) Human interac-
tion createsacontext in which further interaction occurs. Theactionsof participantsare shaped by
the actions of those around them-both teachersand students; (3) Teachersand studentsbring their
own agendasto the classroom- agendaswith potential for significant conflict. For their ownreasons,
they often conceal these agendas beneath apublic shared agenda of cooperation or perhapsbenesath
someother shared agenda; and (4) Some of theresourcesteachersand studentsuse asthey build a
structure of power relationscan befoundin theareaof discourse: teachersand students choosefrom
anarray of interactiona resources asthey construct classroom power relationships (Manke, 1997:
7).

Power isoften discussed in studies of classroom language and literacy eventseither directly of
by referenceto related topics such asequity, democracy, freedom, justice, racism, classism, ho-
mophobia, sexism, and so forth. What ismeant by power isoften vague, under theorized, or left as
an unacknowledged empty sign. We begin by discuss ng three model sfor defining power, and then
wearguefor areflective stancein the micro ethnographic andysis of power relationsin classroom
languageand literacy events. Finally, we examinethe complexities of power relationsin classroom
language and literacy. Further discussion of multiple definitions of power can befound in street
(Bloom, 2005: 159).

A Model of Power as Carrying Relations: There also requires areconceptualization of
personhood and community. A foreground isthe notionsthat inherent to aperson are emotional,
caring connectionsto othersand that these emotion, caring connections are neither frivol ous nor
optiond: neither arethey vacuousinthe sense of not havingimplicationsfor action (e.g., teechingand
learning). Indeed, they areredized through action. Inasimilar manner, acommunity not only conssts
of shared goals, alocation, anetwork, or historiesbut asoimpliesaset of caring relationshipsthat
members havewith each other. A classroom community requiresaset of caring relations between
teacher and student and among students (Bloom, 2005: 165).

With regard to language and literacy, viewed from the perspective of power ascaring rela-
tions, questionsare asked about therole of language and literacy practicesin helping to establish
caring relations and communitiesand how caring relationsand communities defineand enact lan-
guage and literacy practices. Consequently, questions are asked about how language and literacy
practices. Conversaly, questionsare asked about how language and literacy practicesmight dienate
people from each other and strip them of affective dimensions. How do people uselanguage and
literacy practiceswhen they place caring rel ationsat the center of their socia relationships?

Part of what iskey to gpproaching literacy from the perspective of power ascaring relations
iswhat isfore grounded and what isback- grounded. For example, consider two classroomsin
which both teachersare concerned with fostering caring rel ations among the studentsand with the
students’ comprehension skills.
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Fig.1.Thisisthedesignof recursiveandreflexive anaysisof power relationsin an event
(Bloom, 2005: 167)
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Fig.2. Framing methods, questions, and definitionsthrough apower relationsLens, thisisthe
design how to anayze the Power Relationsin the classroom (Bloom, 2005: 188)

Power Relation in Classroom Discourse: We choose to take a different stance toward
power. Rather than talking about classroomsand professional devel opment settings as collecting of
powerful individuals, let usthink about power in away that maintai nsrel ationships, sustains conver-
sations, and built new knowledge. Imagine power circul ating among members of agroup who are
interacting with oneanother.

Inaclassroom or aprofessional devel opment setting, power isexchanged through social
interaction. Power movesamong speakersasthey engageinlearning. To clarify the circul ation of
power in group learning situations, wewill analyzethreerelated transcripts. Once again, wewill
provide thebackground that will hel p you read and we offer an interpretati on of thetranscripts (Rex
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and Schiller,2009:36). Professional |earning communitiesincreasingly are advocated asthe means
for sustainingin-serviceteacher learning. Through analyzinginteractive discourse, viewing theinter-
personal socia dynamicsinvolved in creating and sustaining those communitiesbecomespossible.
Circulating Power: learners’ power in support of their learning may be thought of as indepen-
dence, ownership, and self- efficacy. Power isnot apossession. It circulateswithin the social condi-
tions in which a person is acting. It’s a movement of energy between teacher and learners who are
working together. Interest, focus, persistence, awvareness, engagement, and enthusiasm areessentia
energy generatorsthat keep learning going. Interest and self- efficiency, and thereforelearning of
individud studentsand teachers, require continual refreshing (Rex and Schiller, 2009: 42).

