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This study aimed at investigating (1) whether or not there was significant differences 
in writing and speaking achievements between the students who were given the 
corrective feedback and those who were not, (2) how much speaking and writing 
aspects contributed to the students’ English writing and English speaking 
achievements, (3) the students’ perception on the use of corrective feedback in 
learning writing and speaking. Quasi-experimental design was used in this study. 
There were two groups in this study, experimental and control groups. Both groups 
consisted of thirty four students. English writing and English speaking pretest and 
posttest were given to both groups, but only experimental group was given the 
treatment. The data obtained were analyzed by using pair sample t-test, independent t-
test, stepwise regression analyses, and percentage analysis to analyze the 
questionnaires. The result of independent sample t-test showed that there was 
significance difference in writing posttest (p<0.05) but the writing aspects such as 
grammar and mechanics had no significant difference (p>0.05). Meanwhile, the result 
of independent sample t-test of speaking posttest showed that there was significant 
difference (p<0.05). Based on the result of stepwise regression, grammar contributed 
59.1% for student writing achievement. In speaking, corrective feedback contributed 
739%  to the students’ fluency. Based on the result of questionnaire, the students’ had 
positive perception towards the corrective feedback. 
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Penelitian ini bertujuan untuk menyelidiki (1) apakah ada perbedaan yang signifikan 
dalam pencapaian menulis dan berbicara antara siswa yang diberikan umpan balik 
korektif dan yang tidak, (2) seberapa besar aspek menulis dan berbicara berkontribusi 
terhadap pencapaian menulis dan berbicara bahasa Inggris siswa, (3) persepsi siswa 
terhadap penggunaan umpan balik korektif dalam pembelajaran menulis dan 
berbicara. Desain kuasi-eksperimental digunakan dalam penelitian ini. Ada dua 
kelompok dalam penelitian ini, yaitu kelompok eksperimen dan kelompok kontrol. 
Kedua kelompok terdiri dari tiga puluh empat siswa. Pretest dan posttest menulis dan 
berbicara bahasa Inggris diberikan kepada kedua kelompok, tetapi hanya kelompok 
eksperimen yang diberikan perlakuan. Data yang diperoleh dianalisis menggunakan uji 
t sampel berpasangan, uji t independen, analisis regresi bertahap, dan analisis 
persentase untuk menganalisis kuesioner. Hasil uji t sampel independen menunjukkan 
bahwa ada perbedaan signifikan pada posttest menulis (p<0,05), tetapi aspek menulis 
seperti tata bahasa dan mekanik tidak menunjukkan perbedaan yang signifikan 
(p>0,05). Sementara itu, hasil uji t sampel independen pada posttest berbicara 
menunjukkan bahwa terdapat perbedaan signifikan (p<0,05). Berdasarkan hasil 
regresi bertahap, tata bahasa berkontribusi sebesar 59,1% terhadap pencapaian 
menulis siswa. Dalam berbicara, umpan balik korektif berkontribusi sebesar 739% 
terhadap kelancaran siswa. Berdasarkan hasil kuesioner, siswa memiliki persepsi 
positif terhadap umpan balik korektif. 

I. INTRODUCTION 
English serves as a global communication tool, 

comprising both receptive and productive skills. 
Linse and Nunan (2006, p. 24) define receptive 
skills as reading and listening, which involve the 
intake of information, while productive skills 
encompass speaking and writing. Students often 
view speaking and writing as key indicators of 

their success in language learning (Brown, 2004). 
Moreover, teachers aim for their students to 
utilize English effectively. Nur (2003) 
emphasizes that proficiency in a foreign language 
significantly enhances one's life in today's 
interconnected world. Susilohadi and Seyayoga 
(2009, p. 11) identify three language functions: 
ideational, interpersonal, and textual. Through 
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the ideational and interpersonal functions, 
students can articulate their thoughts and 
interact with others. The textual function enables 
students to connect ideas within a text. 

