AN ANALYSIS OF LECTURERS’ WRITTEN CORRECTIVE FEEDBACK
IN ENGLISH DEPARTMENT STUDENTS’ RESEARCH PROPOSAL OF

SKRIPSI (A CONTENT ANALYSIS)

Lina Herlina

2215126199

A Skripsi Submitted in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirement for the Degree
of Sarjana Pendidikan

English Department
Faculty of Language and Art
Universitas Negeri Jakarta
2017



LEMBAR PENGESAHAN

Skripsi ini diajukan oleh :
Nama : Lina Herlina
No. Registrasi : 2215126199
Program studi : Pendidikan Bahasa Inggris
Jurusan : Bahasa dan Sastra Inggris
Fakultas : Bahasa dan Sastra Inggris
Judul Skripsi : An Analysis of Lecturers’ Written Corrective Feedback in
English Department Students’ Research Proposal of Skripsi (A Content
Analysis)
Telah berhasil dipertahankan di hadapan Dewan Penguji, dan diterima sebagai
persyaratan yang diperlukan untuk memperoleh gelar Sarjana pada Fakultas
Bahasa dan Seni, Universitas Negeri Jakarta.

DEWAN PENGUJI
Pembimbing I Pembimbing IT
/
Nina Wanda Cassandra, M.Pd. Siti Wachidah, Ph.D.
NIP. 197806022005012002 NIP. 195710041989032001
Ketua Penguji Penguji Ahli
\ 0

U~ e

Banu Pratitis, Ph.D. Lasito, M.App.Ling.

NIP. 195206051984032001 NIP.198002222008121002




LEMBAR PERNYATAAN

Yang bertandatangan di bawah ini:

Nama : Lina Herlina

No. Reg. s 2215126199

Program Studi : Pendidikan Bahasa Inggris

Jurusan : Bahasa dan Sastra Inggris

Fakultas : Bahasa dan Seni

Judul Skripsi : An Analysis of Lecturers’ Written Corrective

Feedback in English Department Students’ Research
Proposal of Skripsi (AContent Analysis)

Menyatakan bahwa benar skripsi ini adalah hasil karya saya sendiri. Apabila saya
mengutip dari karya orang lain, maka saya mencantumkan sumbernya sesuai
dengan ketentuan yang berlaku. Saya bersedia menerima sanksi dari Fakultas
Bahasa dan Seni Universitas Negeri Jakarta, apabila terbukti saya melakukan
tindakan plagiat.

Demikian saya buat pernyataan ini dengan sebenarnya.

Jakarta, 23 Januari 2017

Lina Herlina
NIM. 2215126199



LEMBAR PERNYATAAN PERSETUJUAN PUBLIKASI KARYA ILMIAH
UNTUK KEPENTINGAN AKADEMIS

Sebagai sivitas akademis Universitas Negeri Jakarta saya bertanggung jawab di
bawah ini:

Nama : Lina Herlina

No. Reg. : 2215126199

Program Studi . Pendidikan Bahasa Inggris

Jurusan : Bahasa dan Sastra Inggris

Fakultas . Bahasa dan Seni

Judul Skripsi . An Analysis of Lecturers’ Written Corrective

Feedback in English Department Students’ Research
Proposal of Skripsi (A Content Analysis)

Demi pengembangan ilmu pengetahuan, saya menyetujui untuk memberikan
kepada Universtas Negeri Jakarta Hak Bebas Royalti Non-Ekslusif (Non-
exclusive Royalty Free Right) atas karya ilmiah saya. Dengan Hak Bebas Royalti
Non-Ekslusifini, Universitas Negeri Jakarta berhak menyimpan, mengalihkan
media/formatkan, mengelolanya dalam bentuk pangkalan data (database,
mendistribusikannya, dan menampilkan/mempublikasikannya di Internet atau
media lainnya untuk kepentingan akademis tanpa perlu meminta ijin dari saya
selama tetap mencantumkan nama saya sebagai penulis/pencipta dansebagai
pemilik Hak Cipta, segala bentuk tuntutan hukum yang timbul atas pelanggaran
Hak Cipta dalam karya ilmiah ini menjadi tanggung jawab saya pribadi

Demikian pernyataan ini saya buat dengan sebenarnya.

Dibuat di Jakarta
Pada tanggal 23 Januari 2017
Yang Menyerahkan,

Lina Herlina
NIM. 2215126199



ABSTRAK

Lina Herlina. 2017. Sebuah Analisis Umpan Balik Korektif Tertulis Dosen di
Jurusan Bahasa dan Sastra Inggris dalam Penulisan Proposal Penelitian
Skripsi. Skripsi Jakarta: Jurusan Bahasa dan Sastra Inggris, Fakultas Bahasa dan
Seni, Universitas Negeri Jakarta.

Penelitian dilakukan untuk mengetahui jenis dan respon siswa terhadap umpan
balik korektif tertulis yang diberikan dosen di penulisan proposal penelitian
skripsi siswa jurusan bahasa Inggris. Penelitian ini menggunakan analisis konten
kualitatif. 30 proposal penelitian skripsi dan 10 angket digunakan sebagai sumber
data penelitian. Data dianalisis menggunakan teori Rod Ellis (2009). Hasil
penelitian menunjukkan bahwa hanya tiga dari enam tipe umpan balik korektif
tertulis dosen digunakan dalam proposal penelitian skripsi jurusan Bahasa Inggris
seperti Indirect, Direct, dan Reformulation. Selain itu, penelitian ini mendapatkan
hasil bahwa siswa lebih memilih jenis Direct Feeback sebagai tipe yang
digunnakan dosen dalam mengkoreksi penulisan proposal penelitian dan
mengikuti umpan balik dosen dalam memperbaiki penulisan. Penggunaan umpan
balik langsung dan tidak langsung dalam setiap bagian dari penulisan proposal
penelitian skripsi siswa menyimpulkan bahwa dosen kebanyakan menggunakan
dua jenis itu dalam memberikan umpan balik korektif tertulis di jurusan Bahasa
Inggris.

Kata kunci: Kesalahan Gramatikal, Umpan Balik Tertulis Korektif Dosen, Respon
Siswa, Proposal Penelitian Skrispi, Siswa jurusan Bahasa Inggris, Analisis konten
Kualitatif.



ABSTRACT

Lina Herlina. 2017. An Analysis of Lecturers’ Written Corrective Feedback
in English Department Students’ Research Proposal of Skripsi (A Content
Analysis). Thesis, Jakarta: English Department, Faculty of Languages and Arts,
State University of Jakarta.

This research was conducted to investigate types and students’ responses of
lecturers’ written corrective feedback in English Department students’ research
proposal of skripsi. This research employed qualitative content analysis. Thirty
research proposals and ten questionnaires were used as data source. The data were
analyzed using theory proposed by Rod Ellis (2009). Result showed that three
types from six types applied in English Department students’ research proposal of
skripsi which were Indirect, Direct, and Reformulation. This study also got the
result that the students preferred Direct Feedback when getting feedback and
followed the feedback to revise their research proposal. The use of indirect and
direct feedback in every section of research proposal concluded that lecturers
mostly used that types in giving written feedback in English Department students’
research proposal of skripsi.

Keywords: ED Students’ Grammatical Errors, Lecturers’ Written Corrective
Feedback, Students’ Responses, Research Proposal of Skrispi, Qualitative Content
Analysis.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

This chapter consists of background of study, research questions, purposes of study,

scope of study, and significant of study.

1.1  Background of Study

In recent years, the role of corrective feedback had become controversial issue
in language acquisition because corrective feedback indicates students’ incorrect
in the use of target language and draws students’ attention on meaning or
communication (Lightbown and Spada, 1999). Feedbacks consist of two types
such as positive and negative feedback also known as corrective feedback.
Positive feedback provides students what is grammatical and the acceptable in the
use of target language (Long, 1996). On the other hand, negative feedback or
corrective feedback provides students’ grammatical errors in the use of target
language either written or spoken feedback.

Feedback is used by the teachers to evaluate students’ errors and feedback is
also used by students as the conceptual information to fill the students’ knowledge
gaps that provide corrective and supportive information which focus on students’

performances and improve students’ language skills abilities like listening,



reading, speaking and writing skills. Feedback was delivered by many agents
include teachers, lecturers, peers, selves, and experiences into two modes such as
written and spoken modes that have drawbacks and benefits for the students
(Rollinson, 2005), (Hattie & Timperley, 2007).

Students can get the feedback that consists of corrective and supportive
information from the teachers, lecturers, peers and books in written or spoken
ways. Spoken feedback is given by the teachers in speaking class and orally such
as reformulating what students say implicitly, correcting students’ errors
explicitly, repeating students’ errors, asking clarification of students’ errors, and
providing comments on students’ errors. While, written feedback usually is given
by the teachers in writing class and it is delivered in written form such as
underlying the students’ errors by giving the correctness, underlying students’
errors without giving the correctness, reformulating students’ errors, and providing
metalinguistic clues (Ellis, 2009). Meanwhile, some teachers or lecturers deliver
spoken and written feedback in one situation to make the correction clear and easy
to be understood by the students so that the students can decrease their mistakes.
Effective feedback is a feedback that focus, clear, applicable, and encourage
(Lindemann, 2001)

However, both teachers and students feel and view that written feedback is
very important and offers more benefits than spoken feedback that is used to
interact and communicate with the students during the writing process. Written
feedback provides a potential value and heavy information in motivating and

offering suggestion and solution for students to revise their drafts and improve



their writing skills (Lysons & Heasley, 1987, p.143), (Cohen & Cavalcanti, 1990),
(Ferris, 1997), (Hyland & Hyland, 2001), (Hyland & Hyland, 2006), (Ren & Hu,

2012).

Ellis (2009) classified written corrective feedback into six categories as direct,
indirect, metalinguistic, the focused and unfocused feedback, electronic and
reformulation feedback. These types of feedback are used to investigate the
different types of written corrective feedback and control the external variables to
impact how the effective of corrective feedback is. Moreover, Ellis in 2009
designs these types of written corrective feedback that are used by the teachers to
identify the various options available for correcting students’ writing that focus on
the correction of linguistic errors or grammatical errors as the basis for both
designing future studies and pedagogical decision making (Hyland and Hyland,
2006).

The previous research has done by Anderson (2008), written corrective
feedback had a significant effect on improving accuracy in writing. Another study
has done in 2013 about students’ perception found the written feedback is a good
way for students to improve their writing ability. Kelly (2014) argues that the
written feedback is helpful and useful in students’ essay revision if it is clear,
direct, and information loaded. Aulia (2015) found that students agreed when the
implementation of peer written feedback in the skills subject classes, but students
got some difficulties in delivering written feedback, so they still need their teacher

during the process.



