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This study aimed to investigate the impact of teacher and peer written corrective feed-
back (WCF) on Indonesian senior high school students' writing performance. A total
of 71 Indonesian senior high school students from Grade X participated in this study;
36 were provided teacher WCF and 35 peers WCF. To collect pre and posttest data,
the participants were asked to write a legend essay. Using qualitative data analysis, we
aimed to reveal the effectiveness of teacher and peer WCF in improving students' writing
performance. Adapted scoring rubric was employed to measure students' overall writ-
ing performance, and competencies in relation to writing components such as content,
organization, grammar, vocabulary, and mechanics. The results revealed that peer WCF
can better enhance students' writing abilities compared to teacher WCF. Furthermore,
students who received teacher WCF showed substantial improvement in performance
relating to all writing components except mechanics. In contrast, peer WCF enhanced
students' organization and vocabulary related performance.

Keywords: Teacher WCF, Peer WCF, Writing performance, Writing components, EFL

INTRODUCTION

In Indonesia, senior high school students have to master all four language skills (reading,
writing, speaking, and listening) as prescribed in the Curriculum 2013 (K-13). Based on the
curriculum, senior high school students in Grade X are required to learn different types of
writing styles, such as recount, narrative, analytical exposition, expository, procedure, and
news items (Kemendikbud, 2013). Though writing is considered a daunting skill to be mas-
tered by students compared to other language skills, it is most important for educational suc-
cess (Tillema, 2012). Ariyanti and Fitriana (2017) also confirm that writing is a challenging skill
for Indonesian students to master.

Nunan (2001) says that writing is the process of thinking to invent ideas and organize
them into various written forms. Additionally, learning writing entails basic familiarity with
higher-level subskills of planning and organizing and lower subskills of spelling, word choice,
and mechanics (Richards and Renandya, 2002).

The focus of teaching writing is on students’ cognitive development: how to write what they
know. It also deals with their low motivation in writing. If the teaching–learning process lacks
a variety of methodologies, it will affect students’ writing achievement. Myles (2002) states that
writing practice encourages the development of writing skills; consequently, students need lots
of practice to improve their ability to compose written texts.

As a result, many techniques have been adopted to help Indonesian senior high school stu-
dents improve their writing skills as learners of English as a foreign language (EFL). One such
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technique is to provide written corrective feedback (WCF) to
students. Many studies have investigated the nature of WCF
and its role, especially in second language (L2) and EFL con-
texts. There have been debates on whether WCF is beneficial
for L2 and EFL students’ writing ability (Ferris, 1999; Truscott,
1996). However, there are studies that show WCF could have a
powerful impact on enhancing students’ writing abilities (Hat-
tie and Timperley, 2007).

To help students improve their writing abilities, provid-
ing teacher and peer WCF could be an alternative technique
that can be adopted in the classroom. Therefore, this study
aims to determine whether teacher and peerWCF can improve
Indonesian senior high school students’ performance in writ-
ing narrative texts, especially legends, and competencies in
relation to writing components (content, organization, vocab-
ulary, language, and mechanics).

Written Corrective Feedback in Writing
Bitchener and Storch (2016) define WCF as a written response
to a linguistic error that has been made in the writing of a text
by L2 students. WCF attempts to either fix the incorrect usage
or provide information about where the error has occurred,
the cause of the error, and how it may be corrected. Accord-
ing to Williams (2003), the goal of WCF is to teach skills that
help students improve their writing proficiency and produce
written texts with minimal errors and maximum clarity.

Hattie and Timperley (2007) conceptualize WCF as
information given by an agent (teacher, peer, parents, self-
experience) concerning aspects of one’s writing performance.
According to Saville-Troike and Barto (2016), WCF is a type
of interaction that can enhance L2 acquisition by making non-
native speakers aware that their usage is not acceptable in some
way, and provides a model for “correctness.”