Despite its importance, many individuals 
worldwide struggle with speaking and writing in 
English. The English Company cites statistics 
showing that over 50 billion people do not 
communicate effectively in English, whether as 
their first or second language, including about 1.9 
billion people aged between 6 and 24 (Graddol, 
2006). Additionally, Efrizal (2012, p. 3) notes that 
seventh-grade students at MTS Ja-alhaq boarding 
school in Bengkulu face challenges in speaking 
English due to limited vocabulary and lack of self-
confidence. Myles (2002) observes that many 
students in ESL writing classes dislike the lessons 
because they struggle to begin and develop their 
ideas in writing. Atika (2013) found that students 
in the eleventh grade at Muhammadiyah 1 
Palembang were often confused about what to 
write and faced difficulties selecting appropriate 
words; however, their performance improved 
following intervention. Another critical factor in 
learning English is its status in Indonesia. English 
is considered a foreign language (EFL) in 
Indonesia, as it is not commonly used in daily 
conversations and is taught as a subject in junior 
high schools, senior high schools, and higher 
education institutions. This limited exposure 
restricts students' opportunities to use English in 
real-life contexts, primarily confining its use to 
the classroom environment. 

The restricted use of English in Indonesia 
poses challenges for students, making it difficult 
for them to practice the language effectively. 
They often only use English in class and may lack 
the confidence to apply it outside the classroom. 
Setiawan (2008) highlights that writing is one of 
the most challenging subjects for university 
students, many of whom tend to avoid writing 
assignments due to low proficiency levels, 
struggling with both sentence construction and 
word choice. 

Regarding speaking, Ngestirosa (2011) 
indicates that Indonesian students still face 
significant challenges in enhancing their 
speaking skills. Many are passive participants 
due to difficulties with pronunciation and a 
limited vocabulary, coupled with a lack of 
opportunities to build confidence through 
practice. To improve their speaking and writing 
abilities, students need to engage in ample 
practice and seize every opportunity to use the 
language both orally and in writing. Such practice 
will enable them to express their ideas 

effectively. Therefore, students should be given 
as many opportunities as possible to develop 
these skills. 

The author observed eleventh-grade students 
and interviewed English teachers at MAN 3 
Palembang. The teachers reported that many 
students struggled with writing and speaking, 
primarily due to fear of grammatical mistakes 
and limited vocabulary. Additionally, during the 
learning process, many students wrote 
compositions without adequately linking the 
ideas in their paragraphs. They often failed to use 
transition signals to compare, add, or illustrate 
their thoughts and sometimes made unclear 
statements, neglecting to implement the 
corrections given by their teachers during 
speaking activities. Furthermore, the teachers 
admitted to providing limited feedback during 
lessons and lacking sufficient time for corrections 
due to the constraints of teaching schedules. As a 
result, students often do not understand or 
review mistakes in their assignments. 
Consequently, when errors occur in their writing 
or speaking, many students tend to overlook 
their teachers’ corrections, as they are 
unaccustomed to receiving them (Charles, 2006, 
p. 224). The author's review of the students’ 
English scores for the first semester revealed that 
the eleventh-grade students scored below 70, 
while the minimum passing score is set at 75. 
Given the aforementioned issues, the author aims 
to implement a strategy to enhance students’ 
writing and speaking skills through corrective 
feedback. This feedback involves correcting 
students’ work, helping them understand the 
grammatical accuracy of their statements. This 
strategy aims to foster understanding and 
motivate students to learn from the corrections 
provided by their teachers. 

According to Ellis (2009, p. 2), there are two 
types of feedback in language learning: positive 
and negative. Positive feedback offers emotional 
support that boosts students’ self-motivation to 
continue learning the language. In the classroom, 
teachers often express encouragement through 
comments like “okay,” “good,” or “excellent,” but 
these do not always confirm that students are 
correct. Negative feedback, on the other hand, 
aims to rectify students' spoken or written 
errors, with corrective feedback being a form of 
negative feedback (Ellis, 2009, p. 2). Corrective 
feedback serves as guidance from teachers 
during the learning process, helping students 
avoid mistakes and encouraging them to engage 
with the grammatical accuracy of their 
utterances (Sheen, 2004). Through corrective 
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feedback, teachers can assess students’ progress 
and their proficiency in English (Harmer, 2007, p. 
95).  Additionally, students not only recognize 
and understand their mistakes but also learn to 
take responsibility for their own learning, 
fostering greater autonomy. 

