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Abstract 

Corrective feedback (CF) is a practice which commonly happens in education field, 

where the learner elicits the comment from the teacher or their classmates. One of 

the most interesting feedbacks in this era to be applied in teaching English is 

“Computer-Mediated Corrective Feedback”. It is a comment, symbol, or 

information to the learners or students regarding linguistic errors they make in 

students’ work by using computer (MS.Word). Using experimental design with t-

test, this research is aimed to investigate whether the students who got CMC 

feedback in writing descriptive text have better  achievement than those who got  

traditional feedback (handwriting feedback). 58 of XI graders of Madrasah Aliyah 

Negeri 2 Pamekasan involved in this study. The test in the form of writing 

descriptive text is distributed to the students to know the effect of CMC feedback. 

The data collected is computed by using SPSS version 20.The result shows that 

there was a different writing achievement between the students who got CMC 

feedback and traditional feedback. The students who received CMC feedback have 

better achievement than those who received traditional feedback (handwriting 

feedback). It means that CMC feedback is more efficient than handwriting feedback 

in writing descriptive text. It was proved from the t value computation which was 

higher than t-value in t-table. T-value was 5.964 and t-value in t-table was 2.004. It 

indicates that the students who receive CMC feedback treatment have better 

achievement in writing descriptive text than those who received traditional 

feedback (handwriting feedback). 

 

Keywords: Computer-mediated corrective (CMC) feedback, traditional 

feedback, writing performance, descriptive text. 

 

 

Writing is an activity which stimulates learners to think creatively by providing their idea 

composed in a composition of writing. It aims delivers writer’s idea to the readers which 

means building communication. Therefore, a writer should be able to organise their 

compositions well because their compositions will influence the understanding of the 

readers. Otherwise, the readers will miscommunication toward the writing.  

In teaching learning process, students sometimes make errors in writing that lead 

the readers to confusion to understand what the composition actually means. Therefore, the 

educators have a prominent role to guide the students. One of the way to stimulate the 

students’ writing better is corrective feedback. It has been widely utilized in teaching 

learning process. It aims to enhance the ability of students by providing feedback to correct 

the students’ error in English language and learning teaching. The students will learn and 

improve their knowledge through the teachers’ feedback. It can be positive or negative 

(Elis, 2009:3). It can be positive if the student can response the teacher’s feedback well, on 

contrary, it will be negative when the student cannot understand the teacher’s feedback so 

that the students cannot correct the error. Usually, different teacher will have a different 
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way to provide the feedback among the learners. It depends on the level, skill and situation 

in the class. 

Furthermore, CF is aimed  to examine the success or the failure of students’ 

performance. The students can know that their performance is acceptable or not by 

utilizing feedback. There are many forms of feedback, such as: verbal-nonverbal, positive-

negative, and neutral feedback. However, feedback includes both oral and written 

feedback..  

In this research, the researcher focuses on written feedback by utilizing technology 

to correct the students’ errors in Senior High School level. A common problem of language 

educators at Senior High School Level is that some students cannot write accurately 

although they have studied English for many years. The writing problems are punctuation, 

spelling, capitalisation, appropriateness of vocabulary, coherence, cohesion, and so forth. 

Therefore, the teacher can help them by providing feedback.  

To make students’ writing better, the educators require something new, such as 

computer-mediated corrective feedback.  This strategy becomes alternative way to correct 

the students’ errors in writing. The researcher also considers that utilizing technology is the 

effective way in educational institutions because of the expansion of period.   

In this case, the researcher chooses using computer-mediated corrective feedback in 

Madrasah Aliyah Negeri 2 Pamekasan. It is used as the object because (1) the teacher does 

not applied CMC feedback in teaching and learning activities, 2) it based on the 

preliminary studies between teacher and researcher, the teacher explains that the students’ 

writing score lower than another skill. 

