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Abstract: Feedback from teacher and peer is doubted by experts to be implemented in 
the students’ writing process because of students’ preference in teacher feedback and 
students’ lack of ability to give feedback. Therefore, the purpose of this study was to 
investigate the implementation of teacher and peer feedback in the eleventh graders of 
SMAN 5 Malang in writing hortatory exposition texts. It is Collaborative Classroom 
Action Research (CAR) and the data were obtained through questionnaires, interview 
guides, observation checklist, field notes, and students’ writing assignments. The results 
showed that the implementation of teacher and peer feedback improved the students’ 
ability in writing hortatory exposition texts especially in the relating thesis statement, 
argument(s), and recommendation into one another. In terms of content, organization, 
language use, and mechanic, there were more than 75% of 32 students that could reach 
score at least 3 (the minimum score). The result also revealed that teacher and peer 
feedback could create students to become critical and independent learners. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 Writing is a process of continuing discovery about what the writers want to put in 

their writing. They usually explore their thoughts so that they finally find out the best 

statements which are appropriate with the topic they have (Langan, 2001). On the other 

hand, Saville-Troike (2006) have an opinion that writing is a productive activity for L2 

learners where they can learn how to communicate with their readers properly. From 

those statements, it can be concluded that writing is a productive skill for L2 learners 

where they can learn about relating ideas or thoughts with the topic they have so that the 

reader can understand the mean of their writing.  

 As a matter of fact, sometimes the writers face some difficulties in stating their 

thoughts or feelings through written language. Those difficulties are also faced by the 

eleventh graders of SMAN 5 Malang when they are assigned to write a certain English 

essay, especially in writing a hortatory exposition. Based on the preliminary study, the 

students could not relate the thesis statement, argument(s), and recommendation as to the 

generic structure of the text. Furthermore, they could not organize the ideas into a correct 

generic structure and put the language features of the text in their writing so their writing 

became ungrammatical. The ungrammatical texts sometimes made the readers unable to 
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get the thoughts or feelings which put in the students’ essays. In doing writing 

assignments, the students also did not seem enthusiastic and they considered that writing 

activity as a boring activity. To overcome the problems, the students need feedback that 

can assist them to write well-covering content, organization, language use, and mechanics.  

 Hill (2007) identifies the important role of feedback in the learning cycle. The cycle 

is similar to plan, do, reflect, and act. In terms of the writing process, feedback is a crucial 

aspect of any writing instruction (Rodliyah, Cahyono, Widiati, & Prayogo, 2017). Chaudron 

(1988) elaborates feedback from teacher’s and learner’s perspectives. He believes that 

perspectives from teacher and learner can help students improve their performance, 

especially in writing activities since it gives information about what is correct or incorrect 

in their performance. In line with Chaudron’s statement, a study conducted by Lestari 

(2008) also reveals that feedback given by teachers and peers can influence the input that 

the learners receive since the more interactions between student-student and student-

teacher occur, the more input the learners receive.  

 In previous studies, some researchers reveal different research findings related to 

teacher and peer feedback. Carnell (2000) and Sheen, et. al. (2009) believe that teacher 

feedback can help students in their revision process since the feedback provides critics 

and bits of advice. Yet, Xiao & Lucking (2008) argue that the implementation of teacher 

feedback could not enhance students’ writing. Meanwhile, in terms of peer feedback, it is 

beneficial for the construction of the writing process (Yang, et al, 2006). However, Choi 

(2013) states that students do not consider themselves qualified to provide useful 

feedback, partly due to their lack of language ability. 

 Concerning the studies above, it can be concluded that teacher feedback and peer 

feedback have their strengths and weaknesses. However, the point is the teacher and peer 

feedback can assist students to make their performance better in writing. Because of the 

reason, this study wants to combine the two feedback to be a guide for students to make 

their writing-related each other and readers can understand the meaning that they put in 

each paragraph. The two feedback is needed by the students because they are able to give 

comments on various aspects of writing, from content to grammar (Park, 2017). It is also 

supported by a research study conducted by Tai, Lin, & Yang (2015). The research finding 

reveals that students in the teacher feedback and peer feedback group demonstrate 

greater improvements than those who receive only teacher feedback in terms of holistic 

writing skills and subscales of content, organization, grammar, mechanics, and style. 