Teacher Written Corrective Feedback
A teacher plays an essential role in contributing feedback to
students, establishing realistic goals, and evaluating students’
development during teaching and learning activities in a class-
room. Teacher provides guidance and support to students to
generate and apply evaluation criteria, reflect on their learning,
set goals, and organize samples of their work in their portfo-
lios. A teacher periodically evaluates students’ work by making
corrections, and giving ideas, suggestions, and feedback con-
cerning the strengths and weaknesses of their work. Accord-
ing to Bitchener and Ferris (2012), teachers’ WCF such as edge
comments, request for clarification, and comments on gram-
matical issues has proven to help EFL writers. Students require
their teachers to give feedback and feel unsatisfied when they
do not receive comments about their writing. In addition, stu-
dents also wish for their teachers to provide feedback on global
issues (i.e., content, organization, and purposes) as well as
local issues (i.e., sentence structure, word choice, and gram-
mar) (Straub, 1997).

In her study on teacher WCF, Zamel (1985) found that
teachers mostly concentrated on language errors in student
writing. She believed that it is because writing is mainly seen
as a product. As a result, teachers tend to regard themselves as
language teachers rather thanwriting instructors. In particular,
when the process approach is applied to teachingwriting,many
teachers shift their focus from form to other issues such as con-
tent and organization (Conrad andGoldstein, 1999). Addition-
ally, Ferris (1997) found that 85% of teachers’ comments focus
on ideas and rhetorical development, while the rest discuss
grammar and mechanics. It is advised that teachers give equal
attention to writing components (content, structure, organiza-
tion, language, and style) in their WCF (Ferris, 2003; Hyland
and Hyland, 2006).

Peer Written Corrective Feedback
Peer WCF is one way to help students improve their writ-
ing by providing comments, corrections, opinions, ideas, and
suggestions. It provides students with more opportunities to
learn from each other. Peer WCF is a form of assessment made
by learners of similar status. Peer feedback is not concerned
with the assessor’s final score and has a qualitative output. The
assessor examines the strengths and weaknesses of a particu-
lar performance at length and recommends further enhance-
ment (Gielen et al., 2010). Double et al. (2020) found that
peer feedback, that is, assessment, evaluation, or grading by
peers could improve students’ academic performance. Accord-
ing to Elfiyanto (2020), peer assessment or peer feedback can
enhance Indonesian students’ ability to write narrative essays.
In addition, he found that peer feedback can make students
become more active during teaching and learning.

Prior research on teacher and peerWCF identifies the valu-
able impacts of peer feedback. Peterson (2013) emphasized
that peer feedback benefits not only the students who receive
suggestions for improving their writing but also the feedback
providers. The students become more aware of good writing
qualities by assessing and commenting on peers’ writing. Fur-
thermore, peer WCF also develops students’ self-assessment
abilities as they gain experience using the criteria to evaluate
their own writing (Lundstrom and Baker, 2009). Tsui and Ng
(2000) found that peer feedback convinces them to have amore
prominent impact than teacher feedback.

Applying peer WCF in classroom is beneficial for many
reasons. First, according to Gielen et al. (2010), peer WCF
can increase social pressure on students to perform well on an
assignment. Instead of the actual output of peer WCF, even an
announcement that it will occur might boost students’ perfor-
mance. Second, higher education studies indicate that students
frequently recognize peer WCF as understandable and helpful
because they feel that their fellow students are in the same sit-
uation and condition. Lastly, peer WCF is faster to reach the
students. As teacher WCF is often delayed after submitting a
task or test, and sometimes is not provided until the topic has
changed, imperfect feedback from a fellow student presented
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almost directly may have much more influence than perfect
feedback from a tutor four weeks later (Gibbs and Simpson,
2004).

Legend as Genre

A legend is a very old story or set of stories from ancient
times. The stories are not always true that people tell about a
famous event or person. Legendary stories in Indonesia, such
as Malin Kundang and Sangkuriang, are a tantalizing mix of
realism and fantasy. Since the legend genre belongs to narra-
tive text, Hartono (2005) states that a legend’s social function is
to amuse, entertain, and deal with the actual or vicarious expe-
rience in different ways. Legend deals with problematic events
that lead to a crisis or turning point of some kind, which in
turn finds a resolution. He also says that language features of a
legend focus on specific participants and use past tense, tem-
poral conjunctions, and temporal circumstances. Besides, the
legend is one of the text types that need to be taught to senior
high school students in Indonesia (Kemendikbud, 2013).