One of the scopes of the study of English in Senior High School is to know and to 

create kinds texts in the form of descriptive, recount, narrative, procedure (Deodiknas, 

2006). In this research, descriptive text is chosen as the focus of study because it often 

appears in the final examination (UN) and it can be implemented by computer mediated 

corrective feedback because it can be imagined easily.  

CMC feedback is expected as a solution to practice to correct the students’ works. 

It also supports the students to study harder. In this study, the researcher predicts that CMC 

feedback produce better writing than those who receive traditional feedback. 

The researcher uses Microsoft word 2007 as a device to give feedback. There are 3 

types of corrective feedback which are used: recast, track changes and metalinguistic. 

Track change is a correction that can be utilized, both implicitly and explicitly. It is based 

on the correction of the mistake where the program streaks the wrong form by using a 

diffrent colour. Recast is a feedback using compuer-mediated method. The error is always 

changed with the correct one without providing implicit manner about the error. The last is 

metalinguistic. It is a feedback in computer-mediated by providing implicit information or 

comment about the error without correcting directly. 

In the strategy using CMC feedback, the students study all about descriptive text, 

such as: definition, characteristics, generic structure, and so forth. Then, the researcher 

gives some tasks to measure their understanding about descriptive text. Then, the students 

are instructed to write by using laptop. Moreover, the researcher gives a chance to ask 

question before the students write the descriptive text. The students are given 40 minutes to 

write about specific topic while the researcher observes them. After 40 minutes left, the 

students should save their writing and submitted to the researcher. In the next meeting, the 

researcher gives feedback by using CMC feedback (track changes, recast and 

metalinguistic). It aims to correct the students’ writing. Then, the researcher shows all 

students’ error by using LCD and conducts the class discussion. Next, there is interaction 

between the researcher to the students and a student to the others. It aims to know and 
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correct the students’ error.  The last, the researcher reviews all materials about descriptive 

text in order that they get deeply understanding.  

In the control class, the researcher does almost the same way in this class but the 

researcher does a different way in corrective feedback. The researcher instructs the 

students to write descriptive text. Then, captain of the class collects all students’ works. 

Later, the researcher gives traditional feedback (handwriting feedback) toward the 

students’ work generally. In short, it seems such monotonously in correcting the students’ 

works. 

In short, the superiority of experimental treatment is utilizing technology in 

correcting the students’ works which cause the students are not bored and get something 

new in feedback than traditional learning. Furthermore, the teacher uses features in 

Ms.word to correct the students’ works. It contains some features, such as: track changes, 

comments, and metalinguistic. 

There were some previous studies which have similar background of problems and 

related to this research. The study was conducted by Sauro (2009). She uses computer 

mediated corrective feedback to improve L2 grammar. The research reported on a study 

that there were  2 kinds of CMC feedback on the enhancement of adult learners’. There 

were 23 participants. The participants were randomly used to some conditions (two 

feedback in experimental and one feedback in control). Furthermore, they were also 

randomly paired with English native speakers. The researcher used computer-delivered 

pretests, delayed posttests, and posttest to measure the students’ ability. After 

implementing CMC feedback, the result showed that there is not significant effect of 

feedback type on the learners.  

Another previous study was conducted by AbuSeeilek & Abualsha’r (2014). The 

finding of the research indicated that the students who received CMC feedback got better 

scores in their test scores than those were in control class. In brief, track change type has a 

significant effect compared with others types.  

The last research is from Al-Olimat & AbuSeeilek  (2015) stated in their research. 

This research investigated the effect of CMC feedback on the students’ performance in the 

writing skill, specifically 10th grade EFL. The findings reveal that there were significant 

differences between the mean scores of the both groups because of corrective feedback 

which is applied in experimental class. In addition, the findings revealed that the 

combination of teachers’ feedback and students’ feedback increased the students’ writing 

skill than others. 

In short, there are many previous studies which conduct the research about CMC 

feedback, either the result is a significant effect toward the students’ writing or not. 