Based on the previous studies about written corrective feedback found that
written corrective feedback is the good way to implement and improve students’
writing abilities. Beside that, there was not a study that was conducted about the
analysis of written corrective feedback in research proposal of skripsi especially in
English Department, Universitas Negeri Jakarta. While we know that research
proposal is the first step in producing a skripsi or major research which aimed at
convincing the tutor that the students’ topic is important to be studied, so students
can gain approval to continue writing their skripsi (Clara and Hamilton, 2002). In
writing research proposal, found that there were some mistakes such as the
contents, organizations, mechanisms, and also grammatical errors. For that reason,
the researcher conducted the study about the analysis of written corrective
feedback that were given by lecturers in English Department students’ research
proposal of skripsi and students’ responses to investigate types of feedback that
can decrease students’ grammatical errors in writing research proposal of skripsi.

This study conducted the research by using content analysis to investigate the
analysis of types and students’ responses when getting written corrective feedback
in English Department students’ research proposal of skripsi because content
analysis is a research technique that is systematic and objective in describing and
quantifying phenomena of texts, documents, images, and expressions

(Krippendorf, 1980).



1.2 Research Questions

Based on the background above, the research questions were:

1. What types of written corrective feedback given by lecturers in English
Department students’ research proposal of skripsi?
2. How do English Department students’ responses when getting written

corrective feedback from lecturers in research proposal of skripsi?

1.3 Purposes of Study
The purposes of this study were:
1. To identify types of written corrective feedback given by lecturers in
English Department students’ research proposal of skripsi.
2. To investigate English Department students’ responses when getting
written corrective feedback from the lecturers in research proposal of

skripsi.

1.4 Scope of Study
This study focused on examining types written corrective feedback (focus on
grammatical errors) given by lecturers and English Department students’

responses that proposed by Ellis (2009), Universitas Negeri Jakarta.



1.5  Significant of Study
The result of this study were expected to help teachers or lecturers to be aware
on giving written corrective feedback in English Department students’ research
proposal of skripsi. The types of written feedback given by lecturers and students’
responses when getting feedback can decrease the grammatical errors of research
proposals that are written by English Department students. This study was also
expected to give contribution on the ideas of written corrective feedback for those

who have not known yet.



CHAPTER II

LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter consists of discussion related to the topic of this study includes:
Feedback, The Concept of Written Corrective Feedback, The Concept of
Academic Writing, Research Proposal, Previous Related Study and Theoretical

Framework.

2.1 Feedback

Feedback is conceptualized as information provided by an agent (e,g.,
teacher, peer, book, parent, self, experience) (Hattie & Timperley, 2007).
Providing feedback on the students” work iS one way to encourage students’
language skills (Hyland, 2006). Hattie and Timperley in 2007 believed that
feedback is the most powerful either positive or negative influences on students’
learning and achievement. In addition, the students can get the feedback as the
specific information and correction of the students’ errors from many agents
including teachers, lecturers, books, peers and also the students’ it selves. Each
agent has different function and impact when delivering feedback because each

agent has different knowledge, information, and experience.

Based on Rollison, 2005 feedback can be delivered in two modes: spoken
and written modes. Spoken feedback is kind of feedback which is given orally and

7



spontaneously and it is usually delivered during the language practical classroom.
Teachers or lecturers provide spoken feedback by indicating students’ incorrect
explicitly, reformulating students’ errors implicitly, asking question on students’
errors, requesting student to repeat his or her errors in classroom practice (Lyster
& Ratna, 1997). On the other hand, another common mode to deliver feedback in
language classroom was in the written form. This type of delivering feedback
mostly appears in the process of writing skills (Hyland & Hyland, 2006, p. 78). In
written feedback the teacher or lecturer provides the feedback by underlying
students’ errors and providing the correct one, underlying students’ error without
providing the correct one, giving linguistic clue of students’ errors. The written
feedback usually deals with the meaning which has been communicated before
(Miao, Badger, & Zhen, 2006). It might help the students to know and remember
their mistakes in their performance since it was written in their text. On the other
side, this written feedback was usually used by the students in their revised their
works, especially in writing skills.

Since the way of delivering feedback is in written form, the aspects of
written feedback are mostly related to writing skills (Miao, Badger, & Zhen,
2006). The aspects of the written feedback include the content and the
organization of the writing, grammar, vocabulary and mechanics (Miao, Badger,
& Zhen, 2006, p. 192). The content of the writing contains the development of the
ideas, the cohesive and coherence of the writing, and the well-supported topic
sentence. Also, the organization of the writing is the part of the writing; for
instance the introduction, main, and conclusion part. Anderson (2010, p. 62)

stated that the target features, especially in grammar errors are articles, lexical



items, relative pronouns, conjunctions, possessives, prepositions, singular/plural,

subject-verb agreement, verb tense and word form.

2.2 The Concept of Written Corrective Feedback

Corrective Feedback is defined as any reaction of the teacher which clearly
transforms, disapprovingly refers to or demands improvement of the learner
utterance (Chaudron 1977, p. 31). Lightbown and Spada (1999) also mentioned
that corrective feedback is any indication to the learners in using their target
language is incorrect. The learners receive various responses. For example, When
a learner says, “He go to school every day”, corrective feedback can be explicit,
for example, “no, you should say goes, not go” or implicit “yes he goes to school
every day”, and may or may not include metalinguistic information, for example,
“Don't forget to make the verb agree with the subject”. Russel and Spada (2006)
described corrective feedback as any feedback that provided to learner containing
evidence of learner error of language form. In addition, corrective feedback is a
feedback that is used by the teacher that focuses on students’ grammatical errors
in using their target language. Corrective feedback, whether oral or written is an
integral part of teaching. It occurs frequently in most classrooms but not in natural
learning contexts (Chun, Chenoweth, & Luppescu, 1982). While, written
corrective feedback is the feedback that is delivered by the teachers in writing
class or written form to correct students’ errors in grammatical features or
language form such as articles, lexical items, relative pronouns, conjunctions,
possessives, prepositions, singular/plural, subject-verb agreement, verb tense and

word form, (Ellis, 2009), (Anderson, 2010).



10

2.2.1 Types of Written Corrective Feedback
Ellis in 2009 classifies six types of written corrective feedback as direct,

indirect, metalinguistic, the focus of feedback, electronic and reformulation ways.
These six strategies of feedback usually deal with the students’ written errors
correction of grammatical features in written form.

1. Direct corrective feedback

Direct corrective feedback is the way of giving written feedback that teachers
do by circling, underlying or crossing out students’ errors of grammatical features
such as articles, lexical items, relative pronouns, conjunctions, possessives,
prepositions, singular/plural, subject-verb agreements, verb tenses and word forms
and providing the correct one of students’ errors in their writing, (Ellis, 2009).
Anderson in 2010 claimed that direct feedback is producing accurate revisions,
and the students prefer it because it is the fastest way to improve their mistake on
their writing.

Example 1 illustrates direct corrective feedback.

e The scope of this study is limited # on analyzing Maher Zein’s song
lyrics.

e He use uses simple language or daily life language that easy to
understand and poetic.

e Corrective feedback was is defined as any reaction of teacher which is

clearly transforms to improve students’ errors on grammatical features.
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Direct corrective feedback has the advantage that provides learners with
explicit guidance about how to correct their errors. Ferris and Roberts (2001)
suggest direct corrective feedback is probably better than indirect CF with student
writers of low levels of proficiency. However, the disadvantage of direct feedback
IS requiring minimal processing on the part of the learner although it might help
them to produce the correct form when students revise their writings; it may not
contribute to long-term learning. However, a recent study by Sheen (2007)
suggests that direct corrective feedback can be effective in promoting acquisition
of specific grammatical features.

2. Indirect corrective feedback

Indirect corrective feedback appears as the second strategy when an incorrect
form is made note of without giving the direct correction. This type of written
corrective feedback that may be done by underlining or highlighting mistakes or
can also appear in a margin note but none mistake identification that is corrected it
(Ellis, 2009). Indirect feedback usually implements since it is quick and easy to
apply in providing feedback on students’ error in written form. It also affects
students to realize where or why the errors occurred in the use of target language
in this case on students’ writing (Anderson, 2010).

Example 2 illustrates indirect corrective feedback.

e The data collected witl-deseribed and analyzing-using the theory and

then interpreted the song lyrics.

e Now in everyday life, every people definitely have a conflict.
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Lalande in 1982 argues that indirect feedback is often preferred to direct
feedback on the grounds that it caters to ‘guided learning and problem solving and
encourages students to reflect about linguistic forms. Thus, indirect corrective
feedback is used by the teacher or lecturer to improve students’ writing in this
case the correctness of grammatical features by underlying or highlighting the
errors without giving the correct one, for that reason, the students need to think
and realize their errors.

3. Metalinguistics corrective feedback

Metalinguistics written feedback is the process of delivering feedback by
giving comment, information or questions related to students’ errors without
explicitly providing the correct form. Metalingustic written feedback is divided
into two types. The first type is when the teacher gives a linguistics clue of the
target errors in written form such as WW means Wrong Word, Art means Article,
Prep means Preposition and etc. The second type is when the teacher or lecturer
provides students’ error with metalingustic clue and also explains with brief
grammatical description (Anderson, 2010). Therefore, when the teachers or
lecturers want to deliver the first type of metalinguistic corrective feedback, they
have to tell the linguistics clue mean first before delivering it to the students in
theirs errors so that the students will not be confuse or be familiar with this kind

of linguistics clue.
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Example 3 illustrates metalingustic corrective feedback.

art. art. WW art.
A dog stole bone from butcher. He escaped with having bone. When the dog was

prep. art. art.

going through bridge over the river he found dog in the river.

(1) () ©)

A boy took bag from girl. He escaped with having bag. When the boy

4) () (6) ()

was running through bridge over the river, she saw boy in the river.

(1), (2), (5), and (6) — you need ‘a’ before the noun (e.g. bag, girl, boy,
bridge, and river) when a person or thing is mentioned for the first

time.

(3), (7) — you need ‘the’ before the noun (e.g. bag, boy) when the

person or thing has been mentioned previously.

(4) — you need ‘over’ when you go across the surface of something;
use ‘through’ when you go inside something (i.e. go through the

forest).

However, there are some things that should be considered when the
teacher implements such metalinguistic corrective feedback. First, the teacher

needs extra efforts and time to write down all metalinguistic clues on students’



14

writing. Second, the teacher needs to have sufficient metalinguistic knowledge to
provide clear and specific metalinguistic clue regarding the various errors found

on students’ writing.

4. Focused and unfocused corrective feedback.

Focused strategy concerns on one specific feature, regardless of the errors are
addressed in the students’ text. On the other hand, unfocused strategy emphasizes
in all of the possibility errors which might appear in the students’ text. According
to Sheen (2007) that students will be better to pinpoint problem areas and reduce
the potential confusion and cognitive overload of the students. While, unfocused
written feedback is harder to implement since there are so many aspects which
students focused in and hard to understand (Anderson, 2010).

