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ABSTRAK 

 

Martha Yusenda. A320130165. A PRAGMATIC ANALYSIS OF COMMISSIVE 

UTTERANCE USED IN REPUBLICAN DEBATE IN MIAMI ON MARCH 10, 

2016. Skripsi. Fakultas Keguruan dan Ilmu Pendidikan, Universitas Muhammadiyah 

Surakarta. Juli, 2017. 

 

Penelitian ini bertujuan untuk mendiskripsikan (1) jenis tuturan commissive dalam 

debat presiden di Miami tanggal 10 maret 2016 dan (2) arti makna tersirat dari 

tuturan commissive dalam debat presiden di Miami tanggal 10 maret 2016. Data yang 

digunakan dalam penelitian ini adalah tuturan commissive yang digunakan oleh para 

kandidat. Penelitian ini menerapkan metode dokumentasi dengan mempelajari 

transkrip dari debat tersebut dan observasi. Data dianalisis dengan menggunakan 

teori speech act dari Kreidler (1998) dan teori konteks situasi dari Brown dan Yule 

(1983). 

Penelitian ini menunjukan bahwa ada 4 kategori tuturan commissive yaitu 

janji, ikrar, ancaman dan relawan. Keempat tuturan commissive tersebut yang paling 

dominan adalah janji, kedua adalah ancaman dan relawan, ketiga adalah ikrar. 

Penelitian ini juga mendiskripsikan makna tersirat yang memiliki peran yang sangat 

penting dalam memahami makna pada tuturan. 

 

 

Kata kunci: tipe tuturan commissive, konteks situasi 
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ABSTRACT 

 

Martha Yusenda. A320130165. A PRAGMATIC ANALYSIS OF COMMISSIVE 

UTTERANCE USED IN REPUBLICAN DEBATE IN MIAMI ON MARCH 10, 

2016. Research Paper. School of Teacher Training and Education Faculty, 

Muhammadiyah University of surakarta. July, 2017. 

 

This study is aimed at 2 objectives: (1) the intention of commissive utterance in the 

republican debate in Miami on March 10, 2016 and (2) the implied meaning of the 

commissive utterance in the republican debate in Miami on March 10, 2016. The 

data of this reserach are utterance containing commissive intens. The writer used 

observation and documentation as the technique of collecting data in thus study. The 

data are analyzed by using speech act theory of Kreidler (1998) and context situation 

theory of Brown and Yule (1983) 

This study shows that there are four kinds of commissive utterance, They are 

promising, pledging, threatening and vowing. The four commissive utterances are 

ranked into the most dominant, promising, the second dominant, threatening and 

vowing, the third dominant, vowing. This research also describe the implied meaning 

which have different important role to understand the meaning of the utterance.  

 

Keyword: commissive utterance, context situation 
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