Moreover, further research should be conducted for contributing in language learning and 

the research field, especially in CMC feedback. This research aims to investigate the effect 

of CMC feedback (such as: track change, recast, and metalinguistic). Actually, those 

treatments had been done in previous study. This present study, moreover, the researcher 

tries to apply the strategy in different subject (the students at Madrasah Aliyah Negeri 2 

Pamekasan-Madura) and compares with another treatment (handwriting feedback). 

  In this research, the researcher applies Computer Mediated Corrective Feedback to 

all students directly. It is considered as alternative way feedback because the educator 

directly displays the students’ error in LCD projector and conducting class discussion. So, 

the interaction will happen between the researcher/ teacher to the students and student to 

another student so that one student will learn other students’ mistake and know how to 

correct the mistakes in writing. On contrary, the teacher applies handwriting feedback by 

giving a correction using a pen. Then, the teacher hands the result over to the students one 

by one. So, the students merely know their errors without knowing other students error. 
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Method 

Since this research aims to investigate the effect of CMC feedback toward students’ 

writing skill in descriptive text, this study applies an experimental research design with t-

test. There are three variables: two independent variables and one dependent variable. In 

this research, the independent variable is feedback implemented to the experimental group 

and control group (CMC feedback and handwriting feedback) while the dependent variable 

is students' performance on the posttest. The research design is summarized in the Table 1: 

Table 1 Non randomize experimental, control-groups, Pretest-Posttest Design 

Group Pretest Treatment Posttest 

A Y1 X1 Y2 

B Y2 X2 Y2 

 

Notes: A = Experimental group 

B = Control group 

Y1 = Pre-test 

Y2 = Post-test 

X1 = Treatment (CMC feedback) is given to the experimental group. 

X2 = Treatment (handwriting feedback) is given to the control group 

 

 The present study is conducted in MAN (Madrasah Aliyah Negeri) 2 pamekasan, 

one of Islamic State Senior High Schools in pamekasan. This school has applied 2013 

National Curriculum for the learning and teaching process. Furthermore, the students of 

MAN 2 pamekasan are not only those who are from Malang but also those who are from 

other cities, provinces and even other islands of Java meaning that they are assumed to 

have different background of areas that also indicate they have different background of 

knowledge level and competence in English. There are three levels or grades of the 

students; X (ten), XI (eleven) and XII (twelve); which are divided into some programs; 

Science and Social. 

 Due to the accessibility, time allocation and efficiency, not all population involve in 

this study. Quasi experimental research design was employed by researcher. So, the 

researcher did not need to randomize in deciding the subject of the research. Students of 

Madrasah Aliyah Negeri 2 Pamekasan were chosen as the subject of study, especially in 

eleventh grade. The subjects consist of 58 students. It is divided into 2 groups: 

experimental group and control group. Those subjects were determined by the teacher in 

MAN 2 Pamekasan. The subjects are from class XI- science 1 (IPA 1) and XI- science 2 

(IPA 2). The researcher assigns XI-IPA 1 as experimental group and XI-IPA 2 as control 

group. The subjects in experimental group are taught by using CMC feedback while the 

control got traditional feedback (handwriting feedback).  

 To control threat, the researcher selected two homogeneous classes. The total 

number of students both male and female is similar. In addition, the researcher conducted 

pretest to minimize the threats. It aimed to know the initial capability of the two groups 

and ensure the two groups had homogeneous condition. It was done in the beginning of 

research and calculated by SPSS 20. 
 The researcher conducted the treatment for both classes at the same schedule. It 

aimed to control the threats of external validity. The researcher set the class as natural as 

possible. 

The main instrument in this study is essay test. The tests were given to the students 

twice, pretest and posttest. Both pretest and posttest were in the form of descriptive text.  
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 In this research, the participants were asked to write a descriptive text (not more 

than 250 words) in specific topic within a 40-minute time limit. In addition, the students 

should be clearly describe the topic, organize their ideas clearly and effectively in standard 

written English. In pretest, the students should write “a story about favorite teacher in the 

school” and write “a story about best friend” in the posttest. There are some writing aspects 

in conducting assessment: content, organization, grammar, vocabulary, mechanics.  The 

scoring rubric was adopted from (Brown: 2007). 

