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Abstrak

Untuk membuat suatu komposisi yang terorganisir dengan baik, siswa membutuhkan bimbingan maupun
umpan balik dari guru mereka. Umpan balik yang diberikan oleh guru dapat berupa umpan balik tertulis
secara langsung. Ketika memberikan umpan balik tersebut, guru harus memperhatikan lima elemen dasar
dalam menulis yaitu konten, organisasi, tata bahasa, pemilihan kata, dan mekanik. Beberapa penelitian
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INTRODUCTION

Writing is the most complex skill since it needs
abilities to organize, generate, and translate the ideas into
readable and understandable text for the readers
(Richards & Renandya, 2002:303). In order to do well in
writing a composition, there are five writing elements
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that should be paid attention to. According to Jacob et al.,
(1981) the five writing elements are content,
organization, language use, vocabulary, and mechanic.
Besides paying attention to the writing elements, Cantony
and Harvey (1987:81) stated that sustainable practices
and proper guidance are needed for the students (as cited
in Rahayu, 2013, p. 2). The sustainable practices mean
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that the students have to practice their writing skill
regularly. Meanwhile, the proper guidance can be in the
form of feedback.
Various definitions of feedback were presented by
the experts and the researchers. Most of them shared a
similar idea and concept related to feedback. Mackey,
Gass, and McDonough (2000) defined feedback as a
mean of expressing opinion on other’s works in order to
produce better results. Meanwhile in an academic
context, Hyland and Hyland (2006) mentioned it as a tool
to develop the learning process and encourage the
students to perform better in their performances. The
students’ performances can be writing or speaking
performances in their native or foreign language.
To support the previous statement, Ha
Timperley (2007) stated that in a learging g
used to bridge the gap betweengha
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t, it is
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classifications; first, feedback Dased ® providers
which are self, peer, teacher, an® puter Assisted
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Language Learning (CALL). It means tjgt f ck
be given by ourselves as the writers, filer casgy’s
from friends, teacher’s feedback in an al c§oniggt, laj

and Computer Assisted Language Learning which is an

application offering umvﬁerss(i“

based on the timing which is delayed and immediate. The
delayed feedback can be given in written works. It is
given after the students submit their compositions.
Meanwhile, the immediate feedback can be given during
spoken performances. Third, based on the methods of
performances which are written and oral. It means that
feedback can be given both in written form and orally to

programs, resources,

the students’ performances. Fourth, feedback based on
the forms which are direct and indirect. In direct
feedback, the teacher shows both errors and the correct
forms explicitly. Meanwhile, indirect feedback only
indicates that an error exists but does not provide the
correction. The last is feedback based on the
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concentrations which are grammatical rules, vocabulary,
mechanics, content, and organization.

Meanwhile, Hattie and Timperley (2007) classified
feedback into two types; corrective and non-corrective
feedback. Corrective feedback is used to find and give a
correction to students’ errors. It can be given orally or
written to the students. On the other hand, non-corrective
feedback is used to motivate the students to do better in
their next tasks and help them to be more confident. In
providing this type of feedback, the teacher is supposed
to give them some motivational words such as “Good”,
“Nice”, “Excellent”.

Based on the classification of corrective and non-
corrective feedback, Ellis (2009) presented six strategies
iding written corrective feedback in students’
tegies are Direct Corrective Feedback,
eedback, Metalinguistic Corrective
of the Feedback, Electronic
lagon. The main focus of this

Corrective Feedback. In
pacher has to provide the
Higectly. This concept is in
that the characteristics
back are not only by
t 4lso providing them the
puage they used. It can
, such as writing the

11 \

of the
e crrogd omitting unnecessary
the missing words or
006; Ellis, 2009).
tidies which pointed out the
c of direct written corrective
eedback 1 riting skill. Chandler (2003:287)
in his experinl® Bludy found that the students were
profuce accurate revisions after receiving the
t written corrective feedback. They also
y enjoyed having this kind of feedback

since it is the easiest and fastest way to revise the errors
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students, especially those with the low level of English
proficiency, since it helps them to find out their mistakes
and the corrections easily.