Widiati et al. (2017) states that a legend’s generic structure
consists of orientation (gives the reader information about who
was involved, what happened, where it happened, and when it
happened) — complication (shows the beginning of the con-
flict) — a sequence of events (tells how the story develops after
the conflict)— resolution (provides the solution to the conflict)
— coda (explains how the characters have changed and what
they learned from the experience or the moral message of the
story).Therefore, learning how to compose a legend could help
the students practice simple past tense and indirect speech, as
they are needed to be mastered by the students. Also, the stu-
dents could gain the moral messages of the story to be imple-
mented in real life.

Conflicting findings on teacher and peerWCF indicate that
existing research in this area has been inadequate. Therefore, it
is meaningful to examine the effect of teacher and peer WCF
on Indonesian senior high school students. In addition, this
study takes Indonesian senior high school students’ writing
proficiency into account. The study results will provide other
insights into enhancing Indonesian senior high school stu-
dents’ writing skills and improving their competencies related
to writing components by applying WCF. With these goals in
mind, the study attempted to answer the following questions:

1. Is teacher WCF more effective than peer WCF in improving
Indonesian senior high school students essay writing skills?

2. What is the effect of teacher and peer WCF on Indonesian
senior high school students’ writing performance concern-
ing components of writing competence (content, organiza-
tion, vocabulary, language, and mechanics)?

METHODS

Participants
This study was conducted at a public senior high school in East
Java, Indonesia. Seventy-one senior high school students par-
ticipated in this study; 36 students were provided teacher WCF
and 35 students were assisted by peer WCF. The reason behind
selecting Grade X students as participants was that they were
learning how to write a narrative text (legend) in English class.

First, a pretest was conducted to compare the two student
groups in terms of language proficiency. The Shapiro-Wilk test
found no significant differences between Teacher WCF group
(0.310) and Peer WCF group (0.092), as both had p-value
higher than 0.05. Furthermore, the pretest results showed that
the totalmean scores for both groups were equal. TeacherWCF
grouphadmean 53.00, while the peerWCFgroup scored 54.26.

In Tribble (1996) scoring rubric, if a student scores 80 or
above, he/she gets an A. One gets a B for scores between 60-79,
C for scores between 40-59, D for scores between 20-39, and F
for scores between 0-19.The pretest results of both groups were
determined to belong to the C level.

Moreover, to ensure reliability, two scorers whowere teach-
ers from two different schools scored the pre and posttest
papers separately. The analysis showed a high agreement rate
(88%) between the two scorers.

Procedure
This study employed a quasi-experimental study approach of
pretest treatment and posttest design. To answer the research
questions, data related to students’ written essays were gath-
ered through pre and posttest.The two student groups received
WCF from two different sources: One group received peer
WCF and the other teacher WCF.

The data were collected over five meetings conducted dur-
ing three weeks. In the first meeting, a pretest was conducted
and participants were asked to compose a 100-word essay in 30
minutes. In the next three meetings, the treatment process was
performed. Teachers trained the students on composing suit-
able compositions, especially a legend, and how to receive and
provideWCF by explaining the usage of the feedback checklist.
During the meetings, both student groups learned how to edit
and revise their drafts. The difference between the two groups
only differed in terms of the feedback source. It took 90 min-
utes per meeting to conduct the treatment process.

Finally, in the fifth meeting, a posttest was conducted. Stu-
dents were asked to revise their drafts prepared during the
pretest. For the teacher WCF group, students revised their
drafts based on the feedback provided by their teacher. For the
peerWCF group, the teacher distributed the pretests randomly
among the students with a peer feedback checklist attached.
The peer WCF process lasted for 20 minutes, after which the
peers returned their friends’ compositions along with their
feedback. Students were given 15 minutes to read and under-
stand the feedback provided by the two feedback sources, and
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were asked to revise their drafts in 30 minutes.