Thornborrow (2002) points out that the theoretical aspect of power isaquestion that can
take many forms, from being something that can be observed empiricaly to something that ismostly
ideological . According to Thornborrow (2002), power can a so beviewed in aquantitative manner,
whichisusually the casein morenon-theoretical situationswherethere are different amounts of
power that can be possessed and used. Thornborrow further arguesthat power can al so be some-
thing qualitativewhen it isnot so much theamount of power that isimportant and makes someone
powerful, but itisthe natureand the quality of the power that are moreimportant in determining who
ispowerful.

Theissue of power in a classroom setting can be seen as consisting of two different ap-
proachesto power. Theingtitutiona setting givestheteacher certain rightsto ensurethelearning of
thestudents. At the sametime, the power relationsin aclassroom are being constantly negotiated in
theinteraction between theindividualsin the classroom (Thornborrow (2002) and Manke (1997).
Thetheoretical view on power that isrelevant to this study isto view power asalinguistic and
interactional phenomenon and to see what power isand how it is constructed in discourse. To
examinethisinteractiona approach to power it isalso necessary to exploretheinstitutiona power
relations, sincetheingtitutiona context cannot be overlooked when examining classroom discourse
(Thornborrow, 2002). Thesetwo different approachesto classroom power relationswill now be
discussed in more detail to see how they contribute to the study of students’ power in the classroom.

Our culture envisions, teachers have power and studentsdo not. Thisunderstanding ispart of
the cultural knowledge that students and teachers bring to school. Because “everyone knows” that
teachershave power, not only aremany of our practical ideas about classrooms, studentsand teach-
ers based on this “general knowledge” but its implications affect many areas of educational thought
(Hustler and Payne, 1982) citedin Manke (1997: 2).

I nstitutional power: Whenissuesof power in aclassroom are at issue, awider perspective
of social hierarchies surrounding the ‘mini-society’ of the classroom has to be taken into consider-
ation. According to Fairclough (1989), discourse should be viewed based on theinstitutional con-
ventionsinthat Stuation, structured by wider socid normsand beliefsabout power rd ations. Fairclough
(1989) further arguesthat there are power relationsin the surrounding society, which have animpact
on discourse and interaction that peopleare not always even aware of, and these hierarchiesand
relaionshavean effect ontheingtitutiona power relationsthat are sometimesclearly determined and
dtated, likeinschoals, or instuationswhich arenot normally seen asingtitutiond settingslikeafamily
meeting, but are still shaped by certain norms or intrinsic rules of ‘proper’ conduct. Classroom
power relationscan thusbe seen asamultidimensiona phenomenon of ingtitutional and socia rela-
tionsof power that arethen enacted in classroom discourse.
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Power in classroom discourse has often been regarded as something that israther restricted
by the normsthe classroom setting posesto theteacher and the students. Theteacher hastradition-
ally been seen asthe onewho hasthe power in the classroom and can therefore dominate classroom
interaction. Theeffect that theinstitutional settingin the classroom has on classroom interactionis
pointed out by van Lier (1996: 157). Within asetting such asthe school, the power doesnot inthe
firstinstance comefrom thelanguageitsdf, but rather itisaningitutiona power whichisembodiedin
thelanguage and given to the personswho carry out theingtitutional tasks.

Theteacher istheonewhoissupposed to carry out theingtitutional task intheclassroom, i.e.
theteaching of students. Theschool asan ingtitution providestheteacher apositionwherehe/shehas
more power in the classroom than the students and can decide on the curricul ar topicsthat will be
taught. The teacher’s superior institutional position is established to ensure the learning by the stu-
dents.