 Since there are many advantages produced by the teacher and peer feedback in 

writing skills, this study aims to investigate the implementation of teacher and peer 

feedback in students’ hortatory exposition texts. In general, this research has one major 

question, how the implementation of teacher and peer feedback can improve the students’ 

ability in terms of content, organization, language use, and mechanics and also students’ 

attention in writing hortatory exposition texts of the eleventh graders of SMAN 5 Malang. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 

Teacher Feedback 

Teacher feedback is teachers' information which can be advice and correction given 

to the learners and those can help them to access knowledge and incorporate that 

knowledge into their written work so the ideas therein are developed to the extent 

expected in academic writing Soles (2007). In line with that, besides advice and correction, 

teacher feedback clarifies goals, gives a sense of direction, identifies mistakes, and 

provides bits of advice. According to Rodliyah et al., (2017), students were motivated to 

read their teacher feedback. Moreover, Widiastuti, et. al., (2019) stated that feedback given 

by the teachers help them improve their presentation. However, in a Teacher Feedback 

situation, students do not feel free to write because they are conscious of the fact that they 

will be read and corrected by the teacher Rachmayani, Rifai, & Rohadi, (2018). On the 

other hand, White et al. (1997, cited in Dean, et. al, 2011) believe that teachers should 

provide students with feedback when they are first learning how to set the learning 

objectives. It is also supported by a research study done by (Tai et al., 2015). He believes 

that teachers could identify students' errors accurately, supply alternative means of 

expression, and identify weaknesses in content. 

Peer Feedback 

 Another feedback that can be used to enhance students’ writing ability is peer 

feedback. Peer feedback is an ongoing process in which peers provide and communicate 

information to students in order to help them confirm, refine, or restructure various kinds 

of knowledge, strategies, and beliefs that are related to the learning objectives Hattie & 

Timperley (2007). It is also supported by a research finding done by Burgess and Head 

(2005). They convey that peer feedback encourages constructive interaction between 

class members and will help them think more critically about their own work. In line with 

that, Cahyono and Widiati (2015) also state that through peer feedback activity, students 

can learn and practice how to read and respond to others’ writing, how to communicate 

their perceptions of the text they have read to the writer, and how to revise their own text 

based on the comments from peers for a better quality writing. However, Saito and Fujita 

(2004) have reported that peer reviewers have limited knowledge, experience, and 

language ability. 

 Furthermore, Carson and Nelson, 1996; Harmer, 2004; Mangelsdorf, 1992; Park, 

2017, and Min, 2005) also believe that the main reasons for unsuccessful peer review are 

misunderstanding the writer’s intentions and receiving ambiguous feedback. Yet, some 

researchers convince the importance of providing training on being a good reviewer to 

raise the quality of peer reviews (e.g., Berg, 1999; Hansen & Liu, 2005; Lam, 2010). In Min 

(2006), peer review training does not only increase comments incorporated in the 

subsequent draft but also enhance the quality of students’ revisions. Besides enhancing 



Putri Lasminiar, Implementation of Teacher and Peer Writing in Writing Hortatory … 
 

128 

the quality of students’ revision, peer feedback also motivate them to write better when 

they found their writing mistakes because they positively thought that the mistakes were 

a normal thing for learners (Rachmayani et al., 2018). Biri (2014) also points out that peer 

feedback improves self-confidence and motivation for lessons. 

 

METHOD 

Collaborative Classroom Action Research (CAR) was used as a research design 

where the researcher acted as the observer and the classroom English teacher conducted 

teaching and learning activities. The researcher used this research design because she 

wanted to assist the teacher to interpret the research implementation made by the 

researcher. It is in line with Lodico, Spaulding, & Voegtle (2006) who believes that 

collaborators can help classroom teacher in the reflections, data collection, and data 

analysis. This research employed two cycles since in the first cycle the research could not 

meet the criteria of success, which is at least 75% of students can reach a score at least 3 in 

terms of content, organization, language use, and mechanics. The subjects of this study 

were 32 eleventh graders of IPS 1 of SMAN 5 Malang. To get the data from the subjects, the 

instruments used are questionnaires, interview guides, observation checklists, filed notes, 

and students' writing assignments. In delivering teacher and peer feedback, the researcher 

used teacher and peer feedback checklists because it was easier and used as a guideline by 

students to make their writing coherent and organized. 

