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Abstract 

 This research was aimed to probe and verify the impact of direct WCF 

on students' writing ability. The design of this research was quasi-

experimental wherein there was no randomization in sampling. The 

samples in this research were taken from the 50 students of MA 

Khairudin in academic year 2019/2020 consists of two classes. The 

method used in collecting and analyzing data is writing test in form of 

picture sequence. The data analyzed by using descriptive statistic. The 

result revealed that direct WCF affect significantly on students' writing 

ability showed by the Z-score -5.525, Sig .000 < .05, and the Mean in 

Gain-score for experimental and control group 59.3240 and 19.0755 with 

the Mean difference 40.24849. Thus, it could be concluded that, 

statistically there was significant difference in effectiveness among direct 

WCF and conventional learning.  
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INTRODUCTION  

The necessary and type of teacher written feedback about student writing has always 

been a hottest and challenging topic to enhance student writing fluency. Until now, the 

research findings were different and conflicting. Although the results of the study raise 

several questions about the efficacy of teacher written feedback, we cannot deny the fact that 

students need feedback and the teachers should establish it (Wen, 2013) 

The usefulness of WCF has become adebated issue in the field of(SLA) and 

(L2)writing (Bitchener & Ferris, 2012; Ene & Kosobucki, 2016). The impact of WCF 

become a controversial issue, commenced by Truscott (1996) who has claim WCF is not 

beneficial and contradicted by Ferris (2006), and accompanied byChandler (2009),had been 

continuing to attract the atention of researchers in in the field of SLA and L2 writing about 

the impact of WCF. On the other hand, in line with Truscott’s statement, Mubarack, (2013) 

revealed that WCF has less of benefit in icreasing the accuracy of student writing.  

On the other hand, Kang and Han, (2015) demonstrated that WCF can enrich the 

accuracy of grammar in  a second language (L2) writing, but its efficacy is mediated by a 

number of variables,consist of students’ proficiency, setting,and the kind of writing 

assignments. In addition, although WCF is still a divisive problem between researchers, it is 

an essential learning strategy, and cannot abandoned to assist second language (L2) learners 

in increasing their language ability (Diab, 2015). In addition,the result of other study based 

on the investigation showed that written corrective feedback can help students obtaine 

grammatical features (Stefanou & Revesz, 2015). 

Additionally, there are large number of studies about direct feedback revealed that 

direct WCF can improve students' grammatical accuracy (Jamalinesari, et al, 2015;  
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Khanlarzadeh & Nemati,2016). Similarly, Kahlayar (2016) revealed that WCF has a positive 

impact and significantly increase students' ability in writing. 
Refers to gap of the controversial and debated issue in terms of the efficacy of WCF by 

several studies above and to advance explore the error corrective feedback issue, the 

researcher has a desire to discovers  the effectivenes of direct WCF on students' writing 

ability focuses on descriptive writing at second grade students of MA Khairudin 

Gondanglegi. 
Responding to the studies which led to uncertainty about the usefulness of WCF, this 

present study was conducted to investigate and verify the effect of WCF that become a 

debated issue in the large of researchers. This research then attempted to answer the research 

questions: 

1) Do the students who are taught using direct WCF achieve better in writing than those who 

are taught using conventional learning? 

2) To what extent does the use of direct written corrective feedback affect the eleventh grade 

students' writing ability?  

METHODOLOGY 

Design 

This current study is aim to probe and verify the effect of direct WCF and to assure 

the extent to which direct WCF affect the accuracy of students' writing. The design of this 

research was quasi experimental design. There was one experimental group and control 

group. The experimental group was obtained direct written corrective feedback and control 

group was gained conventional learning. In the design of this study there was no 

randomization in terms of sampling. In quasi-experimental design, that can only select or 

assign randomly to two classes is the treatments (Charles, C.M., 1995, cited in Latief, 2016, 

p. 96). 

Participants 

The population in this research was the whole classes of second grade students of MA 

Khairudin. The subject of this study was the second grade students. Then, this research carry 

out 50 students in two classes as subject which is determined without their achievement or 

not random assignment. The classes meet twice a week with 90 minutes duration for each 

class wherein one of them obtain treatment(direct WCF) and the other is gain no feedback 

(conventional learning). 

Instruments and Scoring 

The instrument used in collecting data was writing test. Each writing task contained 

different topics and different methods of development. The instrument is in form of picture 

description (adopted from Brown, 1999). Further, the test  that applied to the students of the 

two groups included pretest and posttest. The pretest is conducted to measure the level of 

students' ability in writing before treatment given and the posttest is to know the effect of 

direct WCF. Further, the dominant structure assessed in the writing test are intended to be 

same. 

All essays are assessed by two competent assessors to maintain score reliability. The 

scoring rubric was adopted by Brown (2007) that covers several aspects such as content, 

organization, vocabulary, language usage, and mechanics 

Procedure 
The process of data collection in this research included three sessions, namely 

pretest, treatment, and posttest. To examines the effect of WCF in this study, the relative 

effectiveness of direct WCF was assessed 1-month period, a pretest applied at the beginning 

and posttest after the treatment process conducted. 



Learners receive two phases of instruction a week. There was no randomly assign in 

determine sample for the both groups. Further, to compares the mean score from the writing 

tests between experimental and control group, Independent t-test was employed to evaluate 

the data. 

 

 

DATA ANALYSIS 

To discover the answer of the research problem, the data was gathered and analyzed 

quantitatively. First, descriptive statistic of data was checked. After knowing the data of each 

group, the researcher analyzed the normality and homogeneity of data to fulfill the 

assumption. The descriptive statistic of the data was displayed below: 

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics 

 
N Min Max Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Pretest_Experiment 25 41 66 56.64 6.538 

Pretest_Control 25 45 66 57.24 5.262 

Posttest_Experiment 25 71 90 82.40 4.717 

Posttest_Control 25 58 83 65.60 8.098 

Valid N (listwise) 50     

Table 1 above appeared that in the pre-test, the number of sample in experimental 

class is 25, min and max score is 41 and 66, mean 56.64, and the standard deviation 6.538. 

Whereas, in the control class, number of sample is 25, min score is 45, max score 66, 57.24 in 

the mean score, and 5.262 in standard deviation. Further, for posttest, the number of sample 

for experimental class is 25, the min score is 71, max score is 90, the mean score 82.40, and 

the standard deviation is 4.717. While in the control class, the sample is 25, min and max 

score is 58 and 83, the mean is 65.60 and 8.098 in standard deviation. 

Table 2. Tests of Normality 

 Class Kolmogorov-Smirnov
a
 

  Df                    Sig. 

 
Pre-Experiment                 25                   .064 

Pre-Control                       25                   .256 

Score  Post-Experiment               25                   .004 

 Post-Control                      25                   .298 

 

Table 2 above appeared the value of significance for experimental and control group 

in Kolmogorov-Smirnov test in pretest was 0.064 and 0.256. Further, the sig. value of post-

test for experimental group is 0.004 and 0.298 in control group. Therefore, refers to the 

significance value above, it could be outlined that the data for pretest experiment and control, 

and posttest control has significance score highest than 0,05 while posttest experiment has 

significance value lowest than 0,05. Thus, it can be outlined that the data in pretest and 

posttest control was normal while in post-test experiment was turned out to be normally. 



Table 3. Homogeneity Variance with Levene’s Test 

                              Levene Statistic          df1            df2         Sig. 

Pre-test                            3.017                   1              48         .089 

Post-test                         10.700                   1              48         .002 

Referring to the table 3 illustrates the sig. value for pre-test 0.089 and post-test is 

0.002. Furthermore, since the Sig. value for pretest was more than 0.05, the assumption of 

homogeneity has been reached. Otherwise, because value of Significance in posttest is less 

than .05, the assumption has not fulfilled. It means that the data in pre-test has similar 

variance with the Sig. 0.089 > 0.05 while data in post-test was not same in variance because 

the significance value less than level of significance 0,002 < 0, 05. 

                       Table 4. Independent of Pretest   

 Levene's Test 

for Equality 

of Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 
 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Differene 

Std.Error 

Difference 

95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower Upper 

Score 

Equal variances 

assumed 
3.017 .089 1.090 48 .281 2.140 1.962 -1.806 6.086 

Equal variances 

not assumed 

  
1.090  45.279 .281 2.140 1.962 -1.812 6.092 

Refers to the result of analysis above, it could be seen that the score F 3.017, score of 

Sig 0.089, t score is 1.090, score of df for equality of means is 48, and score of significant (2-

tailed) is 281. Thus, it can be assumed that statistically there was no significantly difference 

betweenthe both groups on the pre-test F=3.017, Sig value 0.281 > 0.05. Hence, we can now 

continue with the analysis and ensure that if there are differences between the groups caused 

by treatment. 

 

Table 5. Analysis of Post-test Score 
Ranks  

 Class N 
Mean 

Rank 
Z 

Asymp. Sig. 

(2-tailed) 

Post-test_Score 

Post-Experiment 25 36.68 -5.525 .000 

Post-Control 25 14.32   

Total 50    
 

Table 5 above presented the result of posttest analysis for the two groups. With 

regarding to research question whether there is difference significantly amongst experimental 

and control group on students' writing ability, a close study of table above appeared Mean of 

the two groups were 36.68 and 14.32, the Z score is -5.525 and the significant (2-tailed) is 

0.000. Afterwards, based on the significant value (2-tailed), it could be assumed that that 

score was less than level of significance 0.000 < 0.050. 

In line with the value, which was the mean Rank, the Z score, and the sig. value less 

than level of significance indicated that post-test result amongst the both groups were 



different. Thus, refers to theresult of analysis as displayed in the table above, it can be 

conclude that the score obtained by the students in treatment group have increased 

significantly after they were given treatment. 

 

 

Table 6. The summary of Gain score Analysis 

Group Statistics    

 
Class N Mean Min Max 

Mean 

Difference 

Sig (2-

tailed) 

NGain_Percent 
Experiment 25 59.3240 40.48 71.43 40.24849 .000 

Control 25 19.0755 5.88 56.41   

Table 4.8 of Gain score analysis above presents Mean Gain-percent for experimental 

group is 59.3240 (59.32%), Min score 40.48, and 71.43 in Max score. Further, for the control 

group, Mean Gain-percent is 19.0755 (19.07%), Min score 5.88, and Max score is 56.41. 

Further, the Mean difference is 40.24849 and Sig (2-tailed)0.000. Then, refers to the table of 

category for effectiveness Gain-Score (%), it can be assumed that direct WCF method has 

significant impact on students' ability inwriting. Thus, based on the Mean Gain-percent, the 

Mean difference and the Sig. value .000>0.05 as displayed above, it can be concluded that 

descriptively there is difference significantly in effectiveness amongst the use of direct WCF 

method with conventional learning method in improving second grade students' ability in 

writing. 

DISCUSSION 

As stated in the previous part, this current study conducted to probe and to verify  

direct WCF effect on ability in writing and to what extent the use of direct WCF increases the 

eleventh grade students' writing ability of MA Khairudin. The usefulness of direct WCF was 

assured by pretest-posttest design. Further, after the data has been completed collected and 

anayzed , it was indicated that there is positive effect in employing direct WCF on students' 

writing accuracy. In sum, the provision of direct WCF in treatment group could increase the 

writing significantly. The researcher sure and believes that direct WCF is a suitable approach 

with students' mastery in writing descriptive text. By applying this method, the students could 

learn from the errors that they had done by looking at the appropriate answer form of errors. 

Consistent with this study, Sheen (2007) noted direct WCF could be a precise method in 

teaching writing including grammatical improvement.  In addition, Sadat, et al (2015) who 

stated that direct WCF has a positive impact on writing including grammatical features. 

CONCLUSION 

The current experimental study conducted to discover and to verify the effect of 

providing direct WCF on 50 second grade students' writings over time through a pretest and 

posttest. The language structure involved in this study related to content, organization, 

appropriate use of grammar simple present tense verb, vocabulary, and mechanics. Overall, 

the result showed that the provision of direct WCF contributes positively to students' writing 

accuracy since the direct WCF could bring the writing improvement. 

In sum, as displayed above, it seems clear that the mean of the direct WCF is higher 

than in the control group. The comparison Mean score for posttest and for Gainscore amongst 

experimental and control group was different significantly as showed in the Z score 5.525 

with sig. value 0.000 < 0.05 in the posttest analysis and Mean score 59.3240 for experimental 



group, 19.0755 in control group with Mean difference 40.24849 in Gain score analysis. 

Therefore, it could be concluded that the students in treatment group that acquire direct WCF 

had achievement in writing better than those who were obtained conventional learning. 

In this case, as an implication of pedagogy, it is suggested to English teachers to apply 

this approach or method in teaching writing especially in correcting students' errors. 

Moreover,to further researchers, hoped to conduct the similar research by apply direct written 

corrective feedback for other types of writing and perhaps for other levels. Additionally, this 

finding can be used as additional reference in conducting advanced research in writing 

descriptive paragraph that emphasized on other types of feedback.  
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