Thecdassroomisindeed aningtitutional setting and thereforetheinteraction between ateacher
and astudent has certain characteristicsthat would not seem natural e.g. in aconversation between
two friends. The distinction between institutional discourse and “natural’ social discourse is not,
however, that easy to make as one might assume. Thornborrow (2002) points out, even though
ingtitutional discourseisoften separated from non-ingtitutiona discourse based ontheequality and
inequality between the participantsin theinteraction, theindividua staking part in non-institutional
discourse may still often have unequal stancesto power. Accordingto Levinson (1995), thereare,
however, certain featuresthat separateindtitutiond discoursefrom non-ingtitutiond discourse. Levinson
(1995) dtatesthat institutiona discourse hasaspecific god, it poses certain constraintsto what can
be seen as contributing to that specific god and it providesthe unique circumstancesbased on which
the speakerswill interpret and handletalk in that indtitutiona setting. Examining classroominteraction
through thesedistinguishing features, thegoal of classroominteractionisthelearning by thestudents
and the teacher’s and students’ talk should be organized so that it facilitates learning. In addition,
both theteacher and the students are expected to respect the normsthat guideclassroominteraction
evenif it meansthat therightsto talk are more limited with some participants :studentsthan with
otherstheteacher.

Further, Thornborrow (2002:4) states that “.... institutional discourse can be described as talk
which sets up positions for people to talk from and restricts some speakers’ access to certain kinds
of discursive actions.” This shows how indeed, the aspect of power as a “contextually relative phe-
nomenon”.

I nteractional power: Inadditionto theingtitutiona power relationsin aclassroom, power
can be seen asbeing constructed in talk in the classroom. Thornborrow (2002: 7) pointsout, dis-
course can be seen as “an important site for both constructing and maintaining power relations”. The
division that van Lier (1996) makes between ‘equality’ and ‘symmetry’ inan institutional setting with
itsrestrictionsand rulesclarifiesthe duality of classroom power relations. Van Lier (1996:175)
resolvesthedilemmacof trueteacher-student conversation asbe ng impossibleto achievedueto the
institutional setting by making a distinction between ‘equality’ and ‘symmetry’.

According to Van Lier (1996: 175), ‘equality’ refers to factors like status, role and age that are
external to actual discourse. Thesefactors often shapethe social situation so that aperson can be
regarded asbeing more powerful or moreimportant than another person in that setting. Intheclass-
room these ‘equality’ factors would be determined by the institutional norms and constraints that
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place the teacher in a more powerful position compared to the students. ‘Symmetry’, on the other
hand, refersto theactud interaction andtalk, Van Lier (1996:175) that is produced by the teacher
and the students. Van Lier (1996: 175) concludes that ‘symmetry’ in classroom interaction can be
achieved despite theinstitutional normsin the classroom. Thus, theteacher and the studentscan
bring themselves to a more ‘symmetrical’ position through their interaction in terms of classroom
power relations, even though the institutional setting would not place the participants in an ‘equal’
position.

Similar ideas have a so been brought up in recent studies on classroom power relations.
Thornborrow (2002) and Manke (1997) have both challenged the rather one-sided view of power
relaionsintheclasssoomwhereonly theingtitutional positionistaken into consideration. Drawingon
Focault’s theory and idea of power, both Thornborrow and Manke see power relations in a class-
room as being constantly changing and negotiated between all the participantsinaclassroom. They
both arguethat theteacher doesnot automaticaly control classroominteractional thetimeand that
power israther being constantly negotiated in theinteraction.

Understanding power as a matter of relationships implies that power in the classroom
cannot be constructed by the teacher alone. How can oneindividual build relationships?
They must be the work of all who participate — both teachers and students ( Manke,
1997:2)

Both Thornborrow (2002) and Manke (1997: 3) acknowledge that theteacher has certain
interactiond rightsand privilegesin the classroom compared to the students because of higher insti-
tutiona position androle. Infact, they seethoserulesto be present inthe classroom to give students
thebest possible opportunitiesfor learning. However, neither Thornborrow nor Manke assumesthat
thoserightswould alow theteacher to hold the power in classroom interaction.