Bitchener (2008) revealed that the students
significantly improved their vocabulary and language use
after receiving the teacher’s direct written corrective
feedback. According to his study, the students were likely
to be more focused on their grammatical features and
word choice. Farrokhi and Sattarpour (2011) also found
that students who got direct written corrective feedback
were able to write their compositions effectively with
more acceptable grammatical and structures. From the
results of the past studies, direct written corrective
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feedback shows positive effects on students’ Since the results of this study were presented in a long
performances. and detailed description, the most suitable design to be

As stated in the previous studies, most of the students used is qualitative. According to Cohen et al., (2007),
were able to revise and produce better compositions after ~ qualitative is used to describe, interpret, and summarize
receiving the teacher’s feedback. According to Fitzgerald  the existed phenomena. Therefore, this study involved an
(1987:481), revision has a crucial role in the writing existed phenomenon in the writing class of a university
process. By revising the errors in students’ compositions, and presented the results by describing, interpreting, and
they may improve the quality of their final works. It is summarizing in a comprehensive description. Moreover,
supported by Kirszner and Mandell (2008:20) who the data in this study are in the form of words rather than
defined revision as the process of rethinking, rewriting, numbers or statistics. In line with this statement, Ary et
and reevaluating a written work for better performances. al., (2010) mentioned that a qualitative study focuses on
Many experts believed that revising means making any understanding the phenomena by providing rich verbal
changes, whether it is major or minor changes, during the descriptions of the participants rather than numeric
writing process. analysis. Besides, it involved a small number of

Some previous studies had presented the bgg parti§gmants which are only three students. Based on the
providing direct written corrective fee A e, galitative is the most appropriate and
written works. However, none of t i ‘ 0 estigating and describing the existed

students revised their errors after i 1S .

direct written corrective feedjgac; ish study were three English
their errors correctly based putable university in South
not. Moreover, in what T g as the subjects since they
direct written corrective
ise their compositions
e the representatives of
stddent, moderate student,
Ary et al., (2010), a

a

revision was also unclegr.
conducted to find how
the five writing eleme
written corrective feedla

After analyzing the

considerations, a researd “random or purposive
“To what extent are accurate data. Besides,

. . .
compositions based on te N1 Md that qualitative focus

feedback?”. oy pagflcipants than quantitative
Based on the research p%

questions are developed. Th took place in a writing class

are the broken down of the wriling fis; content, of the En¥ Bepartment of a university in South

organization, language use, vocab® and mechanics. Surabaya. Thi P class was chosen since the teacher

As a result, some measurable and obsdlwab estighs| liedAdirect written corrective feedback for the
are formulated as: tul Y
1. To what extent are the students r@isc@e i f]

jon. It consists of three male students and

tudents in their third semester. It is quite

content of their compositions based on the far from the main street. Thus, students’ concentration is

teacher’s direu j eil i ie ? N j IaS m is equipped by some

2. To what exten n ﬂé—tg ﬁgse egoet S dLi) yaan LCD Projector, two

organization of their compositions based on the air conditioners, and four electrical current outlets in each

teacher’s direct written corrective feedback? corner of the room. Due to the setting of the classroom,

3. To what extent are the students able to revise the the teaching-learning process runs effectively and it may
language use of their compositions based on the give positive effects to the results of this study.

teacher’s direct written corrective feedback? In a qualitative study, the main instrument is the

4. To what extent are the students able to revise the researcher him or herself. It is supported by Denzin &
vocabulary of their compositions based on the Lincoln (2003) that the researcher of a qualitative study is

teacher’s direct written corrective feedback? considered as the instrument. It means that the data are
5. To what extent are the students able to revise the observed, analyzed, and interpreted through this human
mechanic of their compositions based on the instrument. Hammersley and Atkinson (1995) also
teacher’s direct written corrective feedback? mentioned that as the main instrument, the researcher acts

as an active respondent during the research process (as
RESEARCH METHODS
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cited in Pezalla & Pettigrew, 2012). As a result, the found in the good student’s composition. In her opening

researcher here is the key instrument of this study. sentence, the good student wrote “A house is a very
There are two kinds of data in this study. First, the important thing in our life. We need a house as a shelter
main data are the students’ second drafts and final drafts. and a place to do our daily activities”. Then, it was

These drafts are in the form of electronic drafts since the commented by the teacher “This opening sentence sounds
teacher asked them to type their works in Microsoft Word. too typical. Try to make it more appealing — Have you
However, if the main data are not sufficient, the ever found a fascinating...house?”. From the teacher’s
supporting data which are the teacher’s and the students’ comment, it can be inferred that she asked the good
oral statements are used for clarification. In line with the student to change her opening sentence since it is too
data, the source of the main data is the students’ drafts common for a descriptive text.