 This study was implemented in two cycles and each cycle consisted of three 

meetings. Each meeting lasted for 90 minutes. Some steps of composing the essay namely 

pre-writing, drafting, and post writing are applied in each cycle. First, the pre-writing 

activity dealt with asking students to make an outline in order to help them organize their 

ideas of their writing into the correct order. Second, drafting activity focused on allowing 

the students to write individually based on the outline they made. And the third is post-

writing included three activities; revising, editing, and publishing. 

 First is revising activity, the teacher and the peer have an opportunity to give 

feedback on the students’ writing by using the checklist. There was a difference between 

revising in cycle 1 and cycle 2. In cycle 1, the students swapped their drafts with their 

friend who sat next to them to be given peer feedback as they finished their drafts while in 

cycle 2, they swapped their drafts with their friend who sat behind them to be given peer 

feedback as they finished their drafts to avoid students' boredom and to get different 

feedback from a different peer. Second is editing activity, the students edited their writing 

assignment based on the feedback. After that, they wrote their final compositions and then 

submitted them to the teacher. And the last is a publishing activity where the teacher asked 

some of the students to read their final composition in front of the class.  
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Results 

 The findings of the action research were obtained from the result of questionnaires, 

interview guide, observation checklist, field notes, and students' writing assignments. To 

know the improvement of the students' ability in writing hortatory exposition texts, the 

mean scores of students' writing in terms of content, organization, language use, and 

mechanics were computed. The mean score of students’ writing in terms of content 

improved from 2.66 in the preliminary study to 2.95 in Cycle 1 and it did not meet the 

criteria of success. On the other hand, the mean score of students' writing in Cycle 2 got 

better. They achieve 3.56 and this result was above the criteria of success of this research. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Fig. 1. The Mean Scores of Students’ Writing in terms of Content 

in Preliminary Study, Cycle 1, and Cycle 2 

 The mean score of students’ writing in terms of organization improved from 2.875 

in the preliminary study to 3.22 in Cycle 1 and it had met the criteria of success. When the 

researcher continued the research to the next cycle, the students' mean score increased as 

it could reach 3.58 in terms of organization. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
  

Fig. 2. The Mean Scores of Students’ Writing in terms of Organization 
in Preliminary Study, Cycle 1, and Cycle 2 

 The mean score of students’ writing in terms of language use improved from 2.78 in 

the preliminary study to 3.14 in Cycle 1 and it had met the criteria of success. When the 
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researcher continued the research to the next cycle, the students’ mean score increased as 

it could reach 3.48 in terms of language use. 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 
Fig. 3. The Mean Scores of Students’ Writing in terms of Language Use 

in Preliminary Study, Cycle 1, and Cycle 2 

 The mean score of students' writing improved from 2.86 in the preliminary study to 

3.125 in Cycle 1 and it had met the criteria of success. When the researcher continued the 

research to the next cycle, the students' mean score increased as it could reach 3.59 in 

terms of mechanics. It means that the students' mean scores in Cycle 2 had better 

improvement than in the preliminary study and Cycle 1.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Fig. 4. The Mean Scores of Students’ Writing in terms of Mechanics 

in Preliminary Study, Cycle 1, and Cycle 2 

 From the analysis in cycle 2, it was found that the results of the students' writing 

were getting improved cycle 1 to cycle 2 and the results also had met the criteria of 

success. There were more than 75% of the students who achieved the score above the 

minimum standard of passing score in terms of content, organization, language use, and 

mechanics although the rest of them still made some mistakes. For example, there were 

fewer mistakes in language use, especially in the use of modals and conjunctions and to 

minimize the students' problem, the teacher gave handouts and exercises. In terms of 

mechanics, there were also fewer mistakes in punctuation, spelling, capitalization, and 

paragraphing. To overcome the problem, the teacher and the student made a discussion 

about how to make students' paragraphs related to one another by reading the two topics 

of hortatory exposition text. By doing the activity, the students can learn the right English 
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spelling and capitalization from the text and apply them in their essays. For the 

punctuation problem, the teacher gave handouts about conjunction along with the 

punctuation as a guideline for the students' essay. Therefore, since both criteria of success 

either in terms of process or the product had been achieved in cycle 2, this study stopped 

the process of implementing teacher and peer feedback to the students in the cycle. 

 The result of the observation checklist and field notes showed that the students' 

attention in the teaching and learning of writing got better from the preliminary study to 

cycle 1 and from cycle 1 to cycle 2. More than 75% of the students participated in the 

teaching and learning of writing such as doing exercises and asking and answering about 

the lessons related to language features of hortatory exposition text. 

 Meanwhile, the result of the students’ questionnaire about their responses to the 

application of teacher and peer feedback can be described as follows. Responding to the 

first question about whether or not the implementation of teacher and peer feedback 

influenced students’ confidence in writing hortatory exposition text, there were 5 students 

(16%) out of 32 students who felt confident, 24 students (75%) who felt that their 

confidence had improved, 2 students (6.25%) said that their confidence was increased a 

little, and 1 student (3.125%) who were not confident in writing hortatory exposition text. 

In brief, the application of teacher and peer feedback in the writing process had increased 

students' confidence.  

 In the second question about whether or not the implementation of teacher 

feedback in the writing process helped students particularly in making students' 

paragraph coherent to one another, it was found out that 15 students (46.875%) stated 

that it helped them very much, 16 students (50%) stated that it helped them and 1 student 

(3.125%) stated that it helped the student a little. 

 In the third question about whether or not the implementation of peer feedback in 

the writing process helped students particularly in making students' paragraph coherent 

to one another, it was found out that 13 students (40.625%) stated that it helped them 

very much, 17 students (53.125%) stated that it helped them and 2 students (6.25%) 

stated that it helped them a little. 

 Responding to the fourth question about students’ motivation after getting teacher 

feedback in their writing, it was found out that 14 students (43.75%) stated that the 

students were greatly motivated to revise their writing after getting teacher feedback, 17 

students (53.125%) were motivated and there was only 1 student (3.125%) who was 

motivated a little bit to revise his/her writing after getting teacher feedback. 

 Responding to the fifth question about students' motivation after getting peer 

feedback in their writing, it was found out that 12 students (37.5%) stated that the 

students were greatly motivated to revise their writing after getting peer feedback, 18 

students (56.25%) were motivated and there were only 2 students (6.25%) who were 

motivated a little bit to revise their writing after getting peer feedback. 
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 In the sixth question about students' opinions related to the importance of the use of 

teacher and peer feedback in the writing process to be developed and applied in the next 

writing activities, there were 14 students (43.75%) stating that it was very important. 17 

students (53.125%) considered that it was important enough and there was only 1 

student (3.125%) considering that it was a little bit important. Indeed, no students 

considered that it was not important to develop or apply teacher and peer feedback in the 

writing process for the next writing activities.  

 Related to the result of the interview with the classroom English teacher about her 

responses to the application of teacher and peer feedback, she said that the 

implementation of the two feedbacks was really useful to help students in connecting 

paragraphs to become a coherent and organized hortatory exposition essay. 

 Regarding the things that might need some improvements in applying the teacher 

and peer feedback, she said that there were some words stated in teacher and peer 

feedback checklists that made students unable to comprehend and the timing of the 

generic structures of hortatory exposition's explanation that the researcher stated in the 

lesson plans was not enough to make students understand about it. However, she said that 

those weaknesses had already been mended in Cycle 2. Because of some improvements 

done by the researcher in Cycle 2, the students understood the methods better and 

became more independent in doing the methods. In the interview, the teacher also said 

that students' participation in the teaching and learning activities was quite good that 

reflected that the application of teacher and peer feedback did not burden them. 