 From the assessment instrument used, the researcher can collect construct and 

content validity evidence. In this study, construct validity of the writing test was 

considered in the following criteria: 1) providing clear instruction, 2) determining the 

appropriate length of paragraph, 3) determine time allotment, 4) determining the language 

feature of writing descriptive text.  

Furthermore, the content validityof the test also represents the validity of the data. 

It was obtained by applying the material appropriate with syllabus. Descriptive text has 

been provided in the syllabus of writing skill at MAN 2 Pamekasan, especially in 

eleventh grade. So, writing a descriptive text in specific topic considered as the material 

that would be used in this research. 

To prove the reliability, the researcher used some steps. First, the test score gotten 

from both of examiners and computed the scores. It was assessed in form of analytic 

scoring rubric. The raters should assign a score ranging (from 1-4) in each categories. In 

determining reliability, the researcher decided that max split of two rates is 5 points. The 

score of students from rater 1 and rater 2 (see appendix). 

From the table, we can see that the assessment of both raters toward the students’ 

works is almost same. Some students get different score from the two raters. Moreover, 

the split of score was only 5 points. It meant that the assessment between rater 1 and rater 

2 had high agreement level. It was also proved by calculating the score using SPSS 21. 

  Table 2. Table of Correlation IRR 

 
 

From the table2 above, it could be seen that the coefficient of the correlation 

product moment r obtained (robt) between score rater 1 and score rater 2 was .898. It 

concluded that the agreement level between the researcher and the inter rater were very 

high. 

The procedures of collecting the data were conducted as follow: 1) conducting try 

out to determine the reliability. 2) The researcher gave pretest to the participants of class 

XI-science 1 as experimental group and the students of class XI- science 2 as control 

group. From the pretest, the researcher got result of students’ scores. Then, the researcher 

taught descriptive text some meetings in which CMC feedback was applied to the class 

XI-IPA 1 and traditional feedback (handwriting feedback) was applied to the XI-IPA 2. 

The last, the researcher gave posttest to both of classes, either experimental class or 

control class. 
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In this study, the researcher analyzed the data by describing the result of the 

research. The result of pretest was computed by using t-test to know the homogenity f the 

two groups. The result of pretest is shown in the following table 3: 

 

Table 3 Descriptive statistics of students pretest scores 

 
Based on the table above, the researcher found that the mean of experimental group 

in pretest is 61.38 and mean for pretest of control group is 60.69. Standard Deviation for 

pretest of experimental group is 6.668 while control group is 7.644. the standard error 

mean of experimental group is 1.238 while control group is 1.420.The computation by 

using independent t-test can be seen in the table 4: 

 

Table 4 Independent Sample t-test 

 
From the table above, it shows that the score of F of equal variances assumed 

is.304. The score of Sign is .584. The score of t test equality of means score is .366. The 

score of df for equality of means is 56. And the score of significant (2-tailed) is .716. The 

score of significant (2-tailed) which is higher than .05 (two-tailed). From the analysis, then 

the comparison of pretest result showed that there was no significant difference. Since the 

result of pretest showed that the two groups were not significantly different, so the posttest 

was analyzed by t-test that was computerized by using SPSS 20. 

 

Finding and Discussion 

In this study, the researcher described the mean, range, sum, standard deviation and 

variance of posttest. The data is described in Table 5: 

 

 

 

Table 5 Descriptive statistics of the student’s posttest scores 

 
The table above shows that the mean of experimental group in posttest is 81.03 and 

mean for control group is 70.17. Standard deviation for posttest of experimental group is 
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5.883 while standard deviation for control group is 70.17. The standard error mean of 

experimental group is 1.092 and the standard error mean for control group is 1.457. 

