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In writing an essay, a writer is demanded to consider several essential aspects of 

writing. They are mechanics, contents, coherence, organization, grammar, and 

vocabulary (Harmer, 2001, p.  88). Because of these demands on writing an essay, 

learners who are training their writing skills may face various problems in the process 

of writing an essay.  Moreover, it is important to notice that many ESL students consider 

writing as hard and become suspicious when faced with writing assignments; thus, they 

often refuse to take time to write (Rankin-Brown, 2006). This research aims to discover 

how peer correction helps students find and reduce their mistakes in composing a 

recount text. This research used a quasi-experimental method. The population was the 

students of senior high school in Sidrap regency, Indonesia. The total population was 

178 students from seven classes, and this research assigned two groups, namely 

experimental and control groups. The sample was selected by using a cluster random 

sampling technique. This research found that the students experienced some 

difficulties in arranging paragraphs and using grammar. They made many mistakes in 

their writings in terms of grammar, diction, coherence, organization, and they also 

lacked vocabulary. The problem is that they did not realize or do not know the mistakes 

that they have produced. By applying the peer correction technique, the students may 

experience the four elements in the writing process. The peer correction technique will 

facilitate the students to know either the strengths and the weaknesses they have 

made. This technique also helps them identify what was missing from their drafts so 

they can make corrections, revisions, and improvements to their writings. In addition, 

students with their partners could exchange their writing to verify the organization in 

writing. The research concluded that using peer correction technique is sufficient to 

reduce the students' mistakes in writing recount text of senior high school students in 

Sidrap, Indonesia. 
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1. Introduction1 

Writing serves as an essential form of communication in the modern era, which can replace oral communication (Vermeir et al. 

2015). This belief was confirmed by Sadeghi and Richards (2016), who argued that the written language nowadays has an essential 

social and educational function. They believe that written language plays a high social prestige status. 

 

Writing is one of the important skills in studying a new language (Zeng, 2016; Ayu and Ari, 2018). It is a productive skill and activity 

carried someone to express their thoughts and feelings to gain knowledge and experience through written language (Astawa et 

al., 2017); (Nona & Chalak 2016). As a communication tool, writing requires comprehensive skills to get excellent communication 

(Ying 2018). Therefore, a writer must master the correct writing procedures. (Troia and Graham 2004; Harris and Graham 2016). 

Harmer (2007), on the essentiality of the writing skill, stated that the idea to teach writing to EFL learners involves reinforcement, 

language development, learning style, and, most importantly, writing as a skill in its own right. Therefore, students should learn 

the art of good writing as the essential order at both academic and professional levels (Hyland 2016). 

 

                                                           
Copyright: © 2021 the Author(s). This article is an open access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons 

Attribution (CC-BY) 4.0 license (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/). Published by Al-Kindi Centre for Research and Development, 

London, United Kingdom. 



Peer Correction Technique in Encouraging the Indonesian EFL Learners to Write Compositions 

Page | 190  

Hussein (2015) stated that writing is an activity of expressing ideas through language features. Therefore, the writer must have the 

capability to use vocabulary in this productive and expressive activity (Kennedy and Shiel 2019); (Maskor and Baharudin 2016).  So, 

writing and language structure. (Stefano 2020) states that writing skills as the act of moving thoughts and feelings into written 

language by using symbols. In line with this opinion, according to (Jacobson-Lundeberg 2016), skills are defined as the ability to 

use ideas, thoughts, or feelings to others by using written language. Writing is an activity of expressing ideas, thoughts, or feelings 

into the symbols of language (Carosotto 2017). It is an extremely complex cognitive activity in which the writer must be available 

to demonstrate control of variables simultaneously (Rao 2018; V Satya Sri Durgndra Sekhar and Rao 2018). At the sentence, it 

consists of control of the contents, format, sentence structure, vocabulary, spelling, and letter formation (Ibrahim Mohamed Alfaki 

2015)  Beyond the sentence, the writer must be able to structure and integrate information into cohesive and coherent paragraphs 

and text (Faradhibah and Aliyah 2017). Therefore, good writing skill is demanded by many people to accomplish specific types of 

writing like writing an essay, a paper, a proposal, and an application form. (Latifa, Ernawati, and Budiman 2020). 