According to Manke (1997: 4), every individual bringshis/her own needs, experiencesand
information to the classroom and together they build the interactional spaceinaclassroom. She
further stressesthat even though interactionin aclassroom isaffected by the surrounding cultureand
society, curriculaand ingtitutional rulesthat shape the beliefsand thoughtsof theindividuad swho act
intheclassroom, itis, however, theteacher and the studentswho only can maketheserulesredlity
through their actionsin the classroom. Therefore, the power rel ationsin aclassroom definein their
own part how these outside normswill be executed in any specific classroom.

Manke (1997: 6) points out that theteacher hasthe power to decide what kind of activities
will bedone, what materia will beused and soforth, but that studentshavethe power to shapethese
actions planned by theteacher with their own actions. All the participantsin the classroom havetheir
own ‘agendas’ that all affect the interaction and the power relations in the classroom. Thornborrow
(2002:131) found that even though there are cases when the teacher can be seen as controlling the
talk in the classroom, “in many instances it (power) can also be observed in the hands of the pupils.”
Candela(1999) has also pointed out different strategiesthat students can useto interferewith the
teacher’s plans. According to Manke (1997: 7), the teacher should accept the fact that students will
and do maketheir own contributionsto the power relaionsintheclassroom even if theteacher tried
to prevent it by exercising very tight control over classroom practicesand classroom interaction. In
fact, sheemphas sesthat theteacher should not try to have avery tight control over the classroom at
any cost, sinceit probably will not be possiblefor anyoneto aone have the power inthe classroom.
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Theteacher should preferably concentrate on building an atmospherethat will facilitate learning.
Manke (1997: 135) points out, “... schooling — is about learning, not about behaviour control.”

The purpose of this study is to examine students” power in classroom interaction, to view
power asalinguistic and interactional phenomenon and to seewhat power isand how it iscon-
structed indiscourse. Thedefinition of power in discourse and ininteraction that theresearcher will
useinthisstudy isthe definition presented by Thornborrow (2002).

....power is accomplished in discourse both on a structural level, through the turn and
type of space speakers are given or can get access to, and, on an interactional level,
through what they can effectively accomplish on that space (Thornborrow, 2002:8).

Thornborrow (2002: 8) further points out that by linguistic means participants can try to “ac-
complish actions intalk”, but it is the interactional context, including the actual talk and the changing
rel ationsthat the participants havein theinteraction dong with theingtitutional settingsthat all deter-
minethefunction and effects of thetalk. Thus, al of thesefactorshaveto betakeninto consderation
when examining the power relationsin classroom interaction. Thornborrow (2002: 7) drawson
Focault’s theory of power as “a complex and continuously evolving web of social and discursive
relations”. These relationships are never static and therefore power cannot be possessed by any
individud, but it israther aconstantly on-going negotiation of power relationshipswherethe partici-
pants exercise, experienceand resist power. According to Thornborrow (2002), it isindeed these
three elementsthat emergefrom thediscoursein interactiona situationsthat allow usto depict and
analyze power and “being powerful” in interaction.

Based on the description above the current study triesto investigate the Power Relations
between non-native English teachers and their studentsin the classroom. The objectives of the study
isto describethe Power Rel ations between non-native English teachers and their studentsin the
classroom.

RESEARCH METHOD

Itisaqualitativeresearch, adiscourseanayss. Thisresearch was conducted intheninestate
senior high schoolsin Purworegjo. The ninesenior high schoolswere SMA N 1, SMA N 2, SMA N
3,SMAN4,SMAN5,SMA N 6,SMA N 7, SMA N 8, and SMA N 9 Purworegjo. Themain data
arethe utterances produced by the English teachersand their studentsin the classroom interaction.
The utterances asthe source of datawill be about the display of power relation. To get the data, the
researcher used video shooting. It wasfor recording the classroom interaction between English
teachersand their studentsin ninedifferent senior high schools. Thefollowing istheinstrument that
the researcher used to analyze English teachers and their students’ utterances in the display of power
relaionintheEnglish classroominteraction. Thedesign of andyzing the utterancesmoment by mo-
ment intheevent of utterancesisasfollows:

Theanalysisof Turnat Tak by Bloom (2005: 170), isasfollows:
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Analysisof Turnsat Talk

Turns at Tak --- interrupts--- - initiates topics------ Revoicing----- Determined turn taking

Teachers
Students

Using this diagram the researcher analyzed the English teachers and their students’ utterances
from the following points of view: how many turns at talks, who deter mined turn-taking, who
initiated the topic of discussion, who interrupted whom, who revoiced , whose comments. The
researcher wanted to know the distribution of turns, topicinitiation, and interruptioninlinewith
the utterances made by English teachersand their studentsin the English classroom.

FINDINGSAND DISCUSSION

Using Bloom’s (2005) concept, the result analysis of the Power Relations of English teachers
and their studentsisshown inthechart below:

Teacher's and students' powerrelation of Senior High School 1
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Thereweresix variablesto measurethe power rel ations between English teachersof and their
studentsintheclassroominteraction. Bloom (2005: 167-170) said that therewere six variablesto
measurethe power relation, namely: message of units, turns, initiation, initiatetopic, response, and
determineturn taking. What follows arethe descrioption of each.

Message Unit: thefirst chart wasthe display of power relation by English teacher and his
students of senior high school 1 Purworejo. The results were as the follows: the teacher’s message
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units were at the level of five hundred. Then student’s message unit was of student was at the level of
a hundred. In message units’ performance, English teacher was more powerful than his students in
the classroom interaction.

Turns: indigtributing theturnsto changetheright to perform their speech, English teacher of
senior high school 1 Purworej o and hisstudents developed theturn at theequal leve, it wasat the
level of ninety. It meansthat the English teacher and hisstudentshave equal power to distributethe
turnintheclassroominteraction.

Initiation: the third variable to measure teacher’s and student’s power relation was the
initiation development in the classroom interaction. The English teacher of senior high school 1
Purworejo was more powerful to initiate the interaction in the classroom. It was proved by the
development toinitiate the interaction by English teacher was higher level. It was at thelevel of
twenty, while student’s initiation was at the level of zero. It means that the students never initiate the
interactionintheclassroom.

Topicinitiation: the teacher’s initiate the topic was more powerful developed by English
teacher of senior high school 1 Purworeg o, it wasat thelevel of two hundreds utterancesrelated to
theinitiatethetopic of discussion devel oped by English teacher. Onthe contrary, studentsinitiatethe
topic of discussononly at theleve of fifty from thetotal number of utterances. Further, the English
teacher of senior high school 1 Purworegjo was more powerful concerning with toinitiatethetopi c of
discusson.

Response: the teacher’s response the students ‘speech was also more powerful. It was
developed by English teacher to response the students’ speech at the level of a hundred, while the
students performed the utterancesrel ated to response was at thelevel of thirty. Thelast to measure
the power rel ation between English teacher of senior high school 1 Purworejo and hisstudentswas
turn to determineturn-taking. Both teacher and studentswereat thelevel of zero to developed turn
determine-turntaking.

Teacher’s unit message was at the level three hundreds developed by English teacher of senior
high 7 Purworegjo, on the contrary the student of senior high school 7 Purworejo devel oped the
message unit a thelevel of ninety. It meansthat the English teacher was more powerful to perform
her message unit in the classroom interaction compare to the students ‘message unit. English teacher
of senior high school 7 and her studentsin the classroom interaction devel oped the turn-distribution
wasequal level. It wasat thelevel of ninety both teacher and students, it refl ected that teacher and
student have equa power concerning with thedistribution of turninthe classroom interaction.