Data Collection and Analysis
The researchers applied statistical analysis methods to analyze
quantitative data, including the comparison of teacher and peer
WCF groups and systematic measurement of quantities, such
as the numerical values assigned to participants’ writing ability
and its different components.

The pre and posttests were analyzed to prove whether
there was a significant difference in the writing abilities of
the students. Here, the writing components being scored were
content, organization, vocabulary, language, and mechanics,
before and after applying treatment in the classroom. The stu-
dents’ writing skills were considered as dependent variable,
while the independent variable was the WCF sources (teacher
and peer).The data analysis was conducted using SPSS Version
23 tomeasure the descriptive and inferential statistics. Descrip-
tive statistics analyzed the pre and posttests by measuring the
mean, standard deviation, and percentage for each component.
Inferential statistics analyzed the writing components in both
the pre and posttests by using independent sample tests.

Furthermore, Tribble (1996) scoring rubric was used to
assess students’ writing tests. This scoring rubric was cho-
sen because it provides detailed information about the criteria
for each writing component: content (0-20), organization (0-
20), vocabulary (0-20), language (0-30), and mechanics (0-10).
Thus, the total score for each writing assignment is 100.

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

To answer the first research question (RQ1) regarding the dif-
ferences in the effectiveness between teacher and peer WCF in
improving Indonesian senior high school students’ essay writ-
ing skills, descriptive statistics analysis was conducted. Table 1
provides pre and posttest results for the two groups (teacher
and peer).

Based on Table 1, the lowest score of the pretest for the
teacher WCF group is 26, while that of the posttest is 34. Fur-
thermore, the highest score of the pretest is 80 and that of the
posttest is 81. For the peer WCF group, the pretest’s lowest
score is 25 and the highest is 80. For the posttest, the lowest
score is 42 and the highest is 81. Additionally, the mean score
of the teacherWCFgroup is 53.00 in the pretest and 57.64 in the
posttest. For the peer WCF group, the man score is 54.26 in the
pretest and 62.31 in the posttest. Though the highest scores for
both groups are equal, there are differences in lowest andmean
scores. Moreover, both groups make some improvement from
pre to posttest. However, the posttest result of the peer WCF
group is more significant in terms of improving students’ per-
formance in writing narrative essays, especially Legend, than
the teacher WCF group.

This result corroborates with Hedgcock and Lefkowitz
(1994) study which reported that peer feedback had more pos-

itive effect on improving students’ essay writing skills. The
finding was also supported by Ruegg (2015) who said that
peer WCF was useful in improving the global aspects of writ-
ing. Homayounzadeh et al. (2016) stated that peer WCF effec-
tively enhances students’ long-term acquisition of linguistic
structures, writing accuracy, and recognition of grammatical
errors.

The second research question (RQ2) investigated the effect
of teacher and peer WCF on the writing components (con-
tent, organization, vocabulary, language, and mechanics) of
Indonesian senior high school students. Here, the researchers
compared the results of the posttest of teacher and peer WCF
groups using an independent sample t-test. The results are
shown inTable 2.

Teacher Written Corrective Feedback
The homogeneity test is performed to determine whether the
sample groups from the population have similar variance. The
data are homogeneous if the significance value (2-tailed) is
higher than 0.05.

Based on Table 2, teacher WCF had significant impact
on content, organization, vocabulary, and language, since the
significance values are higher than 0.05. Thus, the data gath-
ered from the pre and posttest are considered homogeneous.
Furthermore, the significance values (2-tailed) are also higher
than 0.05. Thus, it can be concluded that the data are nor-
mally distributed. Additionally, the mean difference between
pre and posttest is 0.50 for content, 1.14 for organization, 1.67
for vocabulary, and 0.89 for language.

As for the writing component mechanics, Levene’s test sig-
nificance score is 0.003 which is less than 0.05. Consequently,
the data obtained from the pre and posttest are considered in
homogeneous. Furthermore, the significance value (2-tailed)
is 0.008, which is also less than 0.05. Thus, it can be said that
there is a significant difference in the average score between
pre and posttest. Additionally, there is amean difference of 1.14
between the pre and posttest.