This research is aimed to investigate the effect of CMC feedback in writing class, 

especially writing descriptive text. The experimental group was taught descriptive text by 

utilizing CMC feedback and control group was traditional feedback (handwriting 

feedback). The computation means of the two sets of the scores, the difference between the 

two means, and the level of significance for the difference were aimed to find out the level 

of significance for the difference. The researcher set.05 level of significance for the 

difference which means that if the result of comparing the two means shows p: >.05 then it 

will be concluded that there is not significantly different between the two means but if the 

result of comparing the two means shows p: <.05 then it will be concluded that there is 

significantly different between two means. See table 5 for the result of the computation. 

 

 

Table 6 Independent Sample T-test 

 
The table shows that the computation of t-value is 5.964. The mean difference is 

10.682 and standard error difference is 1.821. Next, the t-computation’s result was 

compared with t-table’s result. The degree of freedom (df) was calculated by using this 

formula: n-k 

Note: 

n= the total of participants 

k= the total of independent and dependent variable 

 

 So, df was 58-3=55. The value in t-table based on df 55 and level significance 0.05 

was 2,004. The result was 5.964 > 2,004 and p-value 0.000 <α (.05). It indicated that there 

is significantly different between the two means.  It means that the students who get CMC 

feedback reach consistently better than those who get traditional feedback (handwriting 

feedback). 

Furthermore, It is because the quality of CMC feedback itself and classroom 

discussion as well. It is supported by statement of Al-Olimat & AbuSeileek which stated 

that CMC feedback is an important device to increase the students’ skill in language. 

Furthermore, Karen, et al (2009: 741) stated that the classroom discussion approaches is 

aimed to increase the students’ thinking and comprehension of text. 

Referring to the discussion in previous chapter, it can be summarized that the 

hypothesis was accepted. Then, the technique is effective in making the quality of 

students’ writing skill (descriptive text), especially at MAN 2 Pamekasan. This study has 

focused the research on finding the effect of CMC feedback in writing descriptive text. 

Here, the researcher describes the result from the students’ writing skill. The hypothesis 
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(Ha) under the investigation which states that CMC feedback influences significantly on 

the eleventh grade students’ in writing descriptive text of MAN 2 Pamekasan was 

accepted. 

In short, CMC feedback is not only has positive effects on students’ writing, 

especially in descriptive text, but also makes the teachers keep practicing and applying new 

feedback (CMC feedback). 

Conclusion 

This study has intention to explore the effect of CMC feedback toward students’ skill in 

writing descriptive text. It can be concluded that there is a differences between students 

who are taught by using CMC corrective feedback and handwriting feedback. Students 

who got CMC feedback, got higher scores than those who got traditional feedback 

(handwriting feedback). 

The English teachers should support their students to learn English and be more 

inovative in the teaching learning process by seeing the student’s performance, especially 

in organizing paragraph, vocabulary, punctuation, and so forth. It is also necessary for the 

teacher to select creative and attractive technique to teach writing. Writing activity needs 

something new in order the students are not bored in the class. Therefore, teacher must 

recognize what students need to write, and what kind of technique can be applied to 

students to explore their mind. For that reason, computer-mediated corrective feedback can 

be implemented to teach writing in this era. In many ways, computer-mediated corrective 

feedback has many advantages, such as: 1) it aids in developing their writing performance; 

2) it can be applied in Senior high school levels or University level; and 3) it can be 

something new in this era, either for teachers or students in correcting students’ works. 

Therefore, the teachers are suggested to utilize CMC feedback in teaching learning 

of writing. It makes the learners more interested to learn English and improve the students’ 

achievement. 

The result of the research is also hoped to be able to be used as a reference by other 

researchers in conducting the study related to the teaching writing by using different 

variables, different strategies and different students with different characteristics to attain 

different insight on how to enhance students’ writing achievement. And then, the future 

researcher should find the weaknesses of this study to learn other factors, especially in 

writing to conduct the next research.  
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