Example 4 illustrates focused and unfocused corrective feedback.

(1) (2) (3)

A dog stole bone from butcher. He escaped with having bone. When the dog was

(4) (5) (6)

going through bridge over the river he found dog in the river.

(1), (2), (5), and (6)—you need ‘a’ before the noun when a person or thing is mentioned
for the first time.

(3)—you need ‘the’ before the noun when the person or thing has been mentioned
previously.

(4)—you need ‘over’ when you go across the surface of something; you use ‘through’
when you go inside something (e.g. go through the forest’).

5. Electronic feedback
Electronic feedback appears since the process of language teaching and

learning might usually deal with the computer assistant system (Anderson, 2010).
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Based on Ellis in 2009, the sender of electronic written feedback will indicate the
error and provide a hyperlink to a concordance file that provides a correct used
example. In addition, the students in getting this type of feedback will deal with
computer because the sender in these cases the teachers or lecturers deliver the
feedback by using the computer not manually.

6. Reformulation.

This is the last type of written corrective feedback. Since there are a lot of
language students which started to write their writing in target language by
transforming from the first language, the reformulation written feedback appears.
The transforming the writing in native language to the target language might have
problems with the proper syntax, lexical choices, and rhetorical structures
(Anderson, 2010). The reformulation occurs when the teachers or lecturers giving
the corrected model and appropriate forms on students’ errors by rewrite students’
writing.

Example 5 illustrates reformulation.

Original version: As he was jogging, his tammy was shaked.
Reformulation: As he was jogging, his tummy was shaking.

tummy  shaking
Error correction: As he was jogging his tasy was shaked.
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2.3 The Concept of Academic Writing

Lennie in 2010 stated that academic writing is a form of evaluation that
asks you to demonstrate knowledge and show proficiency with certain
disciplinary skills of thinking, interpreting, and presenting. Academic writing is
perceived as social engagement involving interaction between writers and readers
in which the writers try to not only convey the message but helping readers to
understand what is being discussed in the text (Hyland, 2005). Therefore, in
writing academic writing the student does not only demonstrate or convey his or
her knowledge or idea but he or she has to think the ideas of the topic that is going
to write, interpret the ideas and presenting the ideas into the good academic
writing.

Stephen in 2011 stated that are six kinds of academic writing; first is notes.
Notes are some written records of the main points of a text or lecture and it is used
to a student’s personal use. Second is report. Report is a description of something
a student has done, for example: conducting a survey. Third is research proposal.
Research proposal means a piece of research that would be conducted, either
individual or group work with the topic that has already chosen by the students.
Fourth is essay. It is the most common type of written work with the title given by
the teachers and it is normally 1000 until 5000 words. Fifth is dissertation or
thesis. It is the longest piece of writing and it is normally done by the student of
higher degree with 20.000 words and topic is chosen by the student. The last is
paper. It is a general term for academic essay, report, presentation or article.
While, Stephen 2011 mentioned that there are six features in academic writing

including title, subtitle, heading, sentence, phrase and paragraph.
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2.3.1 Research Proposal as One of Academic Writing

Clarie and Hamilton in 2002 stated that a research proposal is the first step
in producing a skripsi or major research. It is aimed to convince the tutor that the
students’ topic is important to be studied, so they can gain approval to continue
writing their skripsi. Research proposal contains three major elements which have
to be written such as Introduction, Literature Review, and Methodology.

Based on Stephen (2006) an introduction part means establishing the
significant research area, locating the research and outlining the aim of the
research. Literature review part means providing an overview to the relevant
research, locating the research more specifically and setting boundaries around the
“field” of relevant research. Methodology part means providing an overview and
justifying the methodology based on research aims. Therefore, when the students
want to write the research proposal, they need feedback from the lecturers so that

it can be approved and continue to write skripsi.

2.4  Previous Related Study

There were number research investigated written corrective feedback.
Bitchener in 2008 investigated the value of written corrective feedback for
migrant and international students and the result that (1) the students who received
all three WCF options (direct corrective feedback, written and oral meta-linguistic
explanation; direct corrective feedback and written metalinguistic explanation;
direct corrective feedback only; no corrective feedback) outperformed those who

did not receive WCF, (2) their level of accuracy was retained over seven weekend
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(3) there was no difference in the extent to which migrant and international
students improved the accuracy of their writing as a result of WCF.

Another study by Kelly Tee Pei Leng (2013) investigated the analysis of
written feedback on ESL students’ writing about found the result that the written
feedback provided to the students was helpful and useful in their essay revision.
Then, the study investigated by John Bitchener (2012) about evidence in support
of written corrective feedback and found that written corrective feedback had a
significant effect on improving accuracy in the use of two functional uses of the
English article system (the use of “‘a’’ for first mention and ‘‘the’’ for subsequent
mentions) and that this level of accuracy was retained 2 months later without
additional feedback or instruction.

The next study has been done by Najmaddin in 2010 teachers’ and students’
perceptions of types of corrective feedback in writing and found that the students
had positive perceptions of the four particular types of feedback: 1- Direct
corrective feedback (DCF). 2- Direct corrective feedback with written and oral
metalinguistic explanation (DCF/E). 3- Indicating and locating the students’ errors
(IND+L). 4- Indicating the student’s errors only (IND). The study also conducted
by Anderson, 2010 the effects of tiered corrective feedback on second language
academic writing and the results indicate that the corrective feedback was
effective in decreasing the errors and that this decrease was statistically

significant.

2.5 Theoretical Framework
This study would focus on the analysis types written corrective feedback

given by lecturers and English Department students’ responses when getting



19

written corrective feedback from lecturers in research proposal of skripsi. This
study used table of column and questionnaire types of written corrective
feedback based on Ellis (2009). She classified types of written corrective
feedback into six types (direct, indirect, metalinguistic, focused and

unfocused, and reformulation)



CHAPTER Il

METHODOLOGY

This chapter presents the description of research design, data and data
source, time and place of the study, instrument, data collection procedures and

data analysis procedures.

3.1  Research Design

Qualitative research design was used in this study to explore and
understand the phenomena occur in individual or group ascribe to a social or
human problem (Creswell, 2009). This study also used content analysis to
investigate types of lecturers’ written corrective feedbacks used in English
Department students’ research proposal of skripsi. Content analysis as a research
technique that is systematic and objective in describing and quantifying
phenomena of texts, documents, images, and expressions (Krippendorf, 1980).
English Department students’ research proposals of skripsi were used as the object

of content analysis.

3.2 Data and Data Source

The data of this study were written corrective feedbacks (focused on
grammatical errors) given by lecturers in English Department students’ research

proposal and English Department students who already filled the questionnaires.

20
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The total of 30 English Department students’ research proposal of skripsi
in semester 104 and 105 and ten questionnaires of students’ responses were

collected to become data sources.

3.3  Time and Place of Study

This study was conducted from June to December 2016 in English

Department, Universitas Negeri Jakarta.

34 Instrument

The instruments of this study were the researcher and the guestionnaires.
The researcher analyzed the data based on the indicators in table of specification
types written corrective feedback (Rod Ellis, 2009). The researcher developed the
table specification from the theories of the framework to analyze the data and

answer the research questions.

Questionnaire: ED Students’ responses when getting written corrective

feedback from the lecturers in research proposal of skripsi.

Instruction

This part asks about types and students’ responses of written corrective feedback
that you prefer when lecturers/your skripsi advisor gives written feedback in your
research proposal of skripsi. Put only one checklist (v) in the columns to answer

these questions below and give the reason briefly.

e Written corrective feedback is kind of feedback that is delivered in written

form and only focus on students’ grammatical errors.



1. When you get written corrective feedback from the lecturers/your skripsi

advisor in your research proposal, which type do you prefer to let you

know the errors?
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| prefer when the lecturers underline, circle or cross out students’

grammatical errors and provide the correct forms.

| prefer when the lecturers only underline, circle or cross out

students’ grammatical errors without providing the correct forms.

| prefer when the lecturers use errors codes (e.g. WW= Wrong
Word) and write the grammatical description for each number of

students’ errors.

| prefer when the lecturers only concern to correct select one or all

of students’ grammatical errors.

| prefer when the lecturers indicate students’ errors and provide a

hyperlink to correct forms.

I prefer when the lecturers reformulate students’ grammatical
errors to make the language in students’ writing seems like native

speaker.

Reason

2. When you already got the feedback from the lecturers/your skripsi advisor

in your research proposal. What do you do to respond the feedback?
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| usually follow the feedback and revise my writing in

research proposal.

| just follow the feedback without revising my writing in

research proposal.

I do not follow or ignore the feedback and do not revise my

writing in research proposal.

Reason

Table of Specification types written corrective feedback

Focus Indicators Details Reference
S
Types of e Direct e Circling, Underlining, | (Rod Ellis,
Written Feedback or  Crossing  out | 2009)
Corrective students’ grammatical
and
Feedback errors
(Anderson
e Providing or Giving |, 2010)
the correct one of
students’ grammatical
errors
e Indirect e Underlining or
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Feedback

highlighting students’

grammatical errors

Metalinguistic

Feedback

Giving comment,
information or
questions related to
students’ errors
without explicitly
providing the correct

form

Giving a linguistic
clue of students’
grammatical errors in
written form such as
WW means Wrong

Word.

Providing students’
errors with
metalingustic clue and
also explains with
brief grammatical

description

Focused

and

Concerning on one
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Unfocused

Feedback

specific feature of
students’ errors in

students’ writing

Emphasizing in all of
the possibility errors
which might appear in

the students’ text.

Electronic

Feedback

Indicating  students’
grammatical ~ errors
and providing a
hyperlink to a
concordance file that

provides a correct one

Reformulation

Feedback

Giving the corrected
model and appropriate
forms on students’
errors by rewrite their

writing.
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35 Data Collection Procedures

This study was acquired through the content analysis of 30 English
Department students’ research proposal of skripsi and 10 questionnaires from ED
students’ responses. Based on Krippendorff (1980), there are six steps in content
analysis but this study used four steps. Therefore, the data collection procedures

Were:

1. Collecting English Department students’ research proposals include
introduction, literature review, and methodology section, Universitas
Negeri Jakarta.

2. Selecting 30 English Department students’ research proposals randomly
by asking permission to English Department students to copy their
research proposal of skripsi in semester 104 and 105.

3. Designing a simple questionnaire about students’ responses when getting
written corrective feedback from the lecturers in research proposal based
on Rod Ellis (2009) theory.

4. Distributing 10 questionnaires to English Department students’ who wrote

research proposal in semester 104 and 105.