It is thus concluded that teacher WCF increased students’
competencies relating to four writing components: content,
organization, vocabulary, and language. However, it did not
have any effect on mechanics component. This result is sup-
ported by other studies (Biber et al., 2011; Paulus, 1999) which
stated that teacherWCF led to an improvement in contentwrit-
ing. Furthermore, it was found that teacher WCF had greater
impact on improving content, grammar, and language compo-
nents of writing than peerWCF.This implies that teacherWCF
mainly focuses on content, which leads to an increase in gram-
matical accuracy in student writing.

Peer Written Corrective Feedback
As for Peer WCF, the significance values for content, language,
and mechanics are lower than 0.05. Thus, the data gathered
from pre and posttest are not considered homogeneous. Fur-
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TABLE 1 |Pretest and Posttest results

Group N Min. Max. M SD
Pretest Teacher WCF 36 26 80 53.00 13.69
Posttest Teacher WCF 36 34 81 57.64 11.60
Pretest Peer WCF 35 25 80 54.26 16.91
Posttest Peer WCF 35 42 81 62.31 11.77

TABLE 2 | Independent sample t-test of writing components

Group Writing
Component

Levene’s Test for
Equality of
Variances

t-test for Equality of Means

F Sig. t df Sig.
(2-tailed) MD SED 95% Confidence

Interval of the
Difference

Lower Upper

Teacher
WCF

Content 1.020 .316 .85 70.00 .401 .50 .59 -.679 1.679
.85 67.08 .401 .50 .59 -.680 1.680

Organization 2.014 .160 -1.99 70.00 .051 -1.44 .73 -2.893 .004
-1.99 65.70 .051 -1.44 .73 -2.894 .006

Vocabulary .256 .614 -2.29 70.00 .025 -1.67 .73 -3.117 -.216
-2.29 69.13 .025 -1.67 .73 -3.117 -.216

Language/
Grammar .653 .422 -.64 70.00 .521 -.89 1.38 -3.640 1.862

-.64 69.15 .521 -.89 1.38 -3.640 1.863

Mechanics 9.229 .003 -2.73 70.00 .008 -1.14 .42 -1.970 -.307
-2.73 62.66 .008 -1.14 .42 -1.972 -.306

Peer
WCF

Content 11.438 .001 -3.14 68.00 .003 -2.00 .64 -3.271 -.729
-3.14 58.22 .003 -2.00 .64 -3.275 -.725

Organization 1.172 .283 -1.33 68.00 .187 -1.11 .84 -2.783 .554
-1.33 63.84 .187 -1.11 .84 -2.785 .556

Vocabulary .041 .839 -1.19 68.00 .236 -.94 .79 -2.518 .632
-1.19 66.88 .237 -.94 .79 -2.518 .633

Language/
Grammar 11.796 .001 -2.01 68.00 .049 -2.69 1.34 -5.358 -.014

-2.01 59.54 .049 -2.69 1.34 -5.365 -.007

Mechanics 15.551 .000 -2.88 68.00 .005 -1.31 .46 -2.224 -.405
-2.88 56.01 .006 -1.31 .46 -2.227 -.401

thermore, the significance value (2-tailed) for content is 0.003,
which is also lower than 0.05. Thus, it can be concluded that
there is a significant difference in the average score between
pre and posttest. Additionally, themean difference between pre
and posttest is 2.00 for content, 2.69 for language, and 1.31 for
mechanics.

In contrast, Levene’s test significance value for organiza-
tion and vocabulary components is higher than 0.05. Thus, the
data from pre and posttest are considered homogeneous. Fur-
thermore, the significance value (2-tailed) for the two compo-
nents is also higher than 0.05. Thus, it can be assumed that the
data are normally distributed. Additionally, the mean differ-

ence between pre and posttest is 1.11 for organization and 0.94
for vocabulary.