Moreover, related to the students' attention in the teacher's explanation about language 

features of hortatory exposition text and the other learning materials was good. The 

feedback also could make students critical in comprehending suggestions or directions 

that could come from a teacher or peer and it could help them make their writing better. 

She also considered that teacher and peer feedback were not difficult to be applied in 

other classes and different English text types because the procedures were 

understandable.  

 

DISCUSSIONS 

 The present study showed that implementing feedback in the teaching and learning 

of writing had helped students in producing hortatory exposition texts. Through feedback, 

the students could also get inputs and knowledge that made them be better learners. It is 

in line with the statement stated by Dean et al., (2011) which says that feedback can be 

helpful for the students since it gives suggestions and information to the students that can 

help them improve their performance and solidify their understanding of learning 

objective. Learning objectives in the researcher's research study meant that the students 

should understand and apply the generic structures, social function, and language features 

of hortatory exposition text in their essays.  
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 In this study, the teacher used the teacher feedback checklist to provide guidance 

such as putting the advice and a certain pattern or formula for an English lesson. Besides 

the checklist, the teacher made circles on the students' mistakes in their writing. In other 

words, the teacher did not help the students by giving the right answer for their mistake in 

their writing directly but they should think by themselves to correct the mistake. The 

activity is supported by a research study done by Carnell (2000) which says that teacher 

feedback clarifies goals, gives a sense of direction, identifies mistakes, and provides bits of 

advice. The activity also can encourage the students to search for answers actively instead 

of being fed by the teacher’s knowledge Tai et al., (2015). Thus, the feedback given by the 

teacher could create the students to become more independent in the learning activities 

because the feedback asked them to learn by themselves on how they comprehend the 

feedback in their works. 

 Besides getting assistance from teacher feedback, the students could also get 

assistance from peer feedback to help them correct their mistakes of their writing. By 

implementing peer feedback, the students become critical learners for themselves and 

teachers for their friends. Moreover, they could also share their knowledge they had by 

giving suggestions or comments to help their classmates’ writing get better especially in 

relating the generic structures of a hortatory exposition text into one another. In line with 

that, a study conducted by Ting & Qian (2010) also say that peer feedback will make 

students become more critical readers and revisers through reading others’ writing 

critically. In line with the statement, a research study conducted by (Kusumaningrum, 

Cahyono, & Prayogo (2019) stated that responding to peer’s writing can build the critical 

skills that are needed to analyze and revise one’s own writing. This statement is supported 

by B. Y. Cahyono and Widiati (2004) which reveals that students become more critical 

learners and teachers because through peer feedback activity students can learn and 

practice how to read and respond to others' writing, how to communicate their 

perceptions of the text they have read to the writer, and how to revise their own text 

based on the comments from peers for a better quality of their writing. 

 The results of the study show that the implementation of teacher and peer feedback 

has many advantages for the students. Besides creating the students to be critical and 

independent learners, the feedback had also increased the students’ attention in the 

process of writing hortatory exposition essays since they would feel challenged or 

encouraged when their teacher or their peer always corrected the mistakes they made in 

their writing task (Hartono, 2008, cited in  Cahyono, 2010). 

 

CONCLUSION 

 The implementation of teacher and peer feedback is effective to help the students in 

writing hortatory exposition essays, especially in the relating thesis statement, 

argument(s), and recommendation into one another. Moreover, the feedback given by the 
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teacher and peer is also helpful to combine their sentences into coherent paragraphs. 

Teacher and peer feedback is effective and helpful because the feedback placed in the 

checklists could assist students to know their mistakes they made in their writing. As they 

knew their mistakes, they tried to correct it by reviewing the lessons which had been 

explained by the teacher. Besides, by reading the model of hortatory exposition texts, the 

students can learn and comprehend the correct structure and content of the texts in order 

to make their writing get improved. It also helps the students to relate the generic 

structures of the text into one another and combine the sentences into coherent 

paragraphs. It has improved students' scores in writing hortatory exposition essays in 

terms of content, organization, language use, and mechanics. Moreover, it also increased 

the students’ attention in the process of writing hortatory exposition essays. Furthermore, 

the implementation of teacher and peer feedback creates the students to become more 

critical and independent in the teaching and learning of writing. 
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