 

2. Literature Review  

2.1 Teaching Writing  

Rivers (1968, p.2463), Sharp (2016) stated that writing refers to the construction ideas, which organize the graphic conventions of 

the language systematically; the intentional academic of the writer at this discussion is to encourage to express him in a polished 

literary form which requires the utilization of a particular vocabulary and specific refinement structure. Furthermore, (Jordan et al. 

1990) claimes that writing as, "...the method of human intercommunication utilizing conventionally visible marks". Similarly, Fadhly. 

F.Z and Ratnaningsih (2018) stated that writing is far from being a simple matter of language transcription into written symbols: it 

is a thinking activity to its right. Writing is one of a permanent record, as an arrangement of expression and as a tool of 

communication. Some essential aspects such as the content of the essay, organization of the essay, coherence, grammar, 

vocabulary, and mechanics should be considered in the process of composing an essay writing (Harmer, 2001: 88). Due to these 

various aspects of essay writing, learners may face problems in the process of composing an essay writing (Lalam 2019). and it is 

essential to notice that many ESL students regard writing as difficult and become suspicious when assigned to a writing task and, 

thus, often avoid spending time on writing (Rankin-Brown, 2006). The problems with writing difficulty can become more prevalent 

at the college level, whereby students must undertake more mature and sophisticated academic writing to match their perceived 

level of intelligence (Ismail et al., 2012). Oshima et al. (2006) assert that the students’ writings often consist of four-sentence 

problems, namely a fragment, run-on sentences, choppy sentences, and stringy sentences. The grammatical errors that often occur 

in students' writing are errors in the use of concord, finite verbs, tenses, verb groups, articles, punctuation, and spelling. The 

semantic problems, meanwhile, are the clumsiness (word-by-word translation), the inter-language interference, the indirectness, 

and the expressiveness. 

 

Through writing, people can convey ideas, knowledge, and feelings to others (E Ackerman 2019). As asserted by (Brown 2001), the 

teacher’s role in teaching writing is to encourage students to develop their ideas in writing. Many students encounter many 

problems when they start writing, especially in writing recount text. Byrne (1993)   asserts that writing is difficult for students 

because they are required to write on their writing, struggling by themselves to refine their writings without any interaction or 

feedback from either other friends or teachers. For example, the students spend a lot of time thinking about what they will write 

and what words they should use because they cannot come up with ideas quickly (Badcock and Stoller 1989). They also have many 

errors or mistakes in composing writing. It is because they practice writing rarely and do not carefully correct theirs on writing. 

Also, they may not be able to put their ideas cohesively in a text. 

 

2.2 Peer Correction Technique in Teaching Writing 

The conventional teacher learning method, which explains more material with lectures, turns out to hurt the quality of the process 

and learning outcomes of writing (Latifa 2019) (Darling-Hammond 2017). This phenomenon is evident from the low activity, 

attention, interest, and motivation of students in learning to write as well as the low student learning outcomes in writing material 

(Genlott and Grönlund 2013; Judith and Jessi, 2016)  

 

The teacher often expresses his reflection on the results of student writing when distributing writing (Ullmann 2019). However, it 

does not have much impact because, in reality, the teacher still often encounters various forms of language errors in the writing 

of the next student (Alfaki, 2015; Fareed et al., 2016). The teacher states that he has not yet found the right learning technique to 

improve students' mastery of the rules of written language so that the value of writing scientific papers increases students. The 

teacher also complained about his difficulties in attracting students' interest and activeness in learning to write scientific papers 

(Imaniah et al., 2019). Based on information obtained from teachers and students, researchers suggest that teachers apply peer-

correction techniques in learning to write scientific papers. The peer-correction is a learning technique that directs students to 

correct language errors in their friends' writing with the help of indirect feedback from the teacher (Al-saleh, 2018); Amara, 2015). 

