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Abstract

Students who learn second language or a foreign language will do
a lot of errors during the learning process. In this case, instructors (teachers)
have responsibility to repair the errors in order to prevent them doing the
same errors at another occasion and make them closer to acquiring the
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Introduction "sm

It goes without saying students who learn a foreign language will do

a lot of errors during the learning process. In this case, instructors (teachers)
have responsibility to repair the errors in order to prevent them doing the
same errors at another occasion and make them closer to acquiring the
target language. Lately the process of correction made by teacher is
known as corrective feedback (CF) which refers to the responses or
tfreatments of teachers to guide them as close as to the target language
production. Corrective feedback (CF) is also known as error correction or

grammar correction in second language (L2) classroom.



In the process of developing second language acquisition (SLA), study of
corrective feedback is regarded as an important element. It is argued that
supplying comprehensible samples of target language is particularly
necessary for SLA (Long, 1988). The clear input and feedback for the
learners will help them a lot to acquire their second language effectively.
As quoted from Chaudron (1997) who stated that any reaction of the
teacher which clearly transforms, disapprovingly refers to, or demands
improvement of the learner utterance are considered as feedback in a

corrective way. Awhile Lightbown and Spada (1999) defined corrective
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This study focuses to identify students’ preferences of CF during the
process of second language or foreign language acquisition as well as to
investigate the reasons of corrective feedback’s choices made by learners
toward their language learning. As matter of fact, correcting students’
errors sometimes lead students to be demotivated. Inappropriate
correction or negative feedback from teacher might influence student’s

anxiety, which means it might cause fossilization (Vigil and Oller, 1976 in



Brown, 2000; Rahimi and Dastjerdi, 2012 and it can cause student blanking

on to say something in the target language (Ortega, 2009).

Itis clear that the task of teachers not only able to teach and correct
students’ error but also, they need to maintain students’ motivation in
acquiring second language. Therefore, giving correction to students’ errors
should meet their expectation (Katayama, 2007). For English learners,
feedback is one way to make them closer to English and finally acquire it
as theirsecond language. In line with thatreasons, this study aims to answer

two research questions as follows: (1) What are students’ preferences
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One of the research finding found that most teachers prefer to
providing implicit feedback, in the form of ‘recasts’ (Carpenter, Seon-Jeon
& MacGregor, 2006). In a comparative corrective feedback study, recasts
accounted for 60% (Sheen & Ellis, 2006) and 55% (Lyster & Ranta, 1997) of
the entire feedback types recorded; this highlights their prevalence

amongst teachers and their relevance to SLA.



However, one downside to recasts is there unpopularity among EFL
students, according to Schulz (cited in Lyster et al., 2013). According to him,
EFL learners expressed a preference to have their errors corrected more
explicitly. In addition, EFL is usually learned in environments where the
longuage of the community and the school is not English; Japan is an
example of EFL pedagogy. This preference is due to the traditional way in
which foreign languages are taught, which extols the importance of

grammar instruction (Lyster et al. (2013).
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2 Explicit feedback

This type describes teacher in providing the correct version of the error by
saying “Oh, you mean...,” “You should say...” to indicate student’s error
clearly. This feedback is also known as overt and clear indication toward
the existence of errors. In providing the feedback, teacher can provide

both positive and negative evidence by clearly mentioning what the



learners have produced is incorrect or erroneous. In contrast, teacher only
provides students with “comments, information, or questions related to the

well-formedness” of their utterances (Lyster & Ranta, 1997).

3. Clarification Requests

Feedback that carries questions indicating that the utterance has been ill-
formed or misunderstood and that a reformulation or arepetition is required
identified as clarification requests. In this type, teacher uses phrases like
“Pardon me” to require student self-correct the error. This kind of feedback
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In addition, unlike its name, the inclusion of metalanguage is not its
deterministic characteristics; rather the encoding of evaluations or
commentary regarding the non-target-ike nature of the learner's
utterance is considered as the defining feature. Lyster & Ranta (1997)
classified the metalinguistic feedback into three subcategories: comment,

information and questions.