(students’ second drafts which contain the teacher’s Picture 1. Good Student’s First Paragraph in the

feedback and students’ final drafts). Meanwhile, the
source of the supporting data are the three students and the
writing teacher.

The data in this study were collected in two g
ways. The researcher copied the studgnts’
final drafts from the teacher. The ey

A house is a very important thing in our life. We need a
house as a shelter and a place to do our daily activities. It is
no wonder why we want to have a house that feels like
home. It is even better if we can have not only a comfortable,
but also a luxurious house that is located in a good location.
The house in the picture above falls into those categories.
The house is worth purchasing because of its strategic

through observation (studying, a ng I location, grand exterior, and appealing interior.

the compositions deeply). Agco

Knipe (2006), data collectigiilited ~ itati coll Draft

study can be done by q i ] i Whe sentence, the good student

e, teacher’s feedback. She
k to grab the readers’

documents or texts. Me
obtained through the s
three students and one : ne suitable quotation

In analyzing the dda, ogopher named Gaston

Ary et al., (2010:48 i % (c/ ouse shelteply-dreaming, the house

organizing, coding and ‘ pte 4 allows one to dream in

representing. Firstly, thqamain clal pce”’ PO cnino SCMCliced As a result, she deleted
on the five research quest ult, previolio d changed it by using the
classifications; content, \ynigaiad X SUOtati P g

vocabulary, and mechanic. USin on, the good student also

data such as students’ revisyas = g S i ences of her first paragraph
indirect or non-corrective feedhack Mtomatically and added ¢ sentence. The changes in the
reduced. Then, the third step wa Yzing students’ supporting se vere done to avoid irrelevant ideas.
compositions. It was done by obsefying@(%udyige,| ile, athe use of an interrogative sentence such as
analyzing, and evaluating) their compofiition 0 - a with those qualities exist in Bandung?”
see how they revised them. Whether tHig ifibn Vsl Was to interactive to the readers.

based on the teacher’s direct written corrective feedback i -
According to a French philosopher named Gaston

or not. During the analunivtéfs‘i[ta‘xzme Bachelard, “The house shelters day-dreaming, the
enough to answer the 1 house protects the dreamer, the house allows one to
data were also used. Finally, the last step was reporting dream in peace”. In addition, a house can also be
more beneficial if its ambiance can enhance its

occupant’s enjoyment. Does a house with those
qualities exist in Bandung? Yes, the house in the

the results of the analysis which were presented in chapter
4. The results and the discussions in chapter 4 are written

descriptively to answer the five research questions. picture above does. Going to Jalan Basuki Rahmad,
we will find a magnificent house that is located in a
RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS strategic location, has an exquisite exterior, and

appealing interior.

RESULTS . . -
Picture 2. Good Student’s First Paragraph in Final

Student’s Revision in terms of the Content Based on Draft (Revised Draft)

Teacher’s Direct Written Corrective Feedback From the good student’s revision, it can be concluded

The student’s revision in terms of the content based on that she had her own ways to revise her opening sentence
the teacher’s direct written corrective feedback was only and the whole first paragraph. First, she changed her
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opening sentence to be more interesting. Second, she tried In conclusion, the students’ revisions in terms of the
to make relevant ideas by restructuring the supporting organization were not found in this study since the
sentences. Third, she also added an interrogative sentence teacher did not give direct written corrective feedback
in her revision to be more interactive with the readers. related to the organization. However, the teacher
provided summative comments at the end of the students’

Students’ Revisions in terms of the Organization .
compositions.

Based on Teacher’s Direct Written Corrective
Feedback Students’ Revisions in terms of the Language Use

Unfortunately, this study was not able to show the Based on Teacher’s Direct Written Corrective
students’ revisions in terms of the organization. It is  Feedback
because none of the subjects in this study had the In the good student’s composition, three teacher’s
teacher’s direct written corrective feedback related to direct written corrective feedback were found. First, the
organization. However, the teacher’s summative good student made an error in her sentence “That is why
comments related to the organization were found at the
end of the students’ compositions.

In the good student’s second draft, the te

. we would not need to panic much if we or our relatives
werngigot well. ”. Then, the teacher commented “SPOKEN
n case of emergency, we will reach the

“You have a very nice organizati ¥ j j . tead of revising it like what the
essay. Also, I see no serious probl. d student chose to combine the
of content. Congratulation oy a !, ’ her own words. As a result, she
good student was able to shg
of ideas and her composit ‘ i ospital”.

structure. Start from the idd rote a sentence “The white

the house), the descriptifin § i 1 . b glhits lush landscaping and

case of emergency, we will

interior, and the cond as commented by the
ds more specific, change
sentence. She also brid o i / Uil Bio House”. Instead of
the appropriate transitio i teacher’s feedback, the

In the moderate st J4Besides its location, the

sentences were logic g

wrote “Organization —
problem”. The moderate
on the generic structure. arne xquisite” to have a better

paragraph, she talked m
(introduction) of the house. ThCHESHT cg d the neX¥ Third, Y, t wrote an incorrect structure

paragraph with the details descri¥
the house, the exterior, and the interior
wrote a conclusion in the last paragra
ideas were not as fluent as the good stugnt.
her organization was at a lower level
student. based oa thespicture ofgthe house. As a result, she revised

In the poor studenusnw@rgaittaaeswp}e eridurabaya: i s i

“Make sure that your supporting sentences are actually eparates the garden, we can the beautiful plants on

thing that will make us
gndscaping and European

¢ location of “When pass be able to enjoy the view of the

he i/ gargden on our both left and right sides.”. 1t was
ente@@irectly by the teacher “When passing it”.
Howe

s t, ad of copying the teacher’s explicit
the good > the gOod student tried to make a clear sentence

doing their job — supporting the topic sentences. Make our both left and right sides”.

sure that your topic sentences are relevant with your Three revisions in terms of language use were also
supporting sentences (that they are in line and not out of  found in the moderate student’s composition. First, the
topic)”. From the teacher’s summative comment, it can moderate student had a problem in the parallel
be inferred that the poor student had irrelevant ideas construction. She wrote a sentence “Most people will say
between the topic and the supporting sentences. In other that their ideal should be big, luxury, and located in the
words, her supporting sentences did not support the  good place”. The teacher then commented “Problem in
whole paragraph. Thus, the organization of the poor  Parallel Construction — Adj, Adj, and Adj. Big, luxurious,
student was indeed poor because of the non-fluent and  and located”. After receiving the teacher’s feedback, the
disconnected ideas, the irrelevant topic sentence with the moderate student correctly revised her error into “Most
supporting sentence, and lack of logical sequencing. people say that their ideal should be big, luxurious, and

located in the good place”.
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Second, the moderate student used an incorrect article Students’ Revisions in terms of the Vocabulary Based
in her sentence “Emerald house is defined as the good  on Teacher’s Direct Written Corrective Feedback
house because of its location, exterior design, and interior
design”. Then, the teacher directly commented “article —
a”’. However, the moderate student did not revise her
second error. She kept on using the article “zhe” in the
revision”. She only restructured the sentence with similar

The students’ revisions in terms of the vocabulary
were found in the moderate and poor students’
compositions. The moderate student revised only one
error in terms of the vocabulary. Meanwhile, the poor
student had two revisions since she made two errors in the
vocabulary.

The moderate student used informal conjunction “so”
to show a result or consequence in the sentence “So, it’s

ideas. According to the interview, she did not know that
the use of the article is different. As a result, she
incorrectly revised her second grammatical error.

Third, th t t t i t
ird, the moderate student produced incorrec obvious that Emerald House has the good location which

sentence structure as in “By looking how nice the interior . o
Y g is very strategic”. Then, the teacher commented, “Word

is, people will feel comfort with the condition”. It was
commented by the teacher “Sentence Structure — By
looking at”. After receiving the teacher’s feedpaglf the
moderate student revised her sentence j j

Choice — choose a more academic conjunction. Therefore,
as &gresult, consequently, or other”. Even though the
ad provided some examples of the more
ion, the moderate student used “Thus”

how nice the interior is, people . .
tually does not matter since its

House” is the real ideal house
dreamed before”. From the gvi
she followed the teacher’
sentence to get a better idea

Unlike the others, thg |
in terms of the languagqilise
written corrective feedba
sentence “Despite, if thg

a result or cause-effect. It means
dgt knew how to use the
receiving the teacher’s
tion, she also changed the
a result, she revised her
ld House’ has the good

t4e poor student had two
e poor student wrote
POgl which contains water.

architecture (exterior interior) _as
dreaming house”. The

2 A

like the house in thogiclires

, “A that thi
teacher’s feedback, the pd re you sure tar s

. « 00J?”. It can be inferred that
into “Moreover, they muNgmsa b . .

d “waterpool” exists in
c teacher’s feedback, the poor

Odent (8 g it into “In the bottom of the

their ideal house just like th®
the revision, it can be seen th
feedback and changed her trapsitios )
stairs, we
sentence. e

is
Second, the poor student wrote, “Tkere @i fu! .
plants, some of trees, and white flowersg H e y
W, conjUKi
teacher asked her to refer to the house “ir Ny’ . 3 . ”
. & it ®every time there”. The teacher also
Instead of following what the teacher asked, the poor “ . . .
commented,, “Always prefer the more formal conjunction
i ot v iU ETSIEAS Negert
better content. Based o 1 eg:ﬁ!:! i elx‘!’!aes s g A g
this teacher’s feedback since she was too focused on the P
other feedback. As a result, she changed her sentence into

vell as her till pool that has many kinds of

e poor student also used the informal
” in her sentence “So we can swim freely

conjunction such as “as
a result” or “therefore”, the poor student did not revise it
and kept on writing “so” in her revision. Based on the
interview, the poor student was familiar with it. As a
result, she always uses it during the speaking or writing
task in the course. Because of this reason, she kept on
using the informal conjunction in her revision “So it

“We can take a walk around there and enjoy the freshness
of air, because this house many greenery such as trees,
flowers, and beautiful landscaping”.

To conclude this results, the good student did not
revise her errors based on the teacher"s feédback. doesn’t matter if we feel hungry in the middle night”.
However, she had her own ways and considerations to
revise her errors correctly. Meanwhile, the moderate and
poor students sometimes revised their errors based on the
teacher’s feedback when they noticed it. When they did
not pay attention to the teacher’s feedback, they revised
their errors by using their own sentences.

In terms of the vocabulary, the moderate student was
able to revise her error correctly based on the teacher’s
feedback. On the other hand, the poor student was not
able to revise her errors correctly and kept producing
inappropriate vocabulary.
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Students’ Revisions in terms of the Mechanic Based on directly since she had her own ways and ideas to revise
Teacher’s Direct Written Corrective Feedback her content. It means that she did not take the teacher’s
feedback for granted. Moreover, based on the interview,
she wanted to use her own ideas in her composition. As a
result, even though the teacher had provided the complete
example of an opening sentence, the good student did not
use it. This reason was supported by Leki (1990) who

The students’ revisions in terms of the mechanic were
found in the moderate and poor students’ compositions.
Each of them had one error in terms of the mechanic. The
moderate student had a little problem with a contraction.

Meanwhile, the poor student had a serious problem with . . o
mentioned that students did not like it when the teacher

interferes and controls their ideas (as cited in Zhan, 2016).
In short, the good student in this study tried to have her
own ideas for her composition.
Besides the good student’s revision, the teacher’s
reason in only providing one content feedback was also
‘discussed. In this study, the teacher claimed that content is
not \mmposed to be given directly since it will ruin
their compositions. Moreover, she tried
with the complete sentences. It is
& Beasley (2010) that teachers
edback in the content since it is
tefid constructive forms. As a
y only provided one direct
ent’s composition.
eacher’s reasons for not
ctive feedback in terms
dents’ compositions.
ficult and meaningless
their organization since

spelling.