In a study conducted by Hajan et al. (2019), the recommended form of feedback is the giving of signs or symbols of language 

errors in the margins of student writing (Hajan et al., 2019). Thus, students are more directed at correcting and more easily 
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recognize language errors in the writing of their friends (Ines 2017). This peer-correction technique is recommended because, 

based on the teacher's comprehension, he always applies a direct correction technique or teacher correction in learning to write 

scientific papers so far (Banaruee et al., 2018). It is the teacher who identifies the positions of the errors, discovers the cause of 

errors, and adjusts the language errors in the students’ written results (Charles Owu-Ewie and Miss Rebecca Williams 2017). That 

is, the given feedback by the teacher to student writing is direct (in the form of direct feedback) (Westmacott 2017). Further, 

Méndez García et al. (2018), Arifin and As’ad (2019) suggest that this method inhibits students from learning actively and creatively 

because students do not have the opportunity to use teacher feedback to correct errors in language. Gestanti et al. (2019); Jingjing 

(2017) add that learners will experience confusion if they are not given feedback when they cannot consider which is wrong.  

Feedback in the peer-correction technique plays an essential aspect in language learning. Boyd (2015) asserts that feedback is an 

important thing that must occur in functional learning interaction. Kuyyogsuy (2019) and Jingjing (2017)  confirm that the peer-

correction technique shows the students’ activities or busyness in reading their friends’ writings then replaying them in the form 

of corrections in their positions as readers. Moreover, Walz and Date (1982) mention various forms of application of peer correction 

techniques. They are the use projection of media, discussion in groups,  exchange writing of peers, and writing in groups. In this 

study, the peer-correction technique suggested by researchers to be applied by teachers to write scientific papers is the third 

technique, peer-to-peer writing. The process is in the form of text exchanges, for example, with a peer to be corrected. The form 

is between students and students; one corrects others' results of writing that have been made by his friend (Boyd 2015). This 

process must remain under the guidance of the teacher. The teacher needs to emphasize to the students that they should be 

seriously correct their peers’ writing based on a predetermined form of errors.  

 

Walz and Date (1982)  mention some benefits of peer-correction. They are:  

 

a. It will reinforce the students’ motivation in the language learning process. 

b. It will render the students who are more active in the teaching-learning process.  

c. Other students will more easily understand the correction given.  

d. The students will perform more roles to be more active in the learning process. 

 

The students' problem in writing is also caused by the difficulty of conveying ideas in writing (Ariyanti and Fitriana, 2017; Jabali, 

2018). It is due to their inadequate knowledge of language elements such as vocabulary and grammar. In addition to these 

difficulties in writing itself, the students' reluctance may also bring problems in writing. Harmer (2004:61) states that "the students 

are reluctant to write because they rarely write, even in their language." The lack of practice to write can make the students 

undertake poor writing. Therefore, the teacher should apply appropriate techniques to facilitate students to improve or even solve 

their problems.  

 

Peer correction is one of the techniques that may enable the students to work in pairs. The activity provides opinions and 

suggestions so that the students can receive feedback from their counterparts. Elmaadaway (2018) asserts that most practitioners 

believe that students' involvement in the classroom should be enhanced to better learning, and involvement increases when 

students give feedback to each other's products. The technique provides the students more opportunities to learn about their 

mistakes and the right way in order to improve the quality of their writing (Phuong 2019). In addition, Wilson and Czik (2016) state 

that students, certainly, await feedback on what they are establishing or what they have produced. The teacher has previously 

become the one who is responsible for assisting and fixing the students’ works (Lorente-Catalán and Kirk, 2016). However, there 

are some other techniques that can lead to giving responses to students’ works. The peer-correction technique is one of the 

reachable techniques.  