Based on this overview, the author is 
interested in conducting a study to improve the 
writing and speaking skills of eleventh-grade 
students at MAN 3 Palembang through the 
provision of corrective feedback during the 
teaching and learning process. The author also 
seeks to explore how corrective feedback 
influences the writing and speaking 
achievements of these students. 

 
II. METHOD 

This chapter presents (1) Research Design, (2) 
Variables of the Study, (3) Operational Definition, 
(4) The Population and Sample, (5) Learning 
Materials and Teaching Procedures, (6) 
Technique for Collecting the Data, (7) Validity 
and Reliability of the Test and Questionnaire, (8) 
Technique for Analyzing the Data. 
1. Research Design 

This study employed a quasi-experimental 
design. According to Best and Kahn (2006, p. 
177), a quasi-experimental design offers a 
lower level of control and is utilized when 
randomization is not possible. The writer 
implemented a non-equivalent control group 
design, which consists of both an 
experimental group and a control group, with 
both groups undergoing a pretest and 
posttest. In the experimental group, the writer 
administered the pretest, posttest, and 
corrective feedback as treatment, while the 
control group only received the pretest and 
posttest without any treatment. The pretest 
aimed to assess the students' writing and 
speaking skills prior to the treatment, and the 
posttest was conducted to evaluate their 
progress in these areas. The research design is 
illustrated as follows: 

 

 
 

Where: 
- O1 = Pre-test of the Experimental Group   
- O2 = Post-test of the Experimental Group   
- O3 = Pre-test of the Control Group   
- O4 = Post-test of the Control Group   

- X = Treatment for the Experimental Group 
(using corrective feedback)   
- ___ = No treatment in the Control Group   

 
In this research, both the experimental and 

control groups underwent writing and 
speaking tests as pretests and posttests. 
Students in both groups were instructed to 
select a topic, elaborate on it in paragraphs, 
and present their work in front of the class for 
three minutes. The experimental group 
received corrective feedback, while the 
control group did not receive any treatment 
or feedback. Two raters evaluated the 
students' writing and speaking performance. 
The writing scores were determined using an 
analytical writing rubric suggested by Hughes 
(1991, p. 91), while speaking scores were 
based on the analytic scale for assessing 
speaking proposed by Ramazani (2005). The 
writer implemented this strategy over 18 
meetings for the experimental group. In the 
first meeting, both groups took the pretest. 
From the second to the seventeenth meeting, 
the treatment was applied to the experimental 
group, while the control group did not receive 
any treatment. The posttest for both groups 
was administered in the eighteenth meeting. 

 
2. Variables of the Study 

According to Wallen and Fraenkel (1991, p. 
31), a variable is defined as any characteristic 
that is not constant; in other words, it is a 
characteristic that can change. This study 
identifies three types of variables: one 
independent variable and two dependent 
variables. The independent variable is thought 
to influence another variable, while the 
dependent variable is the one that is expected 
to be affected by the independent variable 
(Wallen & Fraenkel, 1991, p. 36). In this 
research, corrective feedback serves as the 
independent variable, while students' 
achievements in speaking and writing are the 
dependent variables. 

 
III. RESULT AND DISCUSSION 

A. Result 
1. Findings 

This section presents the results of the 
writing and speaking tests conducted in 
both the experimental and control groups. 
Pretests and posttests were administered 
to each group. For the writing assessment, 
students were instructed to write a 
paragraph based on a given topic and then 
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present their work to the teacher. The 
writing performances were evaluated by 
two raters who assessed the students' 
work based on various aspects of English 
writing, including grammar, vocabulary, 
mechanics, and organization.  In terms of 
achievement levels, the control group 
showed that 60% of students scored at a 
good level in the writing pretest. In the 
posttest for the control group, 60.2% of 
students were at a good level, while 37.2% 
achieved a very good level. In contrast, the 
writing pretest for the experimental group 
indicated that 51.4% of students scored at 
a good level, with 45.8% reaching a very 
good level. In the writing posttest for the 
experimental group, 97.3% of students 
achieved a very good level, while 11.5% 
were at a good level.  Furthermore, in the 
speaking pretest for the control group, 
97.2% of students scored at a good level. 
The speaking posttest for the control group 
showed that 97.1% of the students 
remained at a good level. In the 
experimental group's speaking pretest, 
97.2% of students were at a good level. 
However, in the speaking posttest for the 
experimental group, 85.7% of students 
were at a good level, with 11.7% reaching a 
very good level. 