The findings show that peer WCF could not improve stu-
dents’ competencies relating to three writing components: con-
tent, language, and mechanics. However, it did increase stu-
dents’ writing skills relating to organization and vocabulary
components. This finding was supported by Paulus (1999)
which stated that peer WCF generated more comments on
organization and vocabulary.

However, benefit of peerWCFmainly depends on how this
kind of feedback is provided in the classroom. If it is not deliv-
ered efficiently, peer WCF can be neglected. Moreover, it is
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not to be said that peer WCF is not a beneficial activity. Holt
(1992) agrees that the problem is not the peer WCF itself, but
its application in the classroom. Peer WCF can be more benefi-
cial if students provide more positive opinions than just assess-
ing their peers’ written compositions. Moreover, many studies
agree that students require training on how to provide WCF,
making peer WCF more effective (Berg, 1999; Min, 2006). As
teachers recognize the advantages of peer WCF, their beliefs
regarding peer WCF also develop positively.

CONCLUSIONS

This study’s findings highlight that peer WCF is more effec-
tive than teacher WCF in enhancing Indonesian senior high
school students’ writing performance, especially in writing leg-
end texts. This is evident from the mean scores of peer WCF
group being higher than those of teacher WCF group. More-
over, it was also recognized that several components of writ-
ing competence (content, organization, vocabulary, and lan-
guage) improved significantly among the Indonesian senior
high school students after receiving teacher WCF, while peer
WCF had a positive impact on organization and vocabulary
components.

This study recommends combining teacher and peer WCF
techniques as the two complement each other in enhancing
students’ writing performance. Moreover, rather than only
relying on teacher WCF, combining both feedback sources
could provide additional benefits, for instance, making stu-
dents more confident in their own writing and deciding the
revision options. In addition, it could decrease their writing
anxiety and enhance their writing abilities (Kurt and Atay,
2007).

Furthermore, the present study suggests that it may be use-
ful to allow the use of L1 in EFL writing classrooms, especially
when peer WCF is involved. L1 could help students face diffi-
culties in writing tasks (Saeli and Cheng, 2019). Thus, L1 could
be used in peer response training programs. Additionally, writ-
ing teachers could consider encouraging students to apply L1
to enhance their feedback practices.

For future research, it would be appropriate to assign more
time to the treatment process to help the students better under-
stand how to receive and provide feedback to their peers, com-
prehend the feedback given by their teacher, and check their
own writing before submitting it to the teacher. Moreover, fur-
ther studies could examine how L1 can be employed to boost
the efficacy of peer WCF in EFL writing classrooms.

This study also has some limitations. First, the study only
used a quantitative method to gather the data, which may be
inadequate to respond to the research questions and inter-
pret the findings. Since the number of participants in this
study was limited, the results could not be generalized. How-
ever, the findings provided us with more in-depth understand-
ing of the application of teacher and peer WCF in EFL class-
rooms. If these two kinds of feedback techniques are employed
in schools, a detailed picture of WCF usage could be drawn.
Finally, this study did not include the students’ perception of
the teacher and peer WCF; if it could be included, the results
would be more comprehensive.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

The researchers would like to thank Ms. Desy Dwiana Rahayu,
M. Pd., for allowing them to conduct the data collection pro-
cess in her class.

REFERENCES

Ariyanti, A. and Fitriana, R. (2017). EFL students’ difficulties and needs in essay
writing. International Conference on Teacher Training and Education 2017
(ICTTE 2017), In EFL students’ difficulties and needs in essay writing, ed. and
others (Atlantis Press). doi: https://dx.doi.org/10.2991/ictte-17.2017.4.

Berg, E. C. (1999). The effects of trained peer response on ESL students’ revision
types andwriting quality. The effects of trained peer response on ESL students’ revi-
sion types and 8, 215–241. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/S1060-3743(99)80115-5.

Biber, D., Nekrasova, T., and Horn, B. (2011). The effectiveness of feedback for
L1-English and L2-writing development: A meta-analysis. The effectiveness of
feedback for L1-English 1, i–99. doi: https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2333-8504.2011.
tb02241.x.

Bitchener, J. and Ferris, D. (2012). Written corrective feedback in second language
acquisition and writing (Routledge).