 

In correcting students' writing drafts, a teacher should apply a technique that allows the learners to get comments and evaluations 

on knowledge and skills in writing. This is supported by the opinions of Johnson (2017) stating that peer-correction is a piece of a 

broad category of pedagogical activity which brings students into working together in groups (Yadollahi and Rahimi 2015). It is 

obvious that this addition of roles improves the learners’ competence in the writing process. Therefore, this peer work technique 

gives them chances to compose writing without the teacher’s direct involvement to correct their confusion or fallacy (Norman 

2010). Moreover, corrective feedback focuses on giving students support in organizing their ideas rather than only correcting 

students' language errors in writing (Al-Jarrah 2016) 

This section is dedicated to the significant literature resources that contributed to the research. The author should survey scholarly 

articles, books, and other sources relevant to the area of research, providing a description, summary, and critical evaluation of each 

work.   

2.3 Advantages of Using Peer Correction Technique 
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The peer-correction technique possesses some advantages when it is implemented in teaching writing skills. One of the advantages 

is that it promotes students to stay motivated to conduct activities in the lesson or learning process (Moloudi, 2011; Risman and 

Nirwana, 2019). It encompasses other students, which may bring the students into obtaining their self-confidence. It establishes 

the students’ awareness through the revision of their first draft. This condition makes the timing process of learning becomes 

useful (Covil, 2010: 220). The students acquire confidence, gain perspective, and practice their critical thinking skills, for they are 

enabled to read the text by peers (Lee, 1997:42). 

 

The peer correction feedback technique involves the students becoming the central part of the teaching and learning process 

(Ahmad 2016). The students are encouraged to be more creative and more critical by providing constructive feedback to other 

peers; this technique allows them to assess their peers’ draft in terms of organization, context, grammar, punctuation, and spelling, 

and style (Kuyyogsuy 2019). Several peer-correction technique procedures can be carried out when teaching descriptive writing 

text. At the beginning of teaching writing, the teacher explains the topic, gives examples, and uses appropriate tenses (Ramírez et 

al., 2018). The teacher explains how to create the text of a person and then asks them to make a text of the topic (Sham et al., 

2016). After doing the writing, the teacher asks the students to correct their partner‟s draft, which was done based on the editing 

form. They should correct the spelling, grammar, content, and organization of the text (Hussein 2015). They took some notes and 

corrected the mistakes that occurred. In the next meeting, about a different topic, give an example and the use of tense. The 

teacher explains how to create a text and then asks them to make a text. After doing the writing, the teacher asked the students 

to correct their partner’s draft, which was done based on the editing form. They should correct the spelling, grammar, content, 

and organization of the text. They took some notes and corrected the mistakes that occurred. 

 

In short, peer correction provides significant advantages to the students, both researchers, and proofreaders. They learn how to 

provide and obtain constructive comments,  suggestions, and recommendations on their drafts. 

 

3. Methodology  

The design of this research used a quasi-experimental design (Gay,2006). It involved two groups; the experimental group treats by 

applying the peer correction technique while the control group without peer correction technique with one group pre-test and 

post-test design to reduce the student's mistake in writing recount text. The subjects of this study were the eleventh-year students 

of junior high school in Sidrap, Indonesia. There were 49 students who participated as a sample of the study who were selected by 

simple random sampling. 

 

This research used two kinds of variables; namely, the independent variable (X) is a peer correction technique, and the dependent 

variable (Y) is a writing recount text. The researcher determined the object of the study consisting of the population was all 

individuals from whom the data were collected. The statistics referred to a collection of individuals with distinctive characteristics 

of concern in a study. Population statistics were not limited to a group of people but also animals or anything that concern us. 

Sukmadinata (2011:250) Suggested that a population is a large group and the territory of the scope of our research. The population 

of this research was 178 students, the senior high school in Sidrap, Indonesia, then applied a cluster random sampling technique 

of 178 students. The class was selected randomly. The researcher selected two classes as a sample of 24 students as the 

experimental group and 25 students as a control group. The numbers of the total sample were 49 students. 

