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ABSTRACT
It has long been assumed by teachers of a second or foreign language and by researchers working
in the area of writing instruction that corrective feedback helps students acquire and demonstrate mastery
in the use of targeted linguistic forms and structures. Various reasons have been offered for the
effectiveness of written feedback. Such feedback has been used as a popular way to guide students in
improving their writing skill. Written feedback is assumed to: (1) connect a teacher with a student on
individual level and (2) influence students’ writing and attitude toward writing. Besides, students prefer
teacher written commentary over oral or peer feedback With reference to this assumption, the purpose of
this study is, then, to describe: (1) how students’ attitude is toward their teacher’s written corrective
feedback on their composition, (2) how students’ attitude is toward their peer’s written corrective
feedback on their composition and (3) the problems the students face in giving peer’s written corrective
feedback on their composition. This study employed the descriptive research design. It was intended to
describe students’ attitude toward their teacher’s as well as their peer’s written corrective feedback on
their composition. In order to collect the data, two procedures are applied. First, some items in the
questionnaire are made to be repetitive – though these items might appear redundant – in order to provide
a means to check the reliability of the learners’ responses. Second, the language of the questionnaire is
translated into Indonesian to avoid misunderstanding of the questions on the part of the respondent
(students) while giving their responses to the questions. Furthermore, in order to gain the data on the
problems the students face in giving peer’s written corrective feedback on their composition, an in deptinterview guide will be used. The interview guide will be focused on elaborating the kinds of linguistic as
well as non linguistic problems. Beside the in dept-interview guide, documentary analysis will also be
used. The document will be obtained from the students’ works on corrective feedback. The steps in
analyzing the data are presented as follows: (1) classifying the data into their types (i.e. teachers’ and
peers’, direct and indirect, global and local written corrective feedback); (2) summarizing the overall
distribution of students’ responses to each item of the questionnaire; (3) showing the number and
percentage of responses from each student who chose the available response options; and (4) determining
whether students’ response is considered positive or negative. The next steps are classifying and
describing the problems the students face in giving peer’s written corrective feedback on their
composition based on the results of the in dept-interview guide and documentary analysis.
Key words: attitude, written corrective feedback, direct-indirect correction, global-local correction
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Abstract: This article reports on a research finding on learners’ attitude toward their
teacher’s and peer’s written corrective feedback on their composition. Eighteen
students from various years were involved in this study. The questionnaire on a threepoint Likert scale – showing options of agree, uncertain, and disagree – was used to
collect the data of the study. The result of data analysis showed that: (1) the learners
generally showed positive attitude toward both the teacher’s and the peer’s written
corrective feedback; (2) they even felt challenged or encouraged when their teacher or
their peer always corrected the errors they had made in their writing tasks; (3) they
indicated more positive attitude toward direct than toward indirect written corrective
feedback; (4) they expected their most frequent errors in their writing tasks to be
corrected; (5) they preferred their global errors to be corrected to their local errors.; and
(6) they preferred their errors to be corrected by their teacher to their peer.
Key words: attitude, written corrective feedback, direct-indirect correction, globallocal correction

For any writing teacher, finding out effective ways of helping students develop
their writing abilities is a primary concern. It has long been assumed by teachers of a
second or foreign language and by researchers working in the area of writing instruction
that corrective feedback helps students acquire and demonstrate mastery in the use of
targeted linguistic forms and structures. As a result, they have been most concerned with
discovering the most effective ways of providing corrective feedback so that students
improve the accuracy of their writing. Research findings have shown that giving
corrective feedback to students’ composition improves their writing skill (Nirwani, 2007 –
through her autonomous writing instruction model; Teo, 2007 – through her Sociointeractive Writing for English Language Learners (SWELL) writing method; and Lestari,
2008 – through her interactional approach to the teaching of writing. Other researchers,
Bitchener and Knoch (2008), found that the students who received all three written
corrective feedback options (direct corrective feedback above each targeted error as well