In the moderate student’s second draft, she wrote “It’s
obvious that Citraland is the place for the luxury houses”.
It can be seen that “it’s” was in a contraction form. Then,
the teacher directly commented “ir is”. Since the
moderate student got an oral explanation from the teacher,

she was able to revise it correctly into “It is obviouggthat

Citraland is the place for the luxurious house,
so many people want to live there”.
contraction, the moderate student
support her previous idea.

Meanwhile, in the poorgktu
wrote the word “can not” fa
the most comfortable placd
far away from their h
teacher directly com
explanation. However, t
and kept on writing “c
the interview, she did ¥
since she paid a lot of ai

feedback. Moreover, sh full sentences. In the

. mposes the essay instead
“can not” in the past. Aga t P Y

. .. e gave them summative
separately in her revisio

L . i , 2d O cdback. This result is in line
activities and gather with our I8 o

. . . teacher can give summative
it can be seen that she still had Prcig senterns .

comments W e wriften at the end of the composition
structure.

. to show the WoNE®Secs, strengths, and suggested goals
From these results, it can be concluded that the & &8 &

. )y ubsgljuent writing. In short, the teacher decided to
moderate student correctly revised her efllor n . .
, r t comments instead of direct feedback to
teacher’s feedback. In contrast, the pooflistu . . , .
. . . \4 in students’ compositions.
revise her error and end up producing m of% in

The third discussion is about the students’ revisions in
sentence.

mseessons UNIVErsitas NegeriStrabayd i o

suggested. However, she was able to make a good
revision and development in her composition. Meanwhile,
the moderate student tends to revise her errors based on
the teacher’s direct written corrective feedback. As a
result, she correctly revised two of her grammatical errors.
The problem came from the poor student since she did not
notice the teacher’s feedback and still produced some

There are five discussions in this study. First, the
discussion related to the student’s revision in terms of the
content and the teacher’s reason in providing only one
content feedback. Second, the discussion about the
teacher’s reasons for providing summative comments in
students’ compositions. The third and fourth are the

discussions related to the students’ revision in terms of ) o , A
errors in her revision. The poor student’s case is in line

with Parwati (2017) that carelessness in learning happens
when the students have no desire to learn another
language and ignore the feedback from other people. In
other words, the poor student in this study showed

language use and vocabulary. The last is the discussion
about the students’ revision in terms of the mechanic.

The first discussion is the good student’s revision in
terms of the content. From the result of this study, the
good student did not use and copy the teacher’s feedback

71



RETAIN. Volume 7 Nomor 1 Tahun 2019, (71-79)

carelessness in learning since she did not pay attention to Suggestions
the teacher’s feedback in revising her errors. Based on the results of the study, some suggestions
The fourth discussion is related to moderate and poor  were made for the teachers and future researchers. For the
students’ revisions in terms of vocabulary. The moderate teachers, it will be better and more effective when the
student had no problem in revising her error. Based on the students are provided with the concrete feedback as well
result, she was able to change her informal conjunction as the explanation. A clear explanation is needed so that
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suggested. On the other hand, the poor student did not granted. Besides, more content and organization feedback
revise her errors and end up producing the same errors in are needed since they are considered as difficult writing

her revision. Based on the result, the poor student also elements. By providing content and organization

used informal conjunction “so” in her composition. feedback, the students will be able to produce better and
However, she did not revise it into the formal one like acceptable compositions.
what the teacher asked her. Besides, she also showed For future researchers who want to a conduct similar

negative transfer since she carried her native language to study, it is suggested to focus on the content and
produce another language. It can be seen when orgaNgmgtion aspect. They are rarely discussed since they
student used the awkward word “watergool level of difficulty than grammar,
swimming pool or fishpond. It is in @l w; anics. Moreover, this study cannot
and Parwati (2017) that interling ksions in terms of the organization
the students are influenced bt itten corrective feedback was
form the word in the target [@liou ' oreat progress if the future
student was not able to pro i [Using the other types of
her composition. s jare welcomed to make
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