 

4. Results and Discussion  

4.1 Results of the Research 

4.1.1 The Result of Pre-test 

In this stage, the students were asked to write a recount text based on the topic given by the researcher. The pre-test was given 

before doing the research. First, the researcher came to the chosen class and explained to the students what they were going to 

do. It begins by distributing the instrument and asking them to have a test in the pre-test 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Tabel 1. Students’ achievement of writing composition in the pre-test 
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Chart 1. The level achievement of experimental and control class on writing through corrective feedback in the pre-test. 

 

 

Table 1 or Figure 1 shows the results of data processing in the pre-test; where the writing ability for the dominant experimental 

class experienced an achievement that was in a position between the poor to a fair level, i.e. 91.67%, and only 8.33% of students 

whose writing achievement was in a good position. Achievements in this pre-test are categorized as a low achievement for the 

value of Indonesian education learning achievements that have a minimum average score of 79. This also occurs in the control 

class that shows the dominant achievement of writing respondents is still low; it is 88% still at the poor level to a fair level, and 

only 12% are at good levels. From the conclusion, data in Table 1 or Figure 1 shows that the two research sample groups still have 

low achievement. 

 

Table 2. Students’ mean score of writing achievement in the pre-test 

 

No Types of Test Mean Score 

1 Experimental Class 61.25 

2 Control Class 60.88 

       Level Experimental Control 

 Freq. (F) % Freq. (F) % 

Excellent                  -  - - 

Very good     - - 1 4% 

Good         2  8,33% 

2 8% 

Fair        9  37,5% 9 36% 

Poor       13  54,16% 9 36% 

Very Poor          -             - 4 16% 

Total 24         100% 25  100% 
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The average achievement of writing in both groups experiment and control class is also clearly stated in table 2. The average score 

for writing achievement of the experimental class is 61.25, and the average score of achievement for the control class is 60.88 

 

4.1.2 The Result of Post-test 

The post-test was conducted after all the treatments were given. In the post-test, the researcher knew or found out students' 

achievement in writing after giving pre-test and treatment. 

Tabel 3. Students’ achievement of writing composition in the post-test 

Level 
Experimental Control 

Freq. (F) % Freq. (F) % 

Excellent - - - - 

Very good 5 20,83% 1   4% 

Good 16 66,66% 4  16% 

Fair 3 12,5% 8  32% 

Poor - - 9  36% 

Very Poor - - 3 12% 

Total 24  100% 25  100% 

 

 
 

Chart 2. The level achievement of experimental and control class on writing through corrective feedback in the post-test. 

 

Table 3 or Figure 2 explains the level of writing learning achievement in the experimental class that has increased significantly. 

Achievements in this experimental class showed 87, 50% of respondents were at the level of good to very good and only 12, 50% 

at the average level. However, the achievements for the poor and very poor level were not found at all. Likewise, the achievements 

in the control class also experienced a slight increase in writing achievement compared to the achievement in the pre-test. For the 

session in the post-test, the writing achievement for the control class was 20% of respondents had been in the level of good to 

very good, while the previous achievement in the pre-test was only 12% of respondents who were at the level of good to very 

good. 

 

 

 

 

Table 4. Mean score of students’ achievements of writing in the post-test 

0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

Excellent Very good Good Fair Poor Very Poor

Experimental 0 20.83% 66.66% 12.50% 0 0

Control 0 4% 16% 32% 36% 12%

0
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0 0

0
4%
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32%
36%
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No Types of Test Mean Score 

1 Experimental Class 76.45 

2 Control Class 62.8 

 

The table above showed that the mean score obtained by the students for an experimental class in the post-test was 76.45, the 

standard deviation was 4.70, and the mean score of the control class was 62.8. Consequently, after giving treatment, the mean 

score of the pre-test, post-test for experimental, and control class above showed that the writing ability of the students was at a 

good level of achievement. Moreover, the score of the experimental class was higher than the score of the control class. The 

comparison data of the average score between the experimental and control groups means that the development of writing 

achievement in the experimental group is more improved compared to the control group after receiving learning treatment 

through the corrective feedback approach. On the other hand, corrective feedback is one of the practical approaches to teaching 

writing to Indonesian EFL learners. 