5 Elicitation

According to Panova & Lyster (2002) stated that elicitation is a correction
technique that guide the language learners to do self-correction. It refers
to three teacher’s techniques to make student provides the correct form
of the error and may be accomplished in one of three following ways
during face-to-face interaction, each of which vary in their degree of
implicitness or explicithess. The techniques are 1) strategically pausing to
allow student continue teacher’s sentence with the correct form, 2) using

question like “How do we say X in Englishe”, and 3) asking students to
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feedback. The questionnaires used in this study were the adaptation of
Chaudron’s (1977) error correction, (Katayama, 2007) questionnaire, and

Lyster and Ranta’s (1997) error correction.

a. Participants
This study involved 30 university students of Tanri Abeng University as the
source of data for questionnaire and 5 students as the source of data for

student interview. The age of learners ranged from 20 to 22 including 17



female and 13 male students. They are majoring in Corporate
Communication School of Management and Leadership at Tanri Abeng
University. From the data of questionnaires, the researcher did simple
calculation by calculating how many students had answered for each item
of questionnaire. After that the researcher counted the percentages and

analyzed them by using frequency distribution.

b. Instruments

For the purpose of collecting data on the learners’ preferences, the writer
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Findings and Interpretation
In this part, we will show the student’s preferences of corrective
feedback which include data description as you can see in the following

summary.



Table 1.

Students’ Preferences of Corrective Feedback
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Due to the recast and explicit are preferred the most instead of implicit or
other types of corrective feedback, University students expect their
lecturers’ explanation for the reason why it was errors and how to repair
them, besides, just giving the correct version directly. The big percentage
of students devoted to recast and explicit correction as the most frequently
used corrective feedback is in line with other surveys done by Carroll &
Swain,1993; Lyster & Ranta, 1997; Panova & Lyster, 2002.



However, from interview with 5 interviewees we found that most of
students could accept corrective feedback because it made them know
the location of their error. According to the results of the interview, the most
preferred was recast, and repetition was the least preferred. So, the finding
of interview is not so much different from questionnaire result. Actually, the
acceptance of feedback may vary based on how the correction is given.
Few students said that correction might make them feel nervous, dispersed
concentration and feel embarrassed. Moreover, according to Han (2002)

also identified four conditions that may affect the utility of recasts: (1)
(%{apnsm vistic focus, (3) learners'
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would be clearer for me when revising my pronouncio’rion.’ Students were

concerned that an error may not help them to the correct spelling. Below

are selected extracts from 5 students:

Student 1: "Comparing all the types of corrective feedback, | prefer recast
most. | need to comprehend clearly with my errors. It would be clearer for
me when my teacher revising my pronounciation. | don’'t need to think
anymore. However, | also like repetition. It gives me chance to correct with
myself.” (Andika)



Student 2: “I found my lecturer gave me different types of feedback explicit
and implicit. | prefer to get an implicit feedback. | like a challenge and |
think that one is inferesting. However, if | have to choose other options | go
with recast. It seems recast is better than repetition. Recast gives the

lecturer tries to give me the correct form of my error””. (Farida)

Student 3: “For all the types of corrective feedback are good depend on
how the lecturer uses them in teaching learning process. As language
learner, | am ok to be given direct or indirect feedback. However, overall,
| think recast is the best. | like and pr 6er recast and clarification request as

well”. (David) (6\“3
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The findings of TthWions for the progress of
language learning. Based on tion, ideally students’ errors are

not viewed failures but as mediums that contribute to second language
acquisition. Therefore, teachers must pay attention toward learners’
expectations and preferences into consideration and take advantages of

them in their classes.

The researcher also realized that the number of sampling is only 30
students and may not representative for the whole students of Tanri Abeng
University in students’ preferences of corrective feedback. However, this

study offers insights to assist students to clarify their misconceptions about



their teachers’ CF strategies and to decrease the mismatch between their
lecturers’ CF strategies and their expectations. Hopefully this research study
can contribute to efficient language learning for language learners. As
suggestion for upcoming research study can be conducted with a larger

sample of language learners at other level university settings.
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