3.6 Data Analysis Procedures

1. ldentifying the students’ grammatical errors and written feedback from
lecturers in English Department students’ introduction section, literature
review, and methodology section of research proposal which contain

written corrective feedback in table of columns.
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2. Classifying the data of types written corrective feedback from the lecturers

in English Department students’ introduction section, literature review, and

methodology section of research proposal based on Rod Ellis (2009).

No Students’ Errors in

Research Proposal

Lecturers’ Written

Corrective Feedback

Types of Written

Corrective Feedback

Table Column adopted from (Ellis, 2009)

3. Classifying the answer from the questionnaire about students’ responses

when getting written corrective feedback from the lecturers in research

proposal.

4. Presenting the result of types lecturers’ written corrective feedback and

students’ responses when getting feedback in introduction section,

literature review, and methodology section of research proposal

5. Drawing the conclusion based on the data analysis.



CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSIONS

This chapter discusses the findings and discussions of the study in reference to the
two research questions and explains the findings by reference of experts’

justification from the previous study.

4.1  Data Description

The data of this study were written corrective feedback given by lecturers
and English Department students’ responses when getting feedback from the
lecturers in research proposal of skripsi, Universitas Negeri Jakarta. The total of
thirty research proposals and ten questionnaires were collected to become data
sources. The data were analyzed by using theory proposed by Rod Ellis (2009) to
investigate types written corrective feedback given by lecturers and ED students’

responses when getting feedback in research proposal of skripsi.

4.2 Research Findings

Research Question 1: What types of lecturers’ corrective feedback use in

English Department students’ research proposal of skripsi?

In research question number one, discussed the finding about type written
corrective feedback given by the lecturers in English Department students’

Research proposal of skripsi. This study used Rod Ellis (2009) framework about

28
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written corrective feedback that focused on grammatical features such as articles,
lexical items, relative pronouns, conjunctions, possessives, prepositions, singular
or plural, subject-verb agreement, verb tense and word form. The types of written
feedback based on Ellis (2009) are Direct Feedback, Indirect Feedback,
Metalinguistics Feedback, Focused and Unfocused Feedback, Electronic

Feedback and Reformulation Feedback.

After analyzing 30 research proposals of skripsi from English Department
students, Universitas Negeri Jakarta, the researcher found that there were three
types of lecturers’ written corrective feedback which commonly came up on
English Department students’ research proposal of skripsi. The three types of
written corrective feedback given by the lecturers were Direct Feedback, Indirect
Feedback, and Reformulation Feedback. A total of 70 from 43 in introduction
section, 17 in literature review, and 9 in methodology section written corrective
feedbacks given by lecturers were found in English Department students’ research

proposal of skripsi. (see figure 4.1)

50

40

30

20

10

Introduction Literature Review Methodology

Figure 4.1 the total of lecturers’ written corrective feedbacks came up in

English Department student’ research proposal of skripsi.
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421 The Total of types of lecturers’ written corrective feedback in
introduction section of English Department students’ research proposal of

skripsi

M Indirect
Feedback

M Direct
Feedback

W Reformulation
Feedback

Figure 4.2 types of lecturers’ written corrective feedback in introduction section
of English Department students’ research proposal of skripsi in percentage.
Figure 4.2 showed types of lecturers’ written corrective feedback in
introduction section of English Department students’ research proposal of skripsi.
In introduction section of English Department students’ research proposal found
that there were 43 written corrective feedbacks occurred. From 43 written
corrective feedbacks found that there are three types of lecturers’ written
corrective feedback occurred in introduction section of English Department
students’ research proposal of skripsi. The first dominant type of lecturers’ written
corrective feedback was indirect feedback with the occurrences 22. The second
dominant type of lecturers’ written corrective feedbacks was indirect feedback

with the occurrences 20 and the last type was reformulation feedback.
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4.2.2 The Total of Types of Lecturers’ Written Corrective Feedback in
Literature Review Section of English Department Students’ Research

Proposal of Skripsi

Literature Review

M Indirect
Feeback

M Direct
Feedback

Figure 4.3 types of lecturers’ written corrective feedback in literature review of
English Department students’ research proposal of skripsi in percentage.

Figure 4.3 summarized the types of lecturers’ written corrective feedback
in literature review section of English Department students’ research proposal of
skripsi. There were 17 written corrective feedback occurred in literature review
section of English Department students’ research proposal. From 17 written
corrective feedbacks found that there were two types of lecturers’ written
corrective feedback occurred in literature review section in English Department
students’ research proposal of skripsi. The first dominant type of lecturers’ written
corrective feedback was indirect feedback with the occurrences 12. Direct
feedback was as the second dominant type of lecturers’ written corrective

feedbacks with the occurrences 5.
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4.2.3 The Total of Types of Lecturers’ Written Corrective Feedback in
Methodology Section of English Department Students’ Research Proposal of

Skripsi

M Indirect Feedback M Direct Feedback

Figure 4.4 types of lecturers’ written corrective feedback in methodology section
of English Department students’ research proposal of skripsi in percentage.

Figure 4.4 revealed that in methodology section of English Department
students’ research proposal found that there were 10 written corrective feedbacks
occurred. There are only two types of written corrective feedback in methodology
section of English Department students’ research proposal of skripsi; Indirect
feedback and Direct feedback. The first type was indirect feedback with the
percentage 90% and second type was direct feedback 10%.
4.3  Discussions

Based on the result, found that only three types written corrective feedback
that the lecturers used in giving feedback to English Department students’
research proposal of skripsi in semester 104 and 105 such as indirect feedback,
direct feedback, and reformulation feedback. Thus, based on Ellis (2009) there are

six types of written corrective feedback in written form such as indirect feedback,
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direct feedback, metalinguistic feedback, focused and unfocused feedback,

electronic feedback and reformulation feedback.

Corrective feedback is a feedback that is given by the teachers or lecturers
that focuses on students’ grammatical errors in using their target language (Russel
and Spada, 2006). Then, research proposal itself means the first step in producing
a skripsi or major research which aims to convince the tutor that the students’
topic is important to be studied, so they can gain approval to continue writing
their skripsi, (Clarie and Hamilton, 2002). There are three major elements in

research proposal such as Introduction, Literature Review, and Methodology.

4.3.1 The Use of Lecturers’ Written Corrective Feedback in Introduction
Section of English Department Students’ Research Proposal of Skripsi

Based on Stephen (2006) an introduction in research paper means
establishing the significant research area, locating the research and outlining the
aims of the research. In introduction section of English Department students’
research proposal of skripsi, the lecturers used three types of written corrective
feedback such as direct feedback, indirect feedback, and reformulation feedback.
The use of lecturers’ written corrective feedback in English Department students’
introduction section of research proposal showed that indirect feedback as the first
dominant type of written feedback that commonly came up.

To see further explanation how the use of three types of lecturers’ written
corrective feedback in English Department students’ introduction section of

research proposal, this study will prove them in the next explanation below:
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1. Indirect Feedback

Indirect feedback is one type of written corrective feedback that proposed
by Ellis (2009). This type of written corrective feedback that may be done by
underlining or highlighting mistakes or can also appear in a margin note but none
mistake identification that is corrected. So in this case, the lecturers do the written
feedback on students’ grammatical errors in introduction section by underlining or
highlighting students’ error but without giving the correct one. This study found
that indirect feedback as the first dominant feedback that the lecturers used in
giving feedback to English Department students’ introduction section of research
proposal with 22 occurrences. The occurrences can be seen in the following
examples below.

(i) In delivery the lesson, the role of teacher is really important and necessary and
it’s determine by process of teaching and learning activity in effective ways.

(ii) The researcher analyze the strategies to avoid plagiarism in background and
literature review What factors causing shifts to occur in translation of Hunger
Games: Catching Fire from English to Indonesia?

(iii) This study will focuses on translation shift theory by Catford (1965).

From the examples above, it can be seen that indirect feedback occurred in
examples (i), (ii), and (iii). Indirect feedback occurred in each example showed
that the lecturers do not give the correct one of students’ grammatical errors in
introduction section of English Department students’ of research proposal. In
example (i) the lecturer underlines the word “it’s determine” because the student
does the error in using subject-verb agreement in writing that sentence. The word
“determine” as the verb that should be added by “s” because the subject before is

“it” so the student does not need “to be in this case is”.
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Meanwhile, in the example (ii), it is found the words “the researcher
analyze” that the lecturer underlines as the student’s error in the use of “subject-
verb agreement” in fact that the student has to use the third person singular in that

(1113

case. The example (iii) the lecturer underline the words ““will focuses” that the
lecturer underlines as the student’ grammatical error because while using modals
verb in this case “will”, the student has to use “verb affirmative”.

2. Direct feedback

Direct feedback means the way of giving written feedback that teachers or
lecturers do by circling, underlying or crossing out students’ errors of grammatical
features such as articles, lexical items, relative pronouns, conjunctions,
possessives, prepositions, singular/plural, subject-verb agreement, verb tense and
word form and providing the correct one of students’ errors in their writing, (Ellis,
2009). Direct feedback is as the second type of written corrective feedbacks that
the lecturers use in English Department students’ introduction section of research

proposal with the occurrences 20. The occurrences of direct feedback in this study

can be seen in the following examples below.

(i) It will be easy to be—understoodby-thestudents—as—their correctness in their

speech.
(i1) What-categerizes of attitude markers are frequently used in the discussion section
of theseresearch-article?
(iii) How did this revelation affect their relationship?
From the examples above found in the data of the study, it showed that
direct feedback were used by lecturers’ in English Department students’
introduction section of research proposal. In the example (i) the lecturer crosses

the words “be understood by the students as their” and corrects it into “understand
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the” so the sentence will be “It will be easy to understand the correctness in their
speech” because the lecturer thinks that the sentence should be active form not
passive form. The example (ii) the words “categorize and those research article”
are crossed by the lecturer as the student errors in the use of grammatical in
introduction section. After crossing student errors, the lecturer provides the
correct one into “types and female and male articles” so the sentence will be
“What types of attitude markers are frequently used in the discussion section of
female and male articles?”. While in example (iii) the lecturer crosses the word
“did” and change into “does” because in writing the research problem, the

students have to use “simple present tense” not “simple past tense”.

3. Reformulation feedback

Reformulation feedback is the lowest dominant type written corrective feedback
that the lecturers used in introduction section of English Department students’ research

proposal with the occurrence only 1. The lecturers used reformulation feedback since
there are a lot of language students which started to write their writing in target
language by transforming from the first language, the reformulation written
feedback appears (Anderson, 2010). In this case the lecturers give the corrected
model and appropriate forms on students’ errors and approaches to the students
which rewrite their writing. To see how reformulation feedback uses by lecturers
in introduction section of English Departments’ students can be seen in the
following example below.