Bitchener, J. and Storch, N. (2016). Written corrective feedback for L2 development
(Bristol: Multilingual Matters).

Conrad, S. andGoldstein, L. (1999). ESL student revision after teacher-written com-
ments: Text, contexts, and individuals. ESL student revision after teacher written
comments 8, 147–179. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/S1060-3743(99)80126-X.

Double, K. S., Mcgrane, J. A., and Hopfenbeck, T. N. (2020). The impact of peer
assessment on academic performance: A meta-analysis of control group studies.
The impact of peer assessment 32, 481–509. doi: https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-
019-09510-3.

Elfiyanto, S. (2020). The effect of peer assessment on students’ performance in writ-

ing narrative essays. International Conference on English Language Teaching
(ICONELT 2019), In The effect of peer assessment on students, ed. and others
(Atlantis Press), 78–82. doi: https://doi.org/10.2991/assehr.k.200427.017.

Ferris, D. R. (1997). The influence of teacher commentary on student revision.
The influence of teacher commentary on student revision 31, 315–339. doi:
https://doi.org/10.2307/3588049.

Ferris, D. R. (1999). The case for grammar correction in L2 writing classes: A
response to Truscott (1996). The case for grammar correction in L2 writing classes:
A response to 8, 1–11. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/S1060-3743(99)80110-6.

Ferris, D. R. (2003). Response to student writing: Implications for second language
students (Routledge).

Gibbs, G. and Simpson, C. (2004). Conditions under which assessment supports
students’ learning. Conditions under which assessment supports students’ 1, 3–
31.

Gielen, S., Tops, L., Dochy, F., Onghena, P., Smeets, S., et al. (2010). A compara-
tive study of peer and teacher feedback and of various peer feedback forms in a
secondary school writing curriculum. A comparative study of 36, 143–162. doi:
https://doi.org/10.1080/01411920902894070.

Hartono, R. (2005). Genres of texts (Semarang).
Hattie, J. and Timperley, H. (2007). The Power of Feedback. Review of Educational

Research 77, 81–112. doi: 10.3102/003465430298487.
Hedgcock, J. and Lefkowitz, N. (1994). Feedback on feedback: Assessing learner

receptivity to teacher response in L2 composing. Feedback on feedback: Assess-
ing learner receptivity 3, 141–163. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/1060-3743(94)
90012-4.

Journal of English Educators Society | ojs.umsida.ac.id/index.php/jees
190

October 2020 | Volume 5 | Issue 2

http://ojs.umsida.ac.id/index.php/jees


Sonny Elfiyanto, Seiji Fukazawa Effect of teacher and peer written corrective feedback on writing components in EFL classrooms

Holt, M. (1992). The value of written peer criticism. The value of written peer criti-
cism. College Composition and 43, 384–392. doi: https://doi.org/10.2307/358229.

Homayounzadeh,M.,Mehrpour, S., and Saadat,M. (2016). Peer corrective feedback
on L2 writing: Does it help improve written accuracy and L2 explicit knowledge
over time? Peer corrective feedback on L2 6, 28–45.

Hyland, K. and Hyland, F. (2006). Contexts and issues in feedback on L2 writing.
Contexts and issues in feedback on L2 writing: An, 1–19.

Kemendikbud (2013). PermendikbudNomor 69 tahun 2013 tentang KD dan Struk-
turKurikulum SMA-MA [The decree of the Ministry of Education number 69
2013 about senior high school’s basic competence and curriculum structure].
Kementerian Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan. http://bsnp-indonesia.org/2013/
06/20/permendikbud-tentang-kurikulum-tahun-2013/. (Accessed on 2018-07-
07).

Kurt, G. and Atay, D. (2007). The effects of peer feedback on the writing anxiety of
prospective Turkish teachers of EFL. The effects of peer feedback on the writing
anxiety of 3, 12–23.

Lundstrom, K. and Baker, W. (2009). To give is better than to receive: The benefits
of peer review to the reviewer’s own writing. To give is better than to receive: The
benefits of peer 18, 30–43. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2008.06.002.

