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Abstract. Although the implementation of corrective feedback (CF) in writing class has inflicted 

debates, it has not been sufficiently discussed in the context of higher education. As Truscott’s 

paper [in Language Learning, 46, 327–369], that grammar correction in L2 writing classes should 

be abandoned (Truscott, 1996). In this study, we show briefly students’ perceptions and their 

preference towards CF used by the lecturer in writing class. To draw on the analysis of the data 

collected from fifteen participants of sixth semester university students, we have verified the result 

of semi-structured interview and worksheet analysis of writing essays. The findings showed that 

the study participants said that CF was very important things in learning writing, with two big 

reasons, they were: awareness of mistakes and record for future reference. In addition, the 

participants preferred providing a hint their writing errors. In shorts, CF in writing class is 

important to assist the students in improving their writing skill. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Corrective feedback (CF) is often regarded as a fundamental part in the teaching 

of writing today (Najmaddin, 2010: 1). To correct student writing takes more time and 

energy, especially for those lecturers who must deal with large numbers of students 

however, grammar correction should be abandoned (Truscotts, 1999: 111). On the 

contrary, Ferris, as cited in Burke and Pieterick (2010: 21), suggest that written (and oral) 

teacher commentary, error correction and peer response  produce beneficial results. Based 

on her research that can be concluded: 1) teacher commentary, whether direct or indirect, 

encourages and helps students improve their writing, 2) like many native speakers, L2 

students are able to digest global and local feedback simultaneously because form and 

content are separate entities and influence each other, and 3) more feedback on grammar 

is needed with L2 students because correct grammar does not come naturally over time. 

On contrary, Swing in Irons (2008: 25) states that not all students desire feedback from 

their teachers since students sometime feel unhappy with the correction. Students do not 

make use of the correction. They are interested only in grades or marks. He also adds that 

the students sometimes do not care with the correction, they do not learn and revise the 

correction from lecturers, they are interested only in grades or marks (ibid., 2008: 25). 
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  In accordance to Najmaddin’s statement that in providing CF, every teacher has 

their own approach, it can be given explicitly or implicitly (Najmaddin, 2010: 1). To 

make CF effective by students, it is important to consider the type of CF used by lecturer 

since not all students are able to comprehend it. Explicit correction or direct correction 

will indicate explicitly to the students that they committed mistakes and provide the 

correct form (Kagitci, 2013 and Eslami, 2014). While, implicit correction is the teacher 

simply indicates that student has made an error by underlining, giving marginal 

description, circling, or using correction codes (Corpuz, 2011: 32). 

Dealing with the type of CF, the previous study by Leki, showed that students 

considered writing errors as something to be avoided and corrected, and the students 

preferred receiving written corrections in the form of implicit corrective feedback (Al 

Shahrani, 2013: 10). While, another study which was found that at the university level, in 

respect of the type of CF, the students liked explicit or direct correction (Diab, 2005: 38). 

This study explores the students’ perception and preference towards what the lecturer 

have implemented in correcting student writing at IKIP PGRI Pontianak.  

Understanding the type of CF and students’ preferences is important in teaching 

and learning process because the students of IKIP PGRI Pontianak expected their writing 

to be corrected clearly. It is in line with Corpuz (2011: 2) that states students want and 

expect, also appreciate the feedback given by their teachers for essays they wrote, 

because CF help them to know where their mistakes are in the writing, so that they can 

improve their writing, but the problem is that, sometimes, the lecturer do not correct all 

the errors because he/she thinks the students understand some basic errors which do not 

need to comment (e.g. errors on the usage of pronouns, etc.) while the students hope their 

lecsturer correct their writing at all. 

Moreover, in relation with the type of CF, giving comentary on student writing is 

a hardwork because what the lecturer has corrected makes the students confused to 

comprehend. It means that they want clear correctio in order that they can revise their 

work well. To make teaching and learning process effective, however, this recent study 

explore not only the perception but also the preference on CF carried out by the lecturer 

in the writing class.  

 

METHOD 

This research was designed in the form of a qualitative research. According to 

Mackey and Gass (2005: 162) a qualitative research is a research “that is based on 

descriptive data that does not make (regular) use of statistical procedures. While 
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according to Fraenkel, Wallen and Hyun (2009: 421), qualitative research as research 

studies that investigate the quality of relationships, activities, situations, or materials. The 

researcher chose this form of research because the researcher would like to know the 

students’ perception about corrective feedback, how they saw this method in teaching 

writing. The other consideration was that the researcher did not modify or alter any 

variables in this research, so qualitative research was a logical option. 

There were four classes in the sixth semester of English major at IKIP PGRI 

Pontianak. The consideration of determining the participants was that the students had 

experienced in writing subjects. Therefore, it was now possible to cover the way they 

perceived written corrective feedback. Then, fifteen students were selected with three 

characteristics, they are low, intermediate, and high score in creative writing subject. 

Means that, there are three participants from each class as source of the primary data. It is 

based on theory that state that purposive sampling technique is specific, where the 

researchers use “their judgment to select a sample that they believe, based on prior 

information, will provide the data they need (Fraenkel, et al.,  2009: 99). 

In collecting the data, the semi-structured interview was used find out the 

students’ perceptions towards corrective feedback and the worksheet or sample of writing 

essays that had been corrected by the writing lecturer. The researcher chose one of 

students to do interview the lecturer. It was carried out to avoid bias. The interview had 

been prepared with some questions to gather detail information about CF types and the 

questions were modified from several previous studies (Najmaddin, 2010; Agudo, 2012; 

and Al Shahrani, 2013). 

After the data collected, then the data were analyzed descriptively, it means 

qualitative analysis was often intended to provide a complete description of the subject 

under study (Dey, 2005: 32). To analyze the data, the researcher used the Interactive Data 

Model analysis and document analysis. According to Miles and Huberman (1994: 11) in 

the model of interactive data analysis, there are three main components, namely: Data 

reduction, Data display, and Conclusion drawing and verification. 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Interactive Model Data Analysis 
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Regarding to data reduction process, The researcher removed the unimportant 

information, it means that only relevant data were comprehensively taken. The display 

was helpful to analysis what was happening. The present result of students’ perception 

about CF and types of CF that should be accepted by English college students. The 

researcher used pictures lecture’s correction and interview transcript (after reducttion) 

transcription to display all data. The next step was drawing conclusions based on the 

finding data and verify the data. The researcher found evidences that supported for the 

verification stage of data collection to find the credible conclusion. In verification step, 

the researcher decided about data that has meaning, compared to the data that was not 

needed or not meaningful. Furthermore, the data obtained in this research from the 

interview results was transcribed for analysis. 

To confirm and strengthen the accuracy of the data, the researcher used 

triangulation method. Triangulation is the process of checking what one hears and sees by 

comparing one’s sources of information. Is it have the same result or not. Triangulation 

was implemented in this research, it was expected that by applying this approach, it could 

improve the quality of the data that were collected and the accuracy of the researcher’s 

interpretations. The data that were obtained from interview and worksheet grouping 

(students’ writings) in this research was compared to find if there were any discrepancies 

in the data or the data were supporting each other in term of accuracy and reliability. 

 

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 

Research Finding 

The English students’ perceptions of CF in writing 

Before the researcher explained what are the English students’ 

perceptions of CF in writing, the researcher explained about the experts’ 

opinion about CF and according to Jernigan and Mihai (2008: 110), corrective 

feedback is any corrections given by teacher or peer that certain a certain form 

of written expression produced by the student is incorrect with target language 

norms and Chaudron (as cited in El Tatawy, 2002: 1) explains that the term 

corrective feedback “may simply refer to any teacher behavior following an 

error that minimally attempts to inform the learner of the fact of error. Based 

on the data got by researcher and the researcher interviewed fifteen participant 

from five classes and each class there were three students as representative 

from high, medium, and low score. The results of interview reported, all the 

participants said that CF was very important things in learning writing. They 
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gave their reasons why CF was important based on participants’ statements, 

they are: 

Awareness of mistakes 

All of the participants claimed that CF was something important in 

providing awareness of the mistakes in their writing. This could occur due to see a FC in 

writing from lecturers directly, they knew for sure of their guilt but if the lecturers did not 

give CF to the students or participants it was nearly impossible for them to know their 

mistake. The students said taht the CF was very important and needed to help the students 

in knowing the mistakes that they made in writing. 

“Iya, karena secara tidak langsung dosen yang memberikan koreksinya terhadap 

saya dan saya membacanya, saya langsung mengetahui kesalahan saya... 

(Transcrip no.1 p.59). 

Menurut saya sangat dibutuhkan, karena kita dapat mengetahui kesalahan yang 

kita lakukan. (Transcrip no. 2 p. 63). 

 Menurut saya penting karena kalau tidak ada coretan kita tidak mengetahui 

kesalahan dalam tulisan (Transcrip no. 4 p. 72).” 

 

Record for future reference 

Some participants said that the CF was important because CF could help them to 

remember the mistakes of their writing. So later, the mistake s that they made would not 

repeat for the second time. The CF given by lecturers was clear enough to explain exactly 

their mistakes that they made it became a lesson and a note for them when they wrote 

back. 

“...sehingga nanti, ketika saya melakukan penulisan kembali, saya ingat 

bahwa hal ini salah sehingga saya tidak melakukan kesalahan yang kedua 

kalinya. Sehingga saya lebih teliti (Transcript no.1 pg.59) 

...Jadi, kesalahan itu dijadikan catatan, terus dijadikan refrensi buat kita 

nulis ke depannya .. (Transcrip no. 3 p. 66).” 

 
 

Types of CF in students writing 

Writing has a complex activity that includes many components or processes. It is 

not easy to write well. Thus, students of IKIP PGRI found difficulties in writing. Based 

on the analysis, it showed that students did mistakes in grammar structure. According to 

the lecturer, the most errors occuring in writing was grammatical structures, it was found 

on students’ writing sheets. 

As an important part of the grammar, the verb is a component that has 

a major role because the verb is a tool that students use English to express the 

time in their own language, but because the students still did not master 
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very well to be used in real writing, especially the usage of the verb (past tense) used in 

the descriptive text and they still needed to be corrected.  The result of interview also 

showed that most of participants preferred (providing a hint) second type to help them 

knowing about their errors. 

“Kalau saya yang ke dua, karena itu kesalahan yang diberi alasan... (Trasncript 

no.1, p. 62). 

Menurut saya yang kedua, menggaris bawahi dan menyediakan petunjuk pada 

bagian yang salah... (Trasncript no. 2, p. 65). 

Menurut saya tipe ke dua, karena dengan begini mahasiswa tahu bagian mana 

yang salah ... (Trasncript no. 3, p. 71) 

...Harusnya yang diberikan oleh dosen itu yang tipe dua...( Appendix 5, 

Trasncript no.4, p. 76). 

Menurut saya yang kedua, menggaris bawahi dan memberikan petunjuk agar 

mahasiswa lebih aktif ... (Trasncript no. 5, p. 80).” 

 
 

From the data above, it could be concluded that most of the 

participants chose the second type of CF because the second type of CF could 

found a clue and by using the clue given by the lecturers the students knew 

how it could be error and the students knew how to improve and fix it to make 

it better. This was appropiate based on writing correction by lecturer in 

students’ task about descriptive text. The researcher triangulated with CF 

usually given by the lecturer.  implicit/indirect correction was more often used than other 

types. The strategy using this correction indicated an error by underlining and circling, it 

means implicit corrective feedback focused on meaning. From its application, 

implicit feedback encouraged students to reason about the correction given by 

the lecturer. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. The way of CF by The lectuerer 
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On the other hand, there were some students chose the third type of CF which 

could help them to know the specific error in their writing. 

“Menurut saya justru tipe ketiga yang lebih baik..(Appendix.5, Transcrip 

no. 3, p. 71). 

Menurut saya yang tipe tiga karena saya merasa lebih jelas...(Appendix.5, 

Transcrip no.5, p. 80).” 

 
Based on participants’ statement the third type was easier, because the 

participants could continue the writing based on correction given by the lecturer, and the 

students could understand their errors they had made. 

 

Discussion 

This research deals with descriptive research where the researcher wants 

to find out the students’ perceptions and preference towards the types of written CF in 

writing class to fifth semester students of IKIP PGRI Pontianak in the 

academic year 2015/2016. The corrective feedback is basically a correction on 

wrong expression, either spoken or written that is produced by the speaker or 

writer. The recent research focuses on writing because writing viewed as the result of 

complex processes of planning, drafting, reviewing and revising and some approaches to 

the teaching of first and second language writing teach students to use these processes 

(Schmidt, 2002: 592). 

In teaching writing, the lecturer usually gives a correction feedback after the 

students complete their writing task. According to Jernigan and Mihai (2008: 110), 

corrective feedback is any corrections given by teacher or peer in a certain form of 

written expression produced by the student is incorrect with target language norms. While 

Chaudron (as cited in El Tatawy, 2002: 1) explains that the term corrective feedback 

“may simply refer to any teacher behaviour following an error that minimally attempts to 

inform the learner of the fact of error. The treatment may not be evident to the student in 

terms of the response it elicits, or it may make a significant effort to elicit a revised 

student response. 

The findings of this research have showed that all students state that CF is very 

important to be applied the lecturer. Meanwhile, Truscott (as cited in Ferris, 2004: 289) 

strongly argues that CF is ineffective or harmful because it consumes so much teacher 

and student energy and attention, taking time away from activities that could promote 

genuine learning. Whereas, the recent research considers that the oral direct feedback in 

combination with direct written feedback has a greater effect on the accuracy of writing 
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students compared to just give written feedback. It is in accordance with Other studies 

like Maleki and Eslami, (2013), and Abedi, Latifi, Rassaei and Molinzadeh (2010) that 

also show that there is greater improvement in producing writing than those who received 

direct correction. 

In addition, related to the type o written CF, most students prefer when the 

lecturer gives underline/ circle and a hint on incorrect.  Although explicit correction is 

used to correct writing errors, the lecturer uses to indicate explicitly to the students that 

they committed mistakes and provide the correct form (Kagitci, 2013 & Eslami, 2014). It 

is useful for those who are confused how to correct the errors. 

 

RECOMMANDATION 

CF was important thing as constructive input, especially for fifth semester 

students of IKIP PGRI Pontianak in the academic of 2015/2016. CF contributed to the 

writing improvement because they could learn from the errors they had made. In 

correcting students’ errors, the lecturer gave the correction clearly and CF became the 

students’ reference, note and lesson in order to improve their writing skill. Without CF, 

student did not know how to fix the errors. Most of the students liked their writing given 

CF by underlining and providing a hint about the type of error and only few students 

liked the lecturer gave CF by giving me the correct answer. 
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