(i) Reiteration in English Department students’ skripsi in findings and discussion

section
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The example above the lecturer reformulates the student’s writing and writes
the correct one into “Reiteration in findings and discussion section of skripsi at
English Department of UNJ”, because the lecturer thinks that form of student’s
writing in introduction section in this case the title of research proposal should be
focused on one scope that would be conducted then the other scope and then the
place or where it will be conducted.

4.3.2 The Use of Lecturers’ Written Corrective Feedback in Literature
Review Section of English Department Students’ Research Proposal of
Skripsi

In literature review section of English Department students’ research
proposal of skripsi, the lecturers use two types of written corrective feedback that
is proposed by Ellis (2009). Those types are indirect feedback and direct
feedback. Literature review itself in research proposal means providing an
overview to the relevant research, locating the research more specifically and
setting boundaries around the “field” of relevant research, (Stephen, 2006). To see
further explanation how the use of three types of lecturers’ written corrective
feedback in English Department students’ literature review of research proposal,
this study will prove them in the next explanation below:

1. Indirect Feedback

Indirect feedback as the dominant type of lecturers’ written corrective
feedbacks that were used in literature review of English Department students’
research proposals with the occurrences 12. Indirect feedback is a feedback that

lecturers or teachers do by underlining or highlighting mistakes on students’
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grammatical errors but none mistake identification that is corrected it. The
occurrences can be seen in the following examples below.

(i) However, Sentleng and King (2012) was investigate plagiarism among

undergraduate students at higher education institution in South Africa.
(ii) Lecturers who are the main actor or agent in the process of delivering feedback

and when the lecturers gives the feedback to the students.

From the examples above, it can be seen that indirect feedback occurs in
examples (i) and (ii). In example (i) the lecturer underlines the word “was
investigate” because the student does the error in using subject-verb agreement in
writing that sentence. The word “investigate” as the verb so the student does not
need “to be” in this case “was”. Meanwhile, in the example (ii), it is found the
words “the” that the lecturer underlines the words “the lecturers gives” as the
student’s error in the use of “subject-verb agreement” in fact that the student has

to use the plural subject in the use of verb.

2. Direct feedback

Direct feedback is how the lecturers give written corrective feedback that
focus on students’ grammatical errors by circling, underlying or crossing, (Ellis,
2009). Direct feedback is as the second type of written corrective feedbacks that
the lecturers use in English Department students’ literature review section of
research proposal with the occurrences 5. The occurrences of direct feedback can
be seen in the following examples below.

(i) Language is the tool of communication and the important component in teaching

and learning process.
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(i) Feedback in a teacher student learning environment can be defined as information
given to learners which they-ean-use to revise their inter-language.

In the example (i) shows that the lecturer crosses the articles “the” as the
written corrective feedback and changes it into “a and an” because the article
“the” in that sentence is not appropriate. While in example (ii) the words “they
can use” are crossing by the lecturers because the lecturer thinks that it should be
passive form not active form so it changes into “can be used” and the subject

“they” is not needed in that sentence.

4.3.3 The Use of Lecturers’ Written Corrective Feedback in Methodology
Section of English Department Students’ Research Proposal of Skripsi
Methodology means providing an overview and justifying the
methodology based on research aims. In this study it is only found two types of
lecturers’ written corrective feedback in methodology section of English
Department students’ research proposal such as indirect feedback and direct
feedback.
1. Indirect Feedback
In methodology section of English Department students is found that
indirect feedback as the first dominant type that the lecturers use in giving written
feedback with the occurrence 9. Below are the examples of the use of indirect
feedback in methodology section.
(i) The writer identified attitude marker
(ii) The research was conducted from November to December

In example (i) the lecturer underlines the word “identified” because it is

wrong when it is used in writing methodology in research proposal while the
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student has to use “simple present tense or future tense” not “past tense” in
writing research proposal because research proposal is going to conduct not has
been conducted. Meanwhile, in example (ii) the words “was conducted” are
underlined by the lecturer because the verb tense that is used in that sentence is

not appropriate.

2. Direct feedback

It is found that the least type of written corrective feedback that is used by
lecturers in English Department students’ methodology section of research
proposal with only 1 occurrence. The occurrence of direct feedback in
methodology section will be shown below by the example.

(i) The twenty article from ELT forum selected

The example (i) shows that the lecturer underlines the word “article” as the

direct feedback and provides the correct one becomes “The twenty articles from
ELT forum selected” because the word “article” in that sentence should be added
by “s” because the nouns are plural.

In addition, it can be concluded that the lecturers mostly in the three sections of
research proposal in this case introduction, literature review, and methodology use indirect
feedback as the dominant type in delivering written corrective feedback in English
Department students’ research proposal of skripsi because based on Lalande in 1982
argues that indirect feedback is often preferred to direct feedback on the grounds
that it caters to ‘guided learning and problem solving and encourages students to
reflect about linguistic forms. Thus, indirect corrective feedback is used by the
teacher or lecturer to improve students’ writing in this case the correctness of

grammatical features by underlying or highlighting the errors without giving the
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correct one, for that reason, the students need to think and realize their errors.
Therefore, the lecturers use direct feedback as the dominant type and it is the fastest
way in delivering written corrective feedback and it makes the students become

independent in understanding the feedback from the lecturers.

4.4 Research Findings

Research Question 2: How do English Department Students’ Responses
When Getting Written Corrective Feedback from the Lecturers in Research
Proposal of Skripsi?

To answer the research question number two, how English Department
students’ response when getting written corrective feedback from the lecturers in
research proposal of skripsi. This study used a simple questionnaire that was
distributed to ten English Department who got the written feedback from their
advisors in research proposal. In this simple questionnaire, there were two
questions that were asked such as:

1. When you get written corrective feedback from the lecturers/your skripsi
advisor in your research proposal, which type do you prefer to let you

know the errors?

| prefer when the lecturers underline, circle or cross out

students’ grammatical errors and provide the correct forms.

| prefer when the lecturers only underline, circle or cross out
students’ grammatical errors without providing the correct

forms.
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| prefer when the lecturers use errors codes (e.g. WW= Wrong
Word) and write the grammatical description for each number

of students’ errors.

| prefer when the lecturers only concern to correct select one

or all of students’ grammatical errors.

| prefer when the lecturers indicate students’ errors and

provide a hyperlink to correct forms.

I prefer when the lecturers reformulate students’ grammatical
errors to make the language in students’ writing seems like

native speaker.

Reason

2. When you already got the feedback from the lecturers/your skripsi advisor

in your research proposal. What do you do to respond the feedback?

I usually follow the feedback and revise my writing in research

proposal.

| just follow the feedback without revising my writing in

research proposal.

| do not follow or ignore the feedback and do not revise my

writing in research proposal.




43

Reason

After classifying the answer from ten questionnaires that were distributed
found that in question number one, English Department Students preferred if the
lecturers’ use Direct Feedback as type of written feedback that was given in
research proposal of skripsi with the percentage 60%. The other types of written
feedback that the English Department students preferred were Metalinguistic
Feedback with the percentage 30% and the last was Direct Feedback with the

percentage 10%.

type of written feedback that ED
students preferred

M Direct MW Metalinguistic Indirect
10%

30%
60%

Figure 4.5 types of written feedback that ED Students preferred when lecturers
giving feedback in research proposal.

Direct feedback were chose as the first dominant type that the ED students
preferred when getting feedback from the lecturers in research proposal because it
was the effective way to follow and reduce the mislead interpretation when ED
students read feedback from the lecturers so that they can revise their grammatical

errors as soon as possible in their research proposals. Then, Metalinguistic
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Feedback was the second dominant type because it will make students easier to
know their mistake and but it help them develop our grammatical knowledge.
Finally in question number two found that all of ED students’ who filled the
questionnaires choose the column number one that followed the feedback and
revise their writing in research proposal to response written feedback from lecturers
in research proposal because they trust lecturers’ feedback can decrease their

grammatical errors in writing research proposals.



CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTION

5.1 Conclusion

Based on findings found there were four types of written corrective
feedback given by lecturers in English Department students’ research proposal of
skripsi and English Department students’ responses showed that they preferred
direct feedback as type written feedback that is given by lecturers in their research

proposal.

1. First, in introduction part, the lecturers mostly used indirect feedback with
the occurrence 22, direct feedback with the occurrence 20 and

Reformulation feedback occurrence 1.

2. Next, in the literature review part the lecturers used indirect feedback also

as the first dominant type with the occurrence 12 and direct feedback 5.

3. Meanwhile, in methodology part found the lecturers used only two types
of written corrective feedback such as indirect feedback with the

occurrence 9 and direct feedback 1.

4. Finally, the lecturers used indirect feedback as dominant type in every
section of research proposal of skripsi in delivering written corrective
feedback in English Department students’ research proposal because

indirect feedback requires students to engage students’ problem solving
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and make students realize to their grammatical errors in writing research

proposal of skripsi.

Suggestion

Based on findings and discussions, it was suggested that;

The result of this study can be used as the reference to investigate
feedback that was needed by English Department students, Universitas

Negeri Jakarta.

This study also can be used as the information about written corrective

feedback for those who have not known yet.

The researcher hoped that the lecturers can choose kind of written
feedback that was needed by the students in writing research proposal so
that the errors of grammatical features in research proposal can be

decreased by the student.

The researcher also hoped that the lecturers can give the kind of feedback
which are clear, based on student” knowledge and improve students’

writing.



REFERENCES

Anderson, Timothy. 2010. The Effects of Tiered Corrective Feedback on Second Language
Academic Writing. The University of British Columbia.

Bitchener, J. & Ferris, D. R. (2012). Evidence in support of written corrective feedback. Journal
of second language writing, New York: Routledge.

Chaudron, C. (1977). A descriptive model of discourse in the corrective treatment of learners’
errors. Language Learning, 27, 29-46.

Cohen, A. D., & Cavalcanti, M. C. (1990). Feedback on compositions: Lecturer and student
verbal report. In B.Kroll (Ed.), Second Language Writing (pp. 155-177). Cambridge, UK:
Cambridge University Press.

Ellis, R. 1999. Second Language Acquisition. New York: Oxford University Press.
Ellis, R. (2009). Corrective feedback and teacher development. L2 Journal 1(1), 3-18.

Ellis, R.,S. Loewen & R. Erlam (2006). Implicit and explicit corrective feedback and the
acquisition of L2 grammar. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 28(3), 339-368.

Ferris, D. R. and B. Roberts. 2001. Error feedback in L2 writing classes: How explicit does it
need to be?. Journal of Second Language Writing 10: 161-84.

Ferris, D. R., Pezone, S., Tade, C. R., & Tinti, S. (1997). Teacher commentary on student
writing: Descriptions & implications. Journal of Second Language Writing, 6(2), 155-182.

Hattie, J., & Timperley, H. (2007). The power of feedback. Review of Educational Research,
77(1), 81-112.

Hedge, T. 2000. Teaching and Learning in the Language Classroom. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Hyland, F., & Hyland, K. (2001). Sugaring the pill: Praise and criticism in written feedback.
Journal of Second Language Writing, 10(3), 185-212.

Hyland, K., & Hyland, F. (2006). Feedback on second language students' writing (Vol. 39). New
York: Cambridge University Press.

Krashen, S. D. (1982). Principles and Practice in Second Language Acquisition. Oxford:
Pergamon.

Krippendorf, Klaus (2004). Content Analysis: An Introduction to Its Methodology. Second
Edition. Sage Publications.

Lalande, J. F. 1982. Reducing composition errors: An experiment. Modern Language Journal 66:
140-9.

47



48

Lightbown, P. M. & Spada. (1999). How language are learned. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Lindemann, E. (2001). A rhetoric for writing teachers (4th ed.). New York: Oxford University.

Lyster, R., Lighbown, P. M. and Spada, N. (1999). A response to Truscott s, What s wrong with
oral grammar correction. The Canadian Modern Language Review 55, 457-467.
Rollinson, P. (2005). Using peer feedback in the ESL writing class. ELT Journal, 59, 23-30.

Russel, J. & Spada, N. (2006). The effectiveness of corrective feedback fort he acquisition of L2
grammar. In J.M. Norris & L. Ortega (eds.). Synthesizing Research on Language Learning
and Teaching X1V, (pp.133-164). Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Sheen, Y. (2007). The effect of focused written corrective feedback and language aptitude on
ESL learners’ acquisition of articles. TESOL Quarterly, 41, 255-283.

Stephen Bailey, 2011. A Handbook for International Students Third Edition. Routledge: Oxon.



APPENDICES



Questionnaire: ED Students’ responses when getting written corrective feedback from the
lecturers in research proposal of skripsi.

Instruction

This part asks about types and students’ responses of written corrective feedback that you prefer
when lecturers/your skripsi advisor gives written feedback in your research proposal of skripsi.
Put only one checklist (v) in the columns to answer these questions below and give the reason

briefly.

e Written corrective feedback is kind of feedback that is delivered in written form and only
focus on students’ grammatical errors.

1. When you get written corrective feedback from the lecturers/your skripsi advisor in your
research proposal, which type do you prefer to let you know the errors?

\Y

I prefer when the lecturers underline, circle or cross out students’ grammatical
errors and provide the correct forms.

| prefer when the lecturers only underline, circle or cross out students’
grammatical errors without providing the correct forms.

| prefer when the lecturers use errors codes (e.g. WW= Wrong Word) and write
the grammatical description for each number of students’ errors.

| prefer when the lecturers only concern to correct select one or all of students’
grammatical errors.

I prefer when the lecturers indicate students’ errors and provide a hyperlink to
correct forms.

I prefer when the lecturers reformulate students’ grammatical errors to make the
language in students’ writing seems like native speaker.

Reason

If the lecturers/my skripsi advisor underline, circle, or cross out students’
grammatical errors and provide the correct forms, | can revise it as soon as
possible I can.

2. When you already got the feedback from the lecturers/your skripsi advisor in your
research proposal. What do you do to respond the feedback?

v I usually follow the feedback and revise my writing in research proposal.
I just follow the feedback without revising my writing in research proposal.
I do not follow or ignore the feedback and do not revise my writing in research
proposal.

Reason | | follow the feedback and revise my writing in research proposal.




Questionnaire: ED Students’ responses when getting written corrective feedback from the
lecturers in research proposal of skripsi.

Instruction

This part asks about types and students’ responses of written corrective feedback that you prefer
when lecturers/your skripsi advisor gives written feedback in your research proposal of skripsi.
Put only one checklist (v) in the columns to answer these questions below and give the reason

briefly.

Written corrective feedback is kind of feedback that is delivered in written form and only
focus on students’ grammatical errors.

1. When you get written corrective feedback from the lecturers/your skripsi advisor
in your research proposal, which type do you prefer to let you know the errors?

| prefer when the lecturers underline, circle or cross out students’ grammatical
errors and provide the correct forms.

I prefer when the lecturers only underline, circle or cross out students’
grammatical errors without providing the correct forms.

| prefer when the lecturers use errors codes (e.g. WW= Wrong Word) and write
the grammatical description for each number of students’ errors.

I prefer when the lecturers only concern to correct select one or all of students’
grammatical errors.

| prefer when the lecturers indicate students’ errors and provide a hyperlink to
correct forms.

I prefer when the lecturers reformulate students’ grammatical errors to make the
language in students’ writing seems like native speaker.

Reason

Because | think there will not mislead in the interpretation when | read the
written feedback , so if the lecturers also give the correct one | can also learn
from it.

2. When you already got the feedback from the lecturers/your skripsi advisor in your
research proposal. What do you do to respond the feedback?

v I usually follow the feedback and revise my writing in research proposal.
I just follow the feedback without revising my writing in research proposal.
I do not follow or ignore the feedback and do not revise my writing in research
proposal.

Reason | Why should I ask for revision if I don’t follow it.




Questionnaire: ED Students’ responses when getting written corrective feedback from the
lecturers in research proposal of skripsi.

Instruction

This part asks about types and students’ responses of written corrective feedback that you prefer
when lecturers/your skripsi advisor gives written feedback in your research proposal of skripsi.
Put only one checklist (v) in the columns to answer these questions below and give the reason

briefly.

e Written corrective feedback is kind of feedback that is delivered in written form and only
focus on students’ grammatical errors.

1. When you get written corrective feedback from the lecturers/your skripsi advisor

in your research proposal, which type do you prefer to let you know the errors?

I prefer when the lecturers underline, circle or cross out students’ grammatical
errors and provide the correct forms.

I prefer when the lecturers only underline, circle or cross out students’
grammatical errors without providing the correct forms.

| prefer when the lecturers use errors codes (e.g. WW= Wrong Word) and write
the grammatical description for each number of students’ errors.

I prefer when the lecturers only concern to correct select one or all of students’
grammatical errors.

I prefer when the lecturers indicate students’ errors and provide a hyperlink to
correct forms.

| prefer when the lecturers reformulate students’ grammatical errors to make the
language in students’ writing seems like native speaker.

Reason

Because it will make us easier to know our mistake and help us develop our
grammatical knowledge.

2. When you already got the feedback from the lecturers/your skripsi advisor in your
research proposal. What do you do to respond the feedback?

I usually follow the feedback and revise my writing in research proposal.

I just follow the feedback without revising my writing in research proposal.

I do not follow or ignore the feedback and do not revise my writing in research
proposal.

Reason

Because it is really advantage to my better writing.




Questionnaire: ED Students’ responses when getting written corrective feedback from the
lecturers in research proposal of skripsi.

Instruction

This part asks about types and students’ responses of written corrective feedback that you prefer
when lecturers/your skripsi advisor gives written feedback in your research proposal of skripsi.
Put only one checklist (v) in the columns to answer these questions below and give the reason

briefly.

Written corrective feedback is kind of feedback that is delivered in written form and only
focus on students’ grammatical errors.

1. When you get written corrective feedback from the lecturers/your skripsi advisor
in your research proposal, which type do you prefer to let you know the errors?

| prefer when the lecturers underline, circle or cross out students’ grammatical
errors and provide the correct forms.

I prefer when the lecturers only underline, circle or cross out students’
grammatical errors without providing the correct forms.

| prefer when the lecturers use errors codes (e.g. WW= Wrong Word) and write
the grammatical description for each number of students’ errors.

I prefer when the lecturers only concern to correct select one or all of students’
grammatical errors.

| prefer when the lecturers indicate students’ errors and provide a hyperlink to
correct forms.

I prefer when the lecturers reformulate students’ grammatical errors to make the
language in students’ writing seems like native speaker.

Reason

Because it can make me improve my grammar skill and also it is better to know
what I should improve.

2. When you already got the feedback from the lecturers/your skripsi advisor in your
research proposal. What do you do to respond the feedback?

I usually follow the feedback and revise my writing in research proposal.

I just follow the feedback without revising my writing in research proposal.

I do not follow or ignore the feedback and do not revise my writing in research
proposal.

Reason

Actually, it depends on my advisor, if my advisor asks me to revise this
proposal, | will do it. Because it is better to hear what advisor said.




Questionnaire: ED Students’ responses when getting written corrective feedback from the
lecturers in research proposal of skripsi.

Instruction

This part asks about types and students’ responses of written corrective feedback that you prefer
when lecturers/your skripsi advisor gives written feedback in your research proposal of skripsi.
Put only one checklist (v) in the columns to answer these questions below and give the reason

briefly.

e Written corrective feedback is kind of feedback that is delivered in written form and only
focus on students’ grammatical errors.

1. When you get written corrective feedback from the lecturers/your skripsi advisor

in your research proposal, which type do you prefer to let you know the errors?

I prefer when the lecturers underline, circle or cross out students’ grammatical
errors and provide the correct forms.

| prefer when the lecturers only underline, circle or cross out students’
grammatical errors without providing the correct forms.

| prefer when the lecturers use errors codes (e.g. WW= Wrong Word) and write
the grammatical description for each number of students’ errors.

I prefer when the lecturers only concern to correct select one or all of students’
grammatical errors.

I prefer when the lecturers indicate students’ errors and provide a hyperlink to
correct forms.

I prefer when the lecturers reformulate students’ grammatical errors to make the
language in students’ writing seems like native speaker.

Reason

Because it is the effective way to learn grammatical error from the expert.

2. When you already got the feedback from the lecturers/your skripsi advisor in your
research proposal. What do you do to respond the feedback?

I usually follow the feedback and revise my writing in research proposal.

I just follow the feedback without revising my writing in research proposal.

I do not follow or ignore the feedback and do not revise my writing in research
proposal.

Reason




Questionnaire: ED Students’ responses when getting written corrective feedback from the
lecturers in research proposal of skripsi.

Instruction

This part asks about types and students’ responses of written corrective feedback that you prefer
when lecturers/your skripsi advisor gives written feedback in your research proposal of skripsi.
Put only one checklist (v) in the columns to answer these questions below and give the reason

briefly.

e Written corrective feedback is kind of feedback that is delivered in written form and only
focus on students’ grammatical errors.

1. When you get written corrective feedback from the lecturers/your skripsi advisor

in your research proposal, which type do you prefer to let you know the errors?

I prefer when the lecturers underline, circle or cross out students’ grammatical
errors and provide the correct forms.

| prefer when the lecturers only underling, circle or cross out students’
grammatical errors without providing the correct forms.

| prefer when the lecturers use errors codes (e.g. WW= Wrong Word) and write
the grammatical description for each number of students’ errors.

| prefer when the lecturers only concern to correct select one or all of students’
grammatical errors.

I prefer when the lecturers indicate students’ errors and provide a hyperlink to
correct forms.

I prefer when the lecturers reformulate students’ grammatical errors to make the
language in students’ writing seems like native speaker.

Reason

It is easy to follow

2. When you already got the feedback from the lecturers/your skripsi advisor in your
research proposal. What do you do to respond the feedback?

I usually follow the feedback and revise my writing in research proposal.

I just follow the feedback without revising my writing in research proposal.

I do not follow or ignore the feedback and do not revise my writing in research
proposal.

Reason




Questionnaire: ED Students’ responses when getting written corrective feedback from the
lecturers in research proposal of skripsi.

Instruction

This part asks about types and students’ responses of written corrective feedback that you prefer
when lecturers/your skripsi advisor gives written feedback in your research proposal of skripsi.
Put only one checklist (v) in the columns to answer these questions below and give the reason

briefly.

e Written corrective feedback is kind of feedback that is delivered in written form and only
focus on students’ grammatical errors.

1. When you get written corrective feedback from the lecturers/your skripsi advisor
in your research proposal, which type do you prefer to let you know the errors?

| prefer when the lecturers underline, circle or cross out students’ grammatical
errors and provide the correct forms.

v I prefer when the lecturers only underline, circle or cross out students’
grammatical errors without providing the correct forms.
| prefer when the lecturers use errors codes (e.g. WW= Wrong Word) and write
the grammatical description for each number of students’ errors.
I prefer when the lecturers only concern to correct select one or all of students’
grammatical errors.
| prefer when the lecturers indicate students’ errors and provide a hyperlink to
correct forms.
I prefer when the lecturers reformulate students’ grammatical errors to make the
language in students’ writing seems like native speaker.

Reason | We can know the errors but we still can explore our own knowledge, creativity,
ideas and try our own best.

2. When you already got the feedback from the lecturers/your skripsi advisor in your
research proposal. What do you do to respond the feedback?

v I usually follow the feedback and revise my writing in research proposal.
I just follow the feedback without revising my writing in research proposal.
I do not follow or ignore the feedback and do not revise my writing in research
proposal.

Reason | I trust my skripsi advisor and | hope he or she can trust me too.




Questionnaire: ED Students’ responses when getting written corrective feedback from the
lecturers in research proposal of skripsi.

Instruction

This part asks about types and students’ responses of written corrective feedback that you prefer
when lecturers/your skripsi advisor gives written feedback in your research proposal of skripsi.
Put only one checklist (v) in the columns to answer these questions below and give the reason

briefly.

e Written corrective feedback is kind of feedback that is delivered in written form and only
focus on students’ grammatical errors.

1. When you get written corrective feedback from the lecturers/your skripsi advisor
in your research proposal, which type do you prefer to let you know the errors?

I prefer when the lecturers underline, circle or cross out students’ grammatical
errors and provide the correct forms.

| prefer when the lecturers only underling, circle or cross out students’
grammatical errors without providing the correct forms.

| prefer when the lecturers use errors codes (e.g. WW= Wrong Word) and write
the grammatical description for each number of students’ errors.

| prefer when the lecturers only concern to correct select one or all of students’
grammatical errors.

I prefer when the lecturers indicate students’ errors and provide a hyperlink to
correct forms.

I prefer when the lecturers reformulate students’ grammatical errors to make the
language in students’ writing seems like native speaker.

Reason

The students not only know the mistake but also how to correct it and make the
student learns about grammatical errors.

2. When you already got the feedback from the lecturers/your skripsi advisor in your
research proposal. What do you do to respond the feedback?

I usually follow the feedback and revise my writing in research proposal.

I just follow the feedback without revising my writing in research proposal.

I do not follow or ignore the feedback and do not revise my writing in research
proposal.

Reason

Sometime | follow the feedback that | think | should follow.




Questionnaire: ED Students’ responses when getting written corrective feedback from the
lecturers in research proposal of skripsi.

Instruction

This part asks about types and students’ responses of written corrective feedback that you prefer
when lecturers/your skripsi advisor gives written feedback in your research proposal of skripsi.
Put only one checklist (v) in the columns to answer these questions below and give the reason

briefly.

e Written corrective feedback is kind of feedback that is delivered in written form and only
focus on students’ grammatical errors.

1. When you get written corrective feedback from the lecturers/your skripsi advisor

in your research proposal, which type do you prefer to let you know the errors?

| prefer when the lecturers underline, circle or cross out students’ grammatical
errors and provide the correct forms.

I prefer when the lecturers only underline, circle or cross out students’
grammatical errors without providing the correct forms.

| prefer when the lecturers use errors codes (e.g. WW= Wrong Word) and write
the grammatical description for each number of students’ errors.

I prefer when the lecturers only concern to correct select one or all of students’
grammatical errors.

| prefer when the lecturers indicate students’ errors and provide a hyperlink to
correct forms.

v I prefer when the lecturers reformulate students’ grammatical errors to make the
language in students’ writing seems like native speaker.
Reason | Because that way I’ll improve my own English.

2. When you already got the feedback from the lecturers/your skripsi advisor in your
research proposal. What do you do to respond the feedback?

v I usually follow the feedback and revise my writing in research proposal.
I just follow the feedback without revising my writing in research proposal.
I do not follow or ignore the feedback and do not revise my writing in research
proposal.

Reason | Because | aware of my mistakes and will correct it.




Questionnaire: ED Students’ responses when getting written corrective feedback from the
lecturers in research proposal of skripsi.

Instruction

This part asks about types and students’ responses of written corrective feedback that you prefer
when lecturers/your skripsi advisor gives written feedback in your research proposal of skripsi.
Put only one checklist (v) in the columns to answer these questions below and give the reason

briefly.

e Written corrective feedback is kind of feedback that is delivered in written form and only
focus on students’ grammatical errors.

1. When you get written corrective feedback from the lecturers/your skripsi advisor

in your research proposal, which type do you prefer to let you know the errors?

| prefer when the lecturers underline, circle or cross out students’ grammatical
errors and provide the correct forms.

I prefer when the lecturers only underline, circle or cross out students’
grammatical errors without providing the correct forms.

| prefer when the lecturers use errors codes (e.g. WW= Wrong Word) and write
the grammatical description for each number of students’ errors.

I prefer when the lecturers only concern to correct select one or all of students’
grammatical errors.

| prefer when the lecturers indicate students’ errors and provide a hyperlink to
correct forms.

I prefer when the lecturers reformulate students’ grammatical errors to make the
language in students’ writing seems like native speaker.

Reason

Because it is the fastest way to revise my writing in research proposal.

2. When you already got the feedback from the lecturers/your skripsi advisor in your
research proposal. What do you do to respond the feedback?

I usually follow the feedback and revise my writing in research proposal.

I just follow the feedback without revising my writing in research proposal.

I do not follow or ignore the feedback and do not revise my writing in research
proposal.

Reason

Because the feedback from the lecturers is the best feedback that | should
follow to revise my writing better.




Questionnaire: ED Students’ responses when getting written corrective feedback from the
lecturers in research proposal of skripsi.

Instruction

This part asks about types and students’ responses of written corrective feedback that you prefer
when lecturers/your skripsi advisor gives written feedback in your research proposal of skripsi.
Put only one checklist (v) in the columns to answer these questions below and give the reason

briefly.

e Written corrective feedback is kind of feedback that is delivered in written form and only
focus on students’ grammatical errors.

1. When you get written corrective feedback from the lecturers/your skripsi advisor in your
research proposal, which type do you prefer to let you know the errors?

| prefer when the lecturers underline, circle or cross out students’ grammatical
errors and provide the correct forms.

I prefer when the lecturers only underline, circle or cross out students’
grammatical errors without providing the correct forms.

| prefer when the lecturers use errors codes (e.g. WW= Wrong Word) and write
the grammatical description for each number of students’ errors.

I prefer when the lecturers only concern to correct select one or all of students’
grammatical errors.

| prefer when the lecturers indicate students’ errors and provide a hyperlink to
correct forms.

I prefer when the lecturers reformulate students’ grammatical errors to make the
language in students’ writing seems like native speaker.

Reason

2. When you already got the feedback from the lecturers/your skripsi advisor in your
research proposal. What do you do to respond the feedback?

I usually follow the feedback and revise my writing in research proposal.

I just follow the feedback without revising my writing in research proposal.

I do not follow or ignore the feedback and do not revise my writing in research
proposal.

Reason




Farah Andriana
2215126189

A Thesis Submitted in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirement for
the Degree of “Sarjana Pendidikan”

ENGLISH DEPARTMENT
FACULTY OF LANGUAGES AND ARTS
UNIVERSITAS NEGERI JAKARTA

2016



= '¢esc,.rcll OQOuestions
;

Bascd on the backgrou
ncl of
t

N . he st
following rescarch gquestions-
rs} :

al
1 WwWhat c%ﬁ Aalttitud e mark
< <
m“

of thoscerescearchartictes?







“”"Ill’lllll_lf anN N
/ \uh/,,,“,“
o

Y11 Yl nl i Ne e
L / v “"""'u,'.‘ \ ‘”‘"”u'
Vit 8,
,,,,y,l:/u'r.\', moclarl verhy : Dl iy o
b "\/"l ¢ 'I
"q"'}l iy
4 ""I} ‘j‘, i,
Ml "*‘, ”‘l.’
'bw

1.5 Significance of Stud
b

I'he finding of this «
~x ‘UVY R # sudy cap g
o - 2 d DY . "‘ c
students o <ecpir un(lul‘:u;“‘q‘ll‘( el 4
1 ““‘I\u(\
cm’dmﬂ' *.
N i, &h
and fe ﬁ-‘““
‘ ‘ ma\ewm’ %o '“N\
and also give more ing Wicay,
\ore insight as well A

differences language |
y LS yelweer
1} male

discourse

“Whﬁ )

related area.
























| in the process of delivering

eats, it wil depen{shn

(he feedback will be given by the

foedback will be

24 Conceptunl Framework

s who are the main actor or agen

[ ccturers
foedback and when the \ecturers gives the feedback to the stud

| (hat s faced. 1t (115 in speaking closs

(he situatior
on feedback but {f it s writing ¢l

fecturrs orally OF spok ass s0 the
in this rescarch, \his study would like
five feedback in Research

o do the rescarch about

given in written. 50,
wqudents’” perception fowa

eenncal of English Department JW
SRR




his chaptor dias
SCuass
S the

the uscd ot attitu N
Se
RRS ¥ >

studys
1< boetyween male and £ -
m\nlgwﬁ
tews

artic

2.1 Nlctan(lis¢0\lx-se
The termm moetadisco
S Was o g ,::
undcrstnnd languagse. This M
SOncept T

de Kopple (19853) and Cri
Smore (¢

Vart
Filyland (200S5) wi
Eem: T ith book entitiea

Writing- 3y using metndisco\lrse, the

engagement.
Hyland (200

talk about talk’. A.ccor

Metadiscourse is fuzziest

metadiscourse.
Alireza 2013,
Mehmaz, 20398, &















CHAPTER 111

METHODOLOGY

“in is chapter reveals research method. subject of the study, source of the data,

ch Design

pESEy sumicd $0 analyar, the used of attitade marker in conclusion part of

article between male and female writer. According to Krippendorf (2004)

nt analysis is generally as “a research technique for making replicable and

S texts (or other meaningful matter) to the contexts of their use.
. Pl James et al (2016) conclude that content analysis go far

- to only the manifest content of a message. Manifest content refers to

Y Present’in a4 communication. Berelson, (1952) argued that






‘er

W










Appendix

RQ 1: what are types of lecturers’ corrective feedback in English Department students’research proposal of
skripsi?
CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

e 30 Research Proposals from English Department, UniversitasNegeri Jakarta, table adopted from Ellis (2009)

framework
No Students’ Errors in Research Lecturers’ Written Corrective Feedback Types of Written
Proposal Chapter | (Introduction) Corrective Feedback
1. In delivery the lesson, the role of Indirect Feedback

teacher is really important and
necessary and it’s determine by process
of teaching and learning activity in

effective ways.

2. Based on researcher experience when Indirect Feedback




did PKM (PraktekKegiatanMengajar)
teachers tend to be more focus on the

main activity.

Avoiding _ plagiarism in  English
department  students’  skripsi  of

UniversitasNegeri Jakarta.

plagiarismavoiding  strategies in English
department students’ skripsi of UniversitasNegeri

Jakarta.

Direct Feedback

The researcher analyze the strategies to
avoid plagiarism in background and

literature review

Indirect Feedback

The writer will also discovered the

strategies which are used to avoid
plagiarism which has not been

conducted before.

Indirect Feedback

The researchers mostly analyzed
attitude in research articles and there is

no study of attitude markers in other

Indirect Feedback




academic writing.

To examine purposes of elicitation
applied by teachers in classroom

interaction.

To examinefind purposes of elicitation applied by

teachers in classroom interaction.

Direct Feedback

Students  responses  toward that

techniques and also to know the

participation of the students in order to

achieve students centrd learning.

Indirect Feedback

Lecturers’ perception towards
implementation  of  English  for
Interpersonal Communication  and
English Grammar for Interpersonal and
Social Communication at English

Department.

Indirect Feedback

10.

What cognitive levels are appear in the

reading materials of 2015 National

Indirect Feedback




Examination for Senior High School?

11. Reiteration in English Department | Reiteration in findings and discussion section of | ReformulationFeedback
students’ skripsi in findings and | skripsi at English Deparment of UNJ English
discussion section Departiment—stadents™—skripst—in—findinss—and
12. Some others strategies to Indirect Feedback
detectplagiarism can be found on
internet regarding the source of paper
13. Limitation of study Scope of study Direct Feedback
14, The previous research was—dene—by | The previous research found written corrective | Direct Feedback
Anderson—(2008)—about—written | feedback had a significant effect on improving
corrective—feedback—and found written | accuracy in writing (Anderson, 2008).
corrective feedback had a significant
effect on improving accuracy in
writing.
15. Kelly (2014) conducted—the—research | Kelly (2014) argues that written feedback was | Direct Feedback




about—written—feedback—on—ESL
stadents—writing-and-found the written

feedback was helpful and useful in

students’ essay revision.

helpful and useful in students’ essay revision.

16. It will be easy to be-understood-by-the | It will be easy to understand the correctness in | Direct Feedback
students—as—thelr correctness in their | their speech.
speech.

17. First—is—JehnBitchener in 2008 | Bitchener in 2008 investigated the value of written | Direct Feedback
investigated the value of written | corrective feedback
corrective feedback

18. Seeond—s Kelly Tee Pei Leng (2013) | Another study by Kelly Tee Pei Leng (2013) | Direct Feedback
investigated abeut—an analysis of | investigated the analysis of written feedback
written feedback

19. EDB Students’ Perception toward | English Department Students’ Perception toward | Direct Feedback
Lecturers’ Written Corrective | Lecturers’ Written Corrective  Feedback in

Feedback in Research Proposal of

Research Proposal of Skripsi




Skripsi

20.

it will depends on the situation that is

faced

Indirect Feedback

21.

What—eategorizes of attitude markers
are frequently used in the discussion

section of thoseresearch-article?

What types of attitude markers are frequently used
in the discussion section of female and male

articles?

Direct Feedback

22.

What are—deminantly—use attitude

markers in the result and discussion of
those research articles between male

and female writer?

What attitude markers are dominantly used in the
result and discussion of these—research—articles

between male and female writer?

Direct Feedback

23.

Purpose of study

Purposes of study

Direct Feedback

24.

The finding of this study can be used as

beneficial input or feedback for

students to deeper understand in

attitude marker

The finding of this study can be used as beneficial
input or feedback for students to a depth

understanding in attitude marker

Direct Feedback

25.

This process will repeat again

This process will repeat agatr-randomly

Direct Feedback




26. It is happens with all Indirect Feedback

27. How “Thatcherism” is represented in | How “Fhateherism™—isis7 Thatcherism represented | Direct Feedback
BBC news articles? in BBC news articles?

28. How domuslimsrepresented in USA Indirect Feedback
Turkey online newspaper?

29. How the transgender characteris | How is the transgendered characteris revealed her | Direct Feedback
revealed her gender identity to her | gender identity to her family and friends?
family and friends?

30. How did this revelation affect their | How diddoes this revelation affect their | Direct Feedback
relationship? relationship?

31. To investigate the transition of gender | To investigate the transition of gender identity of | Direct Feedback
identity of the transgender character in | the transgendered character in novel.
novel.

32. While this study is focuses on the Indirect Feedback
variation of translation shift.

33. The differences is, Sukarini’sskripsi is Indirect Feedback




just focused on structural shift, while

this study is will be focused on

category shift

34. What factors causing shifts to occur in Indirect Feedback
translation of Hunger Games: Catching
Fire from English to Indonesia?

35. this study will focuses on translation Indirect Feedback
shift theory by Catford (1965)

36. How is the aveoidantof—the main | How is the personality change the main character | Direct Feedback
character shown in Colorless shown in Colorless

ar. Beside that, the weriter will also use Indirect Feedback
loss, gain and sweking of information
theory.

38. However, the writer will be analyze the Indirect Feedback
same songs lyrics from Maher Zein

39. Now in everyday life every people Indirect Feedback




definitely have a conflict.

40. The thongs that based occur the Indirect Feedback
conflict are like conflict because
personal interest

41 Example are the conflict in Palestine, Indirect Feedback
Syiria,

42. Se, this method is suitable used in this | Thus, this method is suitable used in this study to | Direct Feedback
study to analyze the attitude marker in | analyze the attitude marker in conclusion part of
conclusion part of research articles research articles

43. The scope of the study is limited in Indirect Feedback

analyzing Maher Zein’s songs




CHAPTER I

LITERATURE REVIEW

e 30 Research Proposals from English Department, UniversitasNegeri Jakarta, table adopted from Ellis (2009)

framework

No

Students’ Errors in Research Proposal

chapter Il (Literature Review)

Lecturers’ Written Corrective

Feedback

Types of Written Corrective

Feedback

However, Sentleng and King (2012) was
investigate plagiarism among undergraduate
students at higher education institution in

South Africa.

Indirect Feedback

Sinclair &Coulthand (1975) points out that
an elicitation is an act which has functions

to request a linguistic response.

Indirect Feedback

Corrective feedback was defined as any

reaction of the teacher which clearly

Corrective feedback is defined as any

reaction of the teacher which clearly

Direct Feedback




transform

transform

Therefore, in writing academic writing a
student does not only demonstrate his or her
knowledge or ides but he or she has to think

the ideas of the topic that want to write,

interpret, and present the ideas into good

academic writing.

Indirect Feedback

Feedback in a teacher student learning

environment can be defined as information

given to learners which they—ean—use to

revise their inter-language.

Feedback in a teacher student learning

environment can be defined as
information given to learners which can

be used to revise their inter-language.

Direct Feedback

According to Rollinson (2005) satd—that
agents can deliver the feedback into two

modes; spoken and written.

Indirect Feedback

Language is the tool of communication and

the important component in teaching and

Language is a tool of communication

and an important component in teaching

Direct Feedback




learning process.

and learning process.

8. Communication was divided into verbal and | Communication was divided why past | Direct Feedback
nonverbal tense into verbal and nonverbal
9. Fer analyzing the data, the researcher used | To analyzing the data, the researcher | Direct Feedback
Savka classification of attitude marker used Savka classification of attitude
marker
10. Metadiscourse study in spoken havefocus to | Metadiscourse study in spoken focuses | Direct Feedback
identified whether the others language have | on to identifying whether the others
similarity in used matadiscourse language have similarity in
theusedofmatadiscourse
11. Hyland (2005) said that metadiscourse is Indirect Feedback
discourse about discourse or talk about talk.
12. “Colorless TsukuraTazaki is a novel that Indirect Feedback
written by Haruki Murakami.
13. Lecturers who are the main actor or agent in Indirect Feedback

the process of delivering feedback and




when the lecturers gives the feedback to the

students.

14.

The song “Freedom™ containing the lyrics

about to invite the peoples to the world to

support freedom from oppression.

Indirect Feedback

15.

It often can be found in fairness in justice

between human which extended into all

aspects of human life

Indirect Feedback

16.

Given sympathy and give assistance of
humanity its can be to ease burden victims

of the conflict

Indirect Feedback

17.

Other side for who given assistance is an

appreciation for self caused can be to help

each other people

Indirect Feedback




CHAPTER 111

METHODOLOGY

30 Research Proposals from English Department, UniversitasNegeri Jakarta, table adopted from Ellis (2009)

framework
No Students’ Errors in Research Proposal Lecturers’ Written Corrective Types of Written Corrective
chapter 111 (Methodology) Feedback Feedback
1. | The data used were the teacher’s utterances Indirect Feedback
during the teaching and learning activities in
the classroom.
2. | The writer was divided articles into two Indirect Feedback
groups
3. | The writer reading discussion section Indirect Feedback
4. | The writer identified attitude marker Indirect Feedback
5. | The research was conducted from November Indirect Feedback
to December
6. | The data of this study were words phrase Indirect Feedback




and sentences

7. | The writer collected twenty articles from Indirect Feedback
ELF forum
8. | The twenty article from ELT forum selected | The twenty articles from ELT forum Direct Feedback
selected
9. | The data collected will described and Indirect Feedback
analyzing
10. | The data will be analyze by using Ellis Indirect Feedback

(2009) framework.
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