Further, the Englishteacher wasmore powerful toinitiatethe classroom interaction was proved
that the English teacher devel oped theinitiation of interaction at theleve of teen, while her students
never initiatetheinteractioninthedassroom. Further, Englishteacher of senior high school 7 Purworgo
wasalso more powerful toinitiate thetopic of discussion, it wasproved based on the chart that the
Englishteacher initiatethetopic of discussion a thelevel of two hundreds, whilethe students never
initiate thetopic of discussion completely. Student’s response the teacher’s ideas were more power-
ful compare to the teacher’s response to the student’s speech. It means that the act to response the
teacher ideas was higher developed by student’s of senior high school 7 Purworejo than the teacher’s

response.
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Turn Taking: Further, teacher’s turn determine turn—taking was more powerful that student’s
turn determineturntaking. It meansthat students never determine-turn taking, whileteacher some-

timediditinthe classsroom interaction. It was stated at the chart that teacher determine-turn taking at
thelevd of fivewhilestudentswereat theleve of zero.

Teacher's and students' powerrelation of Senior High School 2
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The teacher’s message unit was developed by English teacher of senior high school 2 Purworejo
more powerful than students’ message units in the classroom interaction. Teacher’s message unit was
at the level of three hundreds while the students were at the level of a hundred. Student’s turn was
more powerful than the teacher’s turn It means that the students have more chance to develop the
turns to develop the speech. Teacher was at the level of fifty while student’s distribution of turn at the
level of seventy. It was caused the students haveto sharetheir ideaswith their classmatein the
classroom interaction. Furthermore, teacher initiation theinteraction in the classroom was more pow-
erful than the student’s participation to initiate the interaction. The teacher’s initiate the interaction
wasat thelevel of teen, whilethe students never initiatetheinteraction completely.

The teacher’s initiate the topic was more powerful than student’s initiate the topic of discus-
sion. Teacher’s initiate the topic was at the level of a hundred and fifty while student’s initiate of the
topic was only at the level of forty nine. Teacher’s response was more powerful than student’s
response the ideas. Teacher’s response was at the level of seventy while student’s response was at
the level of thirty. Furthermore, teacher’s determine turn- taking was more powerful than student’s

determine turn-taking. Teacher’s determine turn-taking at the level of five, student’s turn-taking was
at thelevd of zero.
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Teacher's and students' powerrelation of Senior High School 3
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Teacher’s unit message of senior high school 3 Purworejo was more powerful than student’s
message unit. Teacher’s message unit was at the level of ninety while student’s message unit was at
the level of twenty five. Student’s turn was more powerful than teacher’s turn distribution in the
classroom interaction. Teacher’s turn was at the level of twenty while the student’s turn was at the
level of twenty five. Teacher’s initiation and student’s initiation were at the level of zero. Furthermore,
teacher’s initiates the topic was at the level of fifty while the student’s initiate the topic was at the level

of twenty. It meansthat the English teacher of senior high school 3 was more powerful than his
student toinitiatetopic of discussion.

Further, teacher’s response was more powerful than student’s response. The teacher and stu-
dentswerecompl ety never devel oped theturn determiner turn-taking inthe classroominteraction.

Teacher’s unit message of senior high school 4 Purworejo was more powerful than student’s
message unit. Teacher’s message unit was at the level of three hundred while student’s message unit
was at the level of eighty. Student’s turn and teacher’s turn were at the equal level. Both teacher’s
turn and student’s turn were at the level of eighty five. Teacher’s initiate was at the level of five while
the student’s initiate was at the level of zero. It means that the teacher was more powerful to initiate
the interaction than students. Teacher initiate the topic was at the level of a hundred, while student’s

initiatethetopicwasat theleve of five, It meansthat theteacher was more powerful toinitiatethe
topic than the students.

Teacher’s response was more powerful than student’s response. Teacher‘s response was at
the level of seventy while student’s response was at the level of sixty. Teacher’s determine turn-
taking and student’s turn- taking were at the level of zero.