 
2. Statistical Analyses 

The statistical analyses were conducted 
to determine if there were significant 
improvements and differences in students’ 
writing and speaking achievements 
between the control and experimental 
groups. To address the research questions, 
four statistical analyses were employed in 
this study. First, a paired sample t-test was 
utilized to assess the significance of the 
differences between the pretest and 
posttest results of both the experimental 
and control groups. Second, an 
independent sample t-test was conducted 
to examine the significant differences 
between the two groups. Third, multiple 
regression analysis was performed to 
evaluate the contribution of corrective 
feedback to students’ writing and speaking 
achievements. Finally, percentage analysis 
was applied to analyze the questionnaire 
responses. 

 
3. Results of Normality of Students’ Writing 

and Speaking Achievements Pretest and 

Posttest in the Experimental and Control 
Groups. 

Prior to analyzing the data, the writer 
assessed the normality of the data sets. To 
evaluate normality, the one-sample 
Kolmogorov-Smirnov test from SPSS 23 
was employed. The normality results for 
the writing and speaking tests are 
presented in the following Table 1. 

 
Table 1. The Summary of Kolmogrov-
Smirnov Test of Writing and Speaking 

Score 

 
 

The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test results 
for the writing achievement pretest in the 
experimental group indicated a 
significance (2-tailed) of .476, while the 
posttest score showed a significance of 
.738. For the control group, the 
Kolmogorov-Smirnov test revealed 
significance values of .354 for the pretest 
and .251 for the posttest in writing 
achievement. Since all significance values 
(2-tailed) were greater than 0.05, it can be 
concluded that the data are considered to 
be normal. In terms of speaking 
achievement, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov 
tests for the pretest and posttest results in 
the experimental group yielded 
significance values of .497 for the pretest 
and .239 for the posttest. Similarly, the 
control group's speaking achievement 
results showed significance values of .207 
for the pretest and .093 for the posttest. 
Therefore, it can be stated that the 
obtained data were normal. 

 
4. Results of Homogeneity of Variances Test 

The result of homogeneity of variances 
test of writing and speaking achievements 
in the experimental and control groups are 
described in Table 2. 

 
Table 2. The Result of Homogeneity of 

Variances Test 

 
 
For writing achievement, the 

significance levels of Levene’s test were 
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.312 for both the pretest and posttest in the 
experimental group, .794 for the pretest 
and posttest in the control group, .722 for 
the pretest comparing both groups, and 
.330 for the posttest between the 
experimental and control groups. 
Additionally, the significance levels of 
Levene’s test for speaking achievement 
were .473 for the pretest and posttest in 
the experimental group, .058 for the 
pretest and posttest in the control group, 
.607 for the pretest in the experimental 
group, and .068 for the posttest in both 
groups. Since all significant values from the 
homogeneity test were above 0.05, it can 
be concluded that the data from the 
speaking and writing tests were 
homogeneous. 

 
B. Discussion 

1. Result of Paired Sample and Independent t-
test of Writing 

The following table presents the result 
of writing in the control and Experimental 
groups. 

 
Table 3. Results of Paired and Independent 

Sample t-test of Writing 

 
 
According to the results of the paired 

sample t-test for the writing pretest and 
posttest in the control group, the t-value 
was 5.168, and the significance value (2-
tailed) was below 0.05. In terms of writing 
aspects, three elements—vocabulary, 
mechanics, and organization—showed 
significant differences. However, grammar 
did not demonstrate a significant 
difference, with a value of .353. In the 
experimental group, the writing pretest 
and posttest yielded a t-value of 2.058, 
with a significance value (2-tailed) below 
0.05. All writing aspects exhibited 
significant differences, as their significance 
values (2-tailed) were under 0.05. 
Therefore, it can be concluded that there 
were significant differences in writing and 

its components between the pretest and 
posttest in the experimental group. 