1

as written and oral linguistic explanation; corrective feedback above each targeted error as
well as written linguistic explanation; corrective feedback above each targeted error)
outperformed those who did not receive written corrective feedback.
Various reasons have been offered for the effectiveness of written feedback. Such
feedback has been used as a popular way to guide students, especially those who are
learning the language in which they are writing, in improving their writing skill. Written
comments can: (1) connect a teacher with a student on individual level and (2) influence
students’ writing and attitude toward writing. Besides, students prefer teacher written
commentary over oral or peer feedback (Ferris, Pezone, Tade, & Tinti, 1997).
However, the question arises as to which type is more beneficial for accuracy
improvement: direct or indirect type of written corrective feedback? Direct corrective
feedback may be defined as the provision of the correct linguistic form or structure by the
teacher to the student above or near the linguistic error. It may include the crossing out of
an unnecessary word/phrase/ morpheme, the insertion of a missing word/phrase/
morpheme, or the provision of the correct form or structure. On the other hand, indirect
corrective feedback is that which indicates that in some way an error has been made. This
may be provided in one of four ways: underlining or circling the error; recording in the
margin the number of errors in a given line; or using a code to show where the error has
occurred and what type of error it is (Ferris & Roberts, 2001).
Over the years, arguments have been advanced for both approaches (Bitchener &
Knoch, 2008). On one hand, those supporting indirect feedback suggest that this approach
is best because it requires students to engage in guided learning and problem solving and,
as a result, promotes the type of reflection that is more likely to foster long-term
acquisition. On the other hand, those more in favor of direct feedback suggest that it is
more helpful to students because it: (1) reduces the type of confusion that they may
2

experience when they fail to understand or remember, for example, the meaning of error
codes used by teachers, (2) provides them with sufficient information to resolve more
complex errors in, for example, syntactic structure and idiomatic usage, and (3) offers
more immediate feedback on hypotheses that may have been made.
Haswell (2005) noted that peer corrective feedback of undergraduate writing seems
to be the least studied of practices now very common in college writing classroom. Toping
(1998) stated that peer review appeared capable of yielding outcomes at least as good as,
and sometimes better than, teacher assessment. However, many questions about peer
corrective feedback remain unanswered. Most previous studies have focused on numeric
ratings assigned by student peers to analyze their validity and reliability (e.g. Hughes &
Large, Mowl & Pain cited in Cho & Schunn, 2006). However valid and reliable they may
be, the value of peer comments for student writers is unknown. Evidence suggests that
students actually find the task of reading and commenting on peers’ papers to be more
helpful for revising than attempting to address their peers’ suggestions. Students have
reported concerns that peers don’t take the task seriously, aren’t as qualified as the
instructor in the subject matter, have had too little training in writing or practice at making
comments, and are simply not the readers assigning grades (Cho & Schunn, 2006).
However, extensive review of research findings on error correction shows that the
current status of written corrective feedback in second language teaching remains
ambiguous. In this case, no current standards exist on whether, when, which, or how
student error should be corrected. Besides, there are few widely accepted linguistic criteria
of grammatical and lexical correction in foreign language teaching. Research and literature
on the subject (error correction) is quite speculative and relatively scant. Thus, it needs to
be validated by a great deal of empirical experimentation. Therefore, Hendrickson (1988)
lists the "five fundamental questions and reviews the literature that addresses the issues of
3

error correction, namely: Should errors be corrected?; (ii) If so, when should errors be
corrected?; (iii) Which learner errors should be corrected?; (iv) How should learner errors
be corrected?; and (v) Who should correct learner errors? Truscott (1996) claimed that
error correction is even both ineffective and harmful, exposing the fact that there is no
satisfactory research evidence to support the belief that the corrective feedback is effective
in helping learners improve the accuracy of their writing over time. In addition, the major
focus of written corrective feedback has been on the way teachers treat learners’ errors.
Little, if any, has been known about learners’ attitude toward written corrective feedback
addressed to them (Leki, 1990).
Based on the fact that written corrective feedback (error correction) in second
language teaching remains ambiguous and that the main focus on the written corrective
feedback is on how to treat students’ errors, this study is intended to investigate the
neglected areas of written corrective feedback, namely:
1. How is learners’ attitude toward their teacher’s written corrective feedback on their
composition?
2. How is learners’ attitude toward their peer’s written corrective feedback on their
composition?
With reference to the above statement of problems, the purpose of this study is,
then, to describe: (1) how learners’ attitude is toward their teacher’s written corrective
feedback on their composition, and (2) how learners’ attitude is toward their peer’s written
corrective feedback on their composition.