Teacher’s message unit of senior high school was more powerful than student’s unit message.
Teacher’s message unit was at the level of sixty while student’s unit message was at the level of thirty
five. Student’s turn was more powerful than teacher’s turn in the classroom interaction. Student’s
turn was at the level of thirty five while teacher’s turn was at the level of twenty. Student’s initiation of
the interaction and student’s interaction were at the level of zero. Teacher’s initiate the topic was at
the level of forty while students’ initiate the topic was at the level of nine. It means that the teacher
initiate the topic was more powerful than student’s initiate the topic in the classroom interaction.
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Furthermore, student’s response was more powerful than teacher’ response. Student’s re-
sponse was at the level of fifteen while teacher’ response was at the level of nine. Students determine
turn-taking and teacher’s turn taking were at the level of zero.

Teacher's and students’ powerrelation of Senior High School 6

|
4

Teacher” message unit of senior high school 6 was more powerful than student’s message unit.
Teacher’s message unit was at the level of two hundreds while student’s message unit was at the level
of thirty nine. Teacher’s turn and student’s turn were at the equal level. Both teachers’ turn and
student turn’s were at the level of forty five. Teacher’s initiation and student’s initiation were at the

leve of zero.

Furthermore, teacher’s initiate the topic was more powerful than student’s initiate the topic in
the classroom interaction. Teacher’s initiate the topic was at the level of a hundred while student’s
initiate the topic was at the level of zero. Student’s response was more powerful than teacher’s
response in the classroom interaction. Student’s response was at the level of twenty five while teacher’s
response was at the level of twenty two. Both teacher and student” never developed determine-turn

—taking in the classroom interaction.

Teacher's and students' powerrelation of Senior High School 8
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Teacher’s message unit of senior high school 8 was at the level of a hundred and eighty while
student’s message unit was at the level of twenty three. It means that the teacher’s message unit was
more powerful than student’s message unit in the classroom interaction.

Student’s turn was more powerful than teacher’s turn. Student’s turn was at the level of
twenty two while teacher’s turn was at the level of ninety. Further, teacher initiation was more pow-
erful than student’s initiation. Teacher’s initiation was at the level of ninety while student’s initiation
wasat thelevel of zero.

Teacher’s initiate the topic was more powerful than student’s initiate the topic. Teacher’s
initiate the topic was at the level of hundred, while student’s initiate topic was at the level of zero.
Teacher’s response was at the level of a hundred while student’s response was at the level of fifteen.
It means that teacher’s response was more powerful than student’s response in the classroom inter-
action. Teacher’s determine turn— taking was at the level of nineteen, while student’s turn taking was
at theleve of zero.

Teacher's and students' powerrelation of Senior High School 9
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Teacher’s message unit of senior high school 9 Purworejo was at the level of a hundred and
eighty while the student’s message unit was at the level of twenty two. Teacher’s turn and student’s
turn were at the level of thirty nine level, It means that the teacher’s turn and student’s turn have equal
power to distribute in the classroom interaction. Teacher’s initiate was at the level of nineteen, while
student’s initiation was at the level of zero.

Furthermore, teacher’s initiate the topic was at the level of eighty while student’s initiate the
topic was at the level of zero. It means that teacher’s initiate the topic was more powerful than
student’s initiate the topic. Teacher’s response was at the level of sixty while student’s response was
at thelevel of nineteen. Then, teacher determinesturn-taking wasat thelevel of nineteen, while
students determine turn —taking was at the level of zero.

CONCLUSIONS

Based on theresults of dataanalysison power relationsdevel oped by Englishteachersand
their students of senior high school 1 until senior high school 9 Purworeg o, it wasfound that the
Englishteachersweremore powerful than their students. It happened because English teachersand
their students havedifferent rolesin the classroom interaction. Other reasons, most of the English
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teachersof classical classroom il kegp onusing thetraditional philosophy of power relaionwhich
was devel oped by Foucault (1980).

Some English teachersof Internationa standardized School sand some English teachers of
classicd classroominteraction followed the modern philosophical vaue of power relation whichwas
developed by Manke (1997).To prove that the English teachers are more powerful than their stu-
dentsinthe classroom the researcher presentsthe conclusions of dataanalysisbased onthe theory
of power relation which was devel oped by Bloom (2005).

Theconclusonsareasthefollows:

(1) Thefirgt variablewasinreationwith performing themessageunitsintheclassroominteraction.
It meansthat the English teachersperformed the utterancesmorethan their students.

(2) Thesecond variableto measure power relationintheclassroomwasturn distribution. There
werefiveof ninesenior high schoolsinwhich the English teachersand their studentsdistribute
theturn equally among them. Thefive senior high school swere senior high school one, seven,
four, six, and ninein Purworegjo. Onthe other hand, in senior high school stwo, three, eight, and
senior high school five Purworg o, the studentswere more powerful to distributetheturnsinthe
classroominteraction. It happened because studentsin these senior high schoolshad much time
to sharewiththeir friendsin the group discussion, further, studentshad high chanceto distribute
their turnswith their classmates.

(3) Thethirdvariable to measure teacher’s and student’s power relation was an initiation activ-
ity. Theresearcher presented theresult of dataanalysisasfollows:. therewerethreesenior high
schoolsinwhichtheteachersand their studentsdid not initiate theinteraction; they were senior
high schoolsthree, five, and six. Furthermore, English teacherswere morepowerful toinitiate
theclassroom interaction in senior high school 8 Purworgo.

(4) The fourth variable to measure the teacher’s or student’s power relationship was aninitiation
topic of discussion. Theteachersof all senior high schoolswere more powerful than their
studentsinthe classroom interaction to initiate thetopic of discussion. It meansthat most of the
teachersinitiate the classroom interaction whiletheir studentswerewaiting to respond or stu-
dentshad hardly any ideastoinitiatethe classroom interaction.

(5) Thefifthvariableto measuretheteachersand students power relation wasthe response activi-
ties. Based on thedataanalysis, the English teachers of senior high schoolsone, two, three, five,
six, and nine, were more powerful to respond to the student’s ideas in the classroom interaction.
Onthe contrary, the students of senior high schools seven, five, and six, were more powerful
than their teachers. Theteacher and his students of senior high school three Purworegjo devel -
oped the utterancesto respond equally.

(6) Thesxthvariableof power relationinthe classroom interaction was determining-turn taking
activities. It meansthat theteachersand studentshad equal right to determineturn-takinginthe
classroom interaction. Theteachers of senior high schood seven, two, eight, and senior high
school nine Purworg o, were more powerful to determineturn-takinginthe classroom interac-
tion. However, teachersand students of senior high schoolsone, three, four, five, and senior high
school six did not determineturn- taking inthe classroom interaction.

Referring to the descriptions above, the English teachersare more powerful thantheir students
intheclassroominteraction. It wasbecause theteachershad their ingtitutional power relaionthat the
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studentsdid not have. English teachersmostly still keep the old paradigm of power relationswhich
was devel oped by Foucault (1980). Therewereonly few English teacherswho followed the new
paradigm of power relationswhich was devel oped by Manke (1997).

In the researcher’s point of view, it was better for the English to change their philosophy of
power rel ations concerning the classroom interaction. Both teachers and students have their own
right to participatein the classroom interaction. The English teacherswould be powerlessif there
were no students. On the contrary, the studentswoul d not be meaningful if therewere no teachers.
English teachersand a so the students should begin to devel op anew paradigm of power relation
whichwas created by Manke (1997).

Theold paradigm of power relations by Foucault (1980) was mostly used by the classical
classroom interaction. It was also because of the teacher’s philosophical value in Indonesia. It was
stated by Ki Hgar Dewantara: Ing Ngarso Sungtulodo, Ing Madyo Mangunkarso, Tutwuri
Handayani. This philosophical value has deep influence on teachers’ character in Indonesia. The
new paradigm of power relationswhich was devel oped by Manke (1997), was used only by limited
Englishteachers, it wasused by the English teachersand their sudentsin the accel eration classroom
Interaction of Internationa Standardized School.
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