The independent sample t-test results 
for the writing pretest between the 
experimental and control groups showed a 
t-value of 1.648 and a significance value (2-
tailed) of .104. The significance values for 
grammar, mechanics, and organization 
were above 0.05, but vocabulary showed a 
significant difference with a value of 0.021, 
which is below 0.05. In the independent 
sample t-test for the writing posttest, the t-
value was 3.691, and the significance value 
(2-tailed) was less than 0.05. All writing 
aspects also had significant values below 
0.05. Thus, it can be asserted that there 
were significant differences in overall 
writing and its components between 
students who received corrective feedback 
and those who did not. 

 
2. Results of the Paired Sample and 

Independent Sample t-tests for Speaking   
The outcomes of the paired sample and 

independent sample t-tests for the 
speaking assessment in both the control 
and experimental groups are displayed in 
Table 4. 

 
Table 4. Results of Paired and Independent 

Sample t-test of Speaking 

 
 
Based on the paired sample t-test results 

for the speaking pretest and posttest in the 
control group, the t-value was 3.206, and the 
significance value (2-tailed) was below 0.05. 
Among the three speaking aspects—
pronunciation, vocabulary, and grammar—
only fluency (.000) showed a significant 
difference. In the experimental group, the 
speaking pretest and posttest yielded a t-value 
of 51.121, with a significance value below 
0.05. This indicates that the speaking skills 
and their components exhibited significant 
differences between the pretest and posttest.  
For the independent sample t-test conducted 
on the speaking pretest results from both 
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experimental and control groups, the t-value 
was 3.302, with a significance value (2-tailed) 
of 0.02, which is also below 0.05. However, all 
speaking aspects had values greater than 0.05, 
indicating no significant differences in overall 
speaking or its components. In contrast, the 
independent sample t-test results for the 
speaking posttest showed a t-value of 41.659, 
and the significance value (2-tailed) was 
below 0.05, indicating significant differences 
across all speaking aspects. This suggests that 
there were notable differences in overall 
speaking skills and their components between 
students who received corrective feedback 
and those who did not. 

 
IV. CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTION 

A. Conclusion 
The explanations and analyses of the 

results discussed in the previous chapter 
provide the basis for drawing conclusions 
related to the problems outlined in this study. 
Firstly, it can be concluded that corrective 
feedback had a significant positive impact on 
the students' writing and speaking 
achievements. The data indicated that 
students in the experimental group achieved 
higher scores in both writing and speaking 
compared to those in the control group. 
Secondly, regarding speaking achievement, 
the analysis revealed a significant difference 
in speaking aspects between students who 
received corrective feedback and those who 
did not. The stepwise regression analyses 
indicated that vocabulary, grammar, 
organization, and fluency contributed to the 
students' writing and speaking achievements, 
while pronunciation had the least impact on 
speaking achievement. Overall, it can be 
concluded that the implementation of 
corrective feedback significantly enhanced the 
students' writing and speaking skills. 

 
B. Suggestion 

Based on the results obtained in this study 
and the discussion in the previous chapter, the 
author would like to make several 
recommendations. Firstly, given the 
significant impact of corrective feedback, 
teachers should select effective strategies for 
providing corrective feedback on students’ 
writing and speaking. Common challenges 
students face include grammar proficiency, 
pronunciation, and the ability to express ideas 
in English. If teachers neglect these issues by 
merely underlining or crossing out mistakes 

without providing constructive comments 
that students can understand, it may lead to 
decreased motivation among students. 
Teachers should prioritize offering corrective 
feedback that encourages and supports 
students. Secondly, teachers need to be aware 
of their students' needs so they can provide 
feedback that is beneficial, focusing not just on 
evaluations but also on motivating students, 
especially those struggling with English 
writing and speaking. Lastly, future 
researchers can explore the application of 
corrective feedback in their studies by 
integrating it with other variables to enhance 
the strategies employed in the classroom. 
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