Min, H. (2006). The effects of trained peer review on EFL students’ revision types
and writing quality. The effects of trained peer review on EFL students’ revision
types and 15, 118–141. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2006.01.003.

Myles, J. (2002). Second language writing and research: The writing process and
error analysis in student texts 6, 1–20.

Nunan, D. (2001). Second language acquisition. In The Cambridge guide to
teaching English to speakers of other languages, eds. R. Carter and D. Nunan
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press), 87–92. doi: https://doi.org/10.1017/
CBO9780511667206.

Paulus, T. M. (1999). The effect of peer and teacher feedback on student writing.
Journal of Second Language Writing 8, 265–289. doi: 10.1016/s1060-3743(99)
80117-9.

Peterson, S. S. (2013). Peer feedback on writing: An assessment for learning. Peer
Feedback on writing: An assessment for learning tool 13, 1–3.

Richards, J. C. and Renandya, W. A. (2002). Methodology in language teaching: An
anthology of current practice (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press).

Ruegg, R. (2015). The relative effects of peer and teacher feedback on improvement
in EFL students’ writing ability. The relative effects of peer and teacher feedback
on improvement in EFL 29, 73–82. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.linged.2014.12.

001.
Saeli, H. and Cheng, A. (2019). Effects of L1 writing experiences on L2 writing

perceptions: Evidence from an English as a foreign language context. Effects
of L1 writing experiences on L2 writing perceptions 35, 509–524. doi: https:
//doi.org/10.1080/10573569.2019.1579129.

Saville-Troike, M. and Barto, K. (2016). Introducing second language acquisition
(Cambridge University Press).

Straub, R. (1997). Students’ reactions to teacher comments: An exploratory study.
Students’ reactions to teacher comments: An exploratory study, 91–119. doi: http:
//www.jstor.org/stable/40171265.

Tillema, M. (2012). Writing in first and second language: Empirical studies on text
quality and writing processes. http://dspace.library.uu.nl/handle/1874/241028.

Tribble, C. (1996). Writing (Oxford: Oxford University Press).
Truscott (1996). The case for “The case against grammar correction in L2 writing

classes”: A response to Ferris. Journal of Second Language Writing 8, 111–122.
doi: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-1770.1996.tb01238.x.

Tsui, A. B. M. and Ng, M. (2000). Do secondary L2 writers benefit from peer com-
ments? Do secondary L2 writers benefit from peer comments? 9, 147–170. doi:
https://doi.org/10.1016/S10603743(00)00022-9.

Widiati, U., Rohmah, Z., and and, F. (2017). Buku Guru Bahasa Inggris SMA/MA,
SMK/MAK Kelas X (Kemendikbud).

Williams, J. G. (2003). Providing feedback on ESL students’ written assignments.
The Internet TESL Journal 9, 1–5.

Zamel, V. (1985). Responding to Student Writing. TESOL Quarterly 19, 79–79. doi:
10.2307/3586773.

Conflict of Interest Statement:Theauthors declare that the researchwas conducted
in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed
as a potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2020 Elfiyanto and Fukazawa. This is an open-access article distributed
under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, dis-
tribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s)
and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this jour-
nal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or
reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.

Journal of English Educators Society | ojs.umsida.ac.id/index.php/jees
191

October 2020 | Volume 5 | Issue 2

http://bsnp-indonesia.org/2013/06/20 /permendikbud-tentang-kurikulum-tahun-2013/
http://bsnp-indonesia.org/2013/06/20 /permendikbud-tentang-kurikulum-tahun-2013/
http://dspace.library.uu.nl/handle/1874/241028
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://ojs.umsida.ac.id/index.php/jees

	Introduction
	Written Corrective Feedback in Writing
	Teacher Written Corrective Feedback
	Peer Written Corrective Feedback
	Legend as Genre

	Methods
	Participants
	Procedure
	Data Collection and Analysis

	Findings and Discussion
	Teacher Written Corrective Feedback
	Peer Written Corrective Feedback

	Conclusions
	Acknowledgment
	References