RESEARCH METHOD
This study was intended to describe students’ attitude toward their teacher’s as
well as their peer’s written corrective feedback on their composition. The written
4

corrective feedback was, first of all, differentiated in terms of whether they belong to
teachers’ or peers’ written corrective feedback. Next, they were classified into direct and
indirect written corrective feedback. The former did not only indicate the presence of the
students’ errors, but also provided clues or tips on how the students correct their own
errors. This type of corrective feedback was applied whenever both the teacher and the
peer assumed that the students would not be able to correct certain errors they have made
in their composition. The latter might indicate either the presence or the specific location
of the students’ errors. This type of corrective feedback was applied whenever the teacher
and the peer as well assumed that the students would be able to discover an acceptable
solution to certain errors in their work. Finally, they were categorized into global and local
written corrective feedback. The former refers to the correction of the errors which
interfered with the intelligibility of messages or sentences. The latter refers to the
correction of the errors which did not interfere with the intelligibility of messages or
sentences
Eighteen students were the source of data of this study. They were randomly
selected from those who were taking or had taken the Writing III course which focused on
essay writing. These students were chosen with the consideration that they had
experienced in joining the prerequisite writing courses – Writing I, focusing on sentence
building and Writing II, focusing on paragraph development – and, therefore, they were
assumed to have received corrective feedback treatments. These students were, then, asked
to respond to a questionnaire on a three-point Likert scale.
The questionnaire on a three-point Likert scale – showing options of agree,
uncertain, and disagree – was used to collect the data of the study. The items of the
questionnaire were constructed by identifying all possible sorts of attitudes showed by the
students toward the written corrective feedbacks they had received from their teachers as
5

well as from their peers during their study periods. The teachers’ written corrective
feedback was represented by Items 1 – 15; while the peers’ written corrective feedback
was represented by Items 16 – 25. Teachers’ direct written corrective feedback was stated
in Item 4, while their indirect written corrective feedback was stated in Items 2, 3, and 5.
In terms of peers’ direct and indirect written corrective feedback, the former was stated in
Item 18, while the latter was stated in Items 16 and 17. At last, teachers’ global and local
written corrective feedback was stated in Items 10 and 11 respectively, while peers’ global
and local written corrective feedback was stated in Items 21 and 22 respectively.
Table 1
The Questionnaire Result
D
%

Item

Question

1.

Whenever my teacher assign me to write, I want him/her to correct the errors I have made in
my writing tasks.
I hope my teacher indicates the presence of the errors I have made in my writing tasks.
I hope my teacher indicates the location of the errors I have made in my writing tasks.
I hope my teacher provides clues or tips on how I should correct the errors I have made in
my writing tasks.
I hope my teacher only gives general comments in my writing tasks.
I hope my teacher only gives scores in my writing tasks.
I hope my teacher only discusses our writing tasks in class.
I hope my teacher does not always correct the errors I have made in my writing tasks.
I hope my teacher only corrects the most frequent errors I have made in my writing task.
I hope my teacher only corrects the global errors I have made in my writing task.
I hope my teacher does not correct the local errors I have made in my writing task.
I feel challenged or encouraged when my teacher always corrects the errors I have made in
my writing task.
I feel embarrassed or discouraged when my teacher always corrects the errors I have made
in my writing task.
I like my writing errors to be corrected by my teacher rather than by my classmate.
I feel embarrassed when my teacher uses my writing errors as an illustration for class
explanation.
I hope my classmate indicates the presence of the errors I have made in my writing tasks.
I hope my classmate indicates the location of the errors I have made in my writing tasks.
I hope my classmate provides clues or tips on how I should correct the errors I have made in
my writing tasks.
I hope my classmate only gives general comments on my writing tasks.
I hope my classmate only corrects the most frequent errors I have made my writing task.
I hope my classmate only corrects the global errors I have made my writing task.
I hope my classmate does not correct the local errors I have made my writing task.
I feel challenged or encouraged when my classmate always corrects the errors I have made
my writing task.
I feel embarrassed or discouraged when my classmate always corrects the errors I have
made my writing task.
I like my writing errors to be corrected by my classmate rather than by my teacher.

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
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N
%

A
%
100

11.11

100
88.89

5.56

94.44

88.89
88.89
83.33
83.33
5.56
88.89
94.55

5.56
5.56

5.56

11.11
5.56
11.11
16.67
94.44
5.56
5.56
100

94.55

5.56

5.56

11.11

83.33

50

11.11

38.89

5.56
11.11

5.56
5.56

88.89
83.33

5.56

5.56

88.89

5.56
5.56

44.44
27.78
27.78
72.22

5.56

94.44

55.56
72.22
66.67
22.22

83.33
83.33

16.67
11.11

5.56

In short, all 25-questionnaire items consisted of statements of an attitudinal nature
with accompanying scales in the Likert format. The items were clustered in two major
categories: (1) the learners’ attitude toward their teachers’ written corrective feedback; and
(2) the learners’ attitude toward their peers’ written corrective feedback. The former was
further categorized into the learners’ attitude toward their teachers’ direct—indirect and
global—local written corrective feedback; while the latter was further classified into the
learners’ attitude toward their peers’ direct—indirect and global—local written corrective
feedback.
In order to obtain valid research data, two procedures were applied. First, some
items in the questionnaire were made to be repetitive – though these items might appear
redundant – in order to provide a means to check the reliability of the learners’ responses.
Second, the language of the questionnaire was translated into Indonesian to avoid
misunderstanding of the questions on the part of the respondent (sudents) while giving
their responses to the questions.
The data obtained from the students’ completed questionnaire were presented
using two basic forms of analysis. Firstly, descriptive statistic analysis was used to
summarize the overall distribution of responses to each item of the questionnaire.
Secondly, the frequency data analysis was used to show the number and percentage of
responses from each student who chose the available response options of agree, uncertain,
and disagree. Inferential statistic analysis was not used in this study, however.
The steps in analyzing the data were presented as follows: (1) classifying the data
into their types (i.e. teachers’ and peers’, direct and indirect, global and local written
corrective feedback); (2) summarizing the overall distribution of students’ responses to
each item of the questionnaire; (3) showing the number and percentage of responses from
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each student who chose the available response options; and (4) determining whether
students’ response is considered positive or negative.

FINDINGS
This chapter provides the findings for the two research questions regarding: (1) the
learners’ attitude toward their teacher’s written corrective feedback in their composition
and (2) learners’ attitude toward their peer’s written corrective feedback in their
composition. Accordingly, this chapter is divided into two parts, each of which represents
the response to one of the two research questions respectively. However, the reliability of
the questionnaire is firstly provided before the presentation of research results in order to
ensure the findings.
The Reliability of the Questionnaire
Useful questionnaires require high reliability. Some respondents may not
necessarily answer each question honestly, or even earnestly. Indeed, in any group of
respondents, there is always a chance that some may not even read the questions.
Fortunately, there are indications from the result of the present study (see Table 1 for the
questionnaire result) that the respondents read each item carefully and responded in a way
that showed high degree of internal consistency. One indicator is the percentage scores for
reversely worded items. If the responses indicate roughly equal scores for reversely
worded items, then it becomes more convincing to believe that respondents are reading the
items and understanding equivalent ones in the same way regardless of wording. Three
such pairs items – Items 12 and 13 (100% and 94.44%, respectively); 23 and 24 (94.44%
and 83.33%, respectively); and 14 and 25 (83.33%, each for reversely worded items) –
although not worded exactly in reverse, provided evidence that the respondents were
replying in a reliable manner.
8

Learners’ Attitude toward Teacher’s Written Corrective Feedback
As for the learners’ attitude toward their teacher’s written corrective feedback, all
of the respondents (learners) preferred the errors they had made in their writing tasks to be
corrected (Item 1 = 100%). This indicated that they showed positive attitude toward the
teacher’s written corrective feedback. In terms of the way how errors should be corrected,
they hoped that their teacher indicated the presence of the errors they had made in their
writing tasks (Item 2 = 100%). In addition, they showed a significant tendency to demand
their teacher to indicate the location of the errors they had made in their writing tasks
(Item 3 = 88.89%). This means that they indicated positive attitude toward indirect written
corrective feedback. In addition, there was also a strong tendency that the learners
expected their teacher not only indicated the location of the errors they had made in their
writing tasks but also provided clues or tips on how they should correct their errors (Item 4
= 94.44%). However, by comparing the percentage between the two different ways of
giving written corrective feedback, it can be stated that the learners indicated more
positive attitude toward direct than toward indirect written corrective feedback.
Furthermore, the learners indicated a tendency to disagree with their teacher who
only gave general comments and scores in their writing tasks (Items 5 and 6 = 88.89%
each). This implied that they tended to appreciate their teacher’s more detailed written
corrective feedback in order to learn more about the way how they should correct their
errors by themselves. Concerning the frequency of written corrective feedback, the
learners disagreed with their teacher who did not always correct the errors they had made
in their writing tasks (Item 8 = 83.33%). In other words, they preferred their errors to be
always corrected by their teacher. With regard to which errors needed corrective feedback,
there was a strong tendency that the learners expected their teacher only to correct the
most frequent errors they had made in their writing tasks (Item 9 = 94.44%). This might
9

be due to the notion that from the learner's perspective, it was frustrating to receive a
corrected composition with many words crossed out, new words added, and an array of
marginal comments – all of these were usually written in red ink. Even few, if not some,
students might feel embarrassed and lose confidence when they received their written
works corrected in this way. In connection with the types of errors, the learners preferred
their global errors to be corrected to their local errors (Items 10 and 11 = 88.89% and
94.44%, respectively). This means that the teacher should give a higher priority for
correction of errors which interfered with the intelligibility of sentences or massages than
those which did not.
The learners’ positive attitude toward written corrective feedback was found when
they responded that they felt challenged or encouraged when their teacher always
corrected the errors they had made in their writing tasks (Item 12 = 100%). This showed
that they had no psychological constraint on error correction. When they had to choose
either their teacher or their peer who should correct their errors, they preferred their errors
to be corrected by teacher (Item 14 = 83.33%). This might indicate that they felt more
confident with their teacher’s competence in giving written corrective feedback for their
writing tasks, and/or they perceived their teacher’s correction as being more “face saving.”
Last but not least, when asked whether they felt embarrassed when their teacher used their
writing errors as an illustration for class explanation 50% disagreed, 11.11% neutral, and
38.89% agreed (Item15). This implied that, on one hand, using learners’ errors as an
illustration for class explanation might become a controversial issue among learners. On
the other hand, it might indicate that a greater number of learners did not want their
weaknesses in writing composition to be exposed publicly since it would make them
embarrassed.
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Learners’ Attitude toward Peer’s Written Corrective Feedback
Generally speaking, the learners’ positive attitude toward their peer’s written
corrective feedback could be seen from the following questionnaire results. Concerning
the manner in which error correction was done, the learners expected their classmate to
indicate the presence of the errors they had made in their writing tasks. They also hoped
that their classmate not only indicated the location of their writing errors but also provided
clues or tips on how they should correct the errors (Items 16 = 88.89%; 17 = 83.33%;
and18 = 88.89%, respectively). These showed that they could believe in their peer’s
capability of identifying errors and of providing correction on the errors and could, to a
certain extent, learn from their peer’s correction as well.
When asked whether their classmate should only give general comments in their
writing tasks, 55.56% learners disagreed and 44.44% others agreed (Item 19). This might
indicate that the learners perceived peers’ written corrective feedback in the form of
general comments as a controversial issue. That is to say, some learners thought of a
general comment in writing tasks as something beneficial, but some others considered it as
something worthless. In relation to which errors needed to be corrected, the learners
indicated a tendency to expect their peer not to correct their most frequent errors (Item 20
= 72.22%). They might think that their peer did not know for sure which was considered
to be the most frequent error. With regard to which type of errors should be corrected,
there was a tendency that the learners preferred their local errors to be corrected to their
global errors (Items 22 = 72.22% and 21 = 66.67%, respectively). This might imply that
the learners have a less confidence with their peer’s competence in identifying the errors
which interfered with the intelligibility of sentences.
Finally, the learners’ positive attitude toward written corrective feedback became
evidence when they responded that they felt challenged or encouraged when their peer
11

always corrected the errors they had made in their writing tasks (Item 23 = 94.44%). This
showed that they did not have any psychological barrier to written corrective feedback
among their peers.

DISCUSSION
This study deals with learners’ attitude toward written corrective feedback in their
composition tasks. In other words, it concerns their psychological response on error
correction. It is conducted for at least two considerations. First, among composition
teachers, there is still inconsistency in whether they should give error correction to
students' works. Some of them give the student's works correction marks, directly or
indirectly, and have classroom discussion on the most commonly made errors in the hope
that they will know their writing weaknesses. Some others, however, do not give any mark
of correction to the works and just discuss the errors in the classroom (Hartono, 1993). In
addition, the major focus of written corrective feedback has been on the way teachers treat
learners’ errors. However, Leki (1990) states that little, if any, has been known about
learners’ attitude toward written corrective feedback addressed to them.
Studying learners’ errors is not only important but also worthwhile in any language
learning. Corder (1978) has suggested that a learner's errors provide evidence of the
system of the language that he is using (i.e. has learned) at a particular point in the course.
They are important in three ways. First, to the teacher, in the sense that they tell him, if he
undertakes a systematic analysis, how far toward the goal the learner has progressed and,
consequently, what remains for him to learn. Secondly, they provide evidence to the
researcher of how language is learned or acquired, or what strategies or procedures the
learner is employing in his discovery of the language. Thirdly, they are indispensable to
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the learner himself because we can regard the making of mistakes as a device the learner
uses in order to learn them.
However, even though the result of this study showed that most learners (83.33%)
preferred their errors to be always corrected by their teacher, the correction should not be
done at all times and not all rules. This is so because too much correction on the students'
works may cause them to loose self-confidence in their learning. This lack of selfconfidence may, in turn, result in such negative attitude toward learning as too much
feeling afraid of making mistakes, being discouraged, and even being frustrated. This is in
line with what Hendrickson (1991) suggests that, in general, error correction needs to be
limited to "manipulative grammar practice" – this implies that more errors may be
tolerated during "communicative practice". In his opinion, therefore, teachers need to
create a supportive environment in which their students can feel confident about
expressing their ideas and feelings freely without suffering the threat or embarrassment of
having each one of their oral or written errors corrected.
As far as the type of errors is concerned, the findings showed that the learners
preferred their global errors to be corrected to their local errors. In addition, with regard to
which errors needed corrective feedback, there was a strong tendency that the learners
expected their teacher only to correct the most frequent errors they had made in their
writing tasks. These findings seem to be in accordance with Hendrickson’s (1991) three
hypotheses, stating that: (i) teachers should correct "global" errors, errors that interfere
with communication or impede the intelligibility of a massage. Such errors deserve top
priority in correction; (ii) errors that are the most stigmatized, that cause the most
unfavorable reactions, are the most important to correct; and (iii) errors that occur most
frequently should be given top priority. In relation to these hypotheses, we may agree that
the correction of one global error in a sentence will clarify the intended message more
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than the correction of several local errors in the same sentence. Furthermore, errors that
occur very frequently in students' writing should receive top priority for correction. This is
so because errors which occur very frequently, if not corrected soon, are very likely to
fossilize. The fossilization of errors, will, in turn, result in the more complicated problems
in learning the target language.
The other finding showed that the learners indicated more positive attitude toward
direct than indirect written corrective feedback. In relation to this finding, Hendrickson
(1980) has experienced with various combinations of indirect and direct treatments for
correcting composition written by students of inter- mediate Spanish. He requires his
students to write five picture story compositions as homework assignments. As they write,
the students are encouraged to use self-help resources such as their text book, dictionaries,
and grammar books. The students have several days to complete and return the first draft
of their picture story composition. Hendrickson, then, proposes the two techniques of
treating students' compositions, namely: indirect correction treatments and direct
correction treatments. The former may indicate either the presence or the specific location
of errors. This kind of treatment is used whenever the teacher assumes that students will
be able to discover an acceptable solution for a given error by considering the error itself
or by using the appropriate self-help references mentioned above. The latter, on the other
hand, does not only indicate the presence of errors in a sentence, but also provides clues or
tips on how students can correct their own errors. This correction treatment is applied
whenever the teacher assumes that the students will not be able to correct certain errors.
Who should correct the learners’ errors? The finding showed that the learners
preferred their errors to be corrected by their teacher to their peer. Dealing with this, it is
suggested that the teacher be a significant source of information about the target language
and to react to errors whenever it seems appropriate to do so. An educator believes that the
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teacher's function in error correction is "to provide data and examples, and where
necessary to offer explanations and descriptions and, more important, verification of the
learner's hypothesis (i.e. correction)" about the target language (Corder 1973, in
Hendrickson 1978).
In the writer's opinion, although teacher's correction of learners' errors is helpful to
many students, it may not necessarily be an effective instructional strategy in all language
classrooms. Peer-correction or self-correction with the teacher's guidance may be more
beneficial in term of time and effort for some teachers and students. However, this
suggests that instructional strategy need to be verified through a number of
experimentation since there is little empirical research to test these hypotheses.
Finally, Hendrickson (in Hartono, 1993) proposes at least four critical factors in
connection with providing corrective feedback for learners’ composition tasks.
Firstly, teachers need to be aware of a student's purpose and goals for
communicating in writing. He gives an example by asking such questions as: Does the
students need to develop his or her writing skills in the foreign language well enough to
compose a class term paper, or to write a master's thesis? Or, does the student simply want
to be able to write a letter of invitation or a thank-you note to a friend? In addition, it is
supposed that "many readers would be more tolerant of a thank-you note full of errors than
they would be of a master's thesis that contains proportionately fewer errors."
Secondly, one has to consider students' written proficiency in the target language at
any given time. Hendrickson (1978) has found that as student’s level of proficiency
increases, they become better equipped to correct their own errors. He also believes that
because the beginners have presumably mastered the foreign language system to a lesser
degree than have advanced learners, their limited linguistic competence is often
insufficient to allow them to locate and find solution to their errors by themselves.
15

Consequently, less advanced students need specific clues about their errors. However,
advanced students are better able to correct their own errors if their teacher indicates
where the errors are. Thirdly, one should be aware of error types and frequencies as well
as an understanding of how these two aspects relate to the students' writing goal. The
teacher should give a higher priority for correction of error that interferes with the
intelligibility of sentences than errors that do not. Similarly, errors stigmatize the writer
from the perspective of native speakers should be among the first corrected. Also, errors
that occur frequently in students' composition should be given more immediate attention
than those that are less frequent.
The last, and possibly the most critical factor in giving corrective feedback, is the
students' attitudes about their nature and correction. The learners’ willingness to use a
foreign language – and to make errors – is one characteristic of a successful language
learner. A student's attitude toward learning involves self-control and self-confidence
whereby the learner can attempt self-expression without feeling threatened by making
errors and being corrected. This statement means that the teacher should be able to create a
healthy learning environment in which students recognize that making errors is, indeed, a
natural phenomenon in learning any new skills, including foreign languages.
In addition to this, a more positive attitude would be to seek information actively
on the correctness and appropriateness of one's efforts to communicate. Such attitude
toward learning from errors should be cultivated by the language teacher. Commonly,
students who show low self-confidence in their ability to express themselves in a foreign
language need a greater of supportive feedback on their errors than do their more
confident peers. Language teachers can help build student self-confidence by focusing on
high priority errors and tolerating less important ones. And, it may be better to give low
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self-confident students more credit for the content of writing (or their ideas) rather than for
the form of their composition.

CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTION
Based on the research findings, it can be concluded that the learners generally
showed positive attitude toward both the teacher’s and the peer’s written corrective
feedback. They even felt challenged or encouraged when their teacher or their peer always
corrected the errors they had made in their writing tasks. More specifically, they indicated

more positive attitude toward direct than toward indirect written corrective feedback.
There was also a strong tendency that the learners expected their most frequent errors in
their writing tasks to be corrected. Next, they preferred their global errors to be corrected
to their local errors. Then they preferred their errors to be corrected by their teacher to
their peer. It is suggested, therefore, that teachers of writing give written corrective
feedback in each composition task they assign to their students by considering: (1) how
students’ errors should be corrected; (2) which students’ errors should be corrected; (3)
when students’ errors should be corrected.; and (4) who should correct students’ errors.
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