Furthermore, the effectiveness level of the corrective feedback approach is revealed in the results of the statistical T-test analyst in 

Table 5 below. 

4.1.3 Hypothesis Testing 

In hypothesis testing, the researcher used the t-test formula. The level of significance is set at. In addition, with the degree of 

freedom = 47. In the pre-test, it found that the t-table value (1.6779) is higher than the t-test 0.06). In the post-test, it was found 

that the t-test value (7.18) is higher than the t-table value (1.6779). The analysis showed that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected 

and the alternative hypothesis (H1) is accepted. It means that the student's achievement in writing recount text who were taught 

by using peer correction technique was better than the students' achievement who were taught without peer correction technique. 

Finally, the researcher concluded that the use of peer correction reduced student mistakes in teaching recount text at the eleventh-

year students of senior high school of Sidrap regency in Indonesia. 

Table 5. of T-test analysis in the pre-test and post-test 

 

Type Of test Level significant t-test value t-table value 

Pre-test 0,05 0.06 1.6779 

Post-test 0,05 7.18 1.6779 

 

The description of the collected data through the test, as explained in the previous section, showed that the students' achievement 

in writing recount text after the treatment by using peer correction technique. The data is the writing test score for the students 

of Senior high school. It was indicated by the mean score of the post-test that was higher than the mean score of pre-test 

(76.45>61.25) that applied in the experimental class. 

4.2 Discussion 

According to the research finding, the researcher found that the use of peer correction in teaching writing recount text is better 

than teaching without peer correction technique. The students' mistakes were reduced in writing recount text with peer correction 

technique. 

 

The student's ability taught to use peer correction was good. The average score of the students' achievement who were taught 

by using peer correction was 76.45 included in good categorized. By peer correction, students found their ability in writing with 

the got idea, feeling, and express into writing. Different themes each meeting got time students to express their ideas freely, and 

the teacher could create a representative and exciting in the teaching-learning process.  

Peer correction was a technique that enabled the students' work in pairs. It gave opinions and suggestions so that the students 

could get feedback from their partners.  Calsiyao (2015) conducted an investigation of learner attitudes toward corrective feedback 

in the classroom of spoken language errors among language learners at Kalinga-Apayao State College. The number of samples 
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involved was 365 respondents and used a questionnaire as a tool to collect learner perception data on corrective feedback on 

errors-spoken language in the classroom. The questionnaire was used as a tool to collect data. This study showed that students 

preferred the three types of correcting techniques: teacher correction, peer correction, and peer correction. (Azarnoosh 2013) 

conducted a research project, which compared peer assessment of English university students' corrections. It also investigates the 

possibility of causing a bias in the assessment results due to the closeness between the student as the assessor and the student 

being assessed as well as the impact of this form of assessment action on students' attitudes. The study involved 38 English 

students who passed the writing course, took the skills test and filled out the pre-questionnaire. The paired sample t-test and chi-

square were applied to analyze the collected data. The study of Azarnoosh revealed that there is no significant difference between 

the learners' peer assessment and the teacher assessment. No friendship bias was found in peer assessment, but this practice led 

to the change in students' attitudes towards a positive perception of peer assessment. 

 

This technique gave the students more chances to know about their mistakes and the right way in order to make their writing 

better. In correcting students' drafts, a technique enables the students to get feedback on knowledge. Peer correction was a 

technique where the students corrected their drafts in pairs. Each pair will check the draft and correct the mistakes based on what 

they have known. It was implemented to write a recount text 

 

The student's ability taught without using peer correction was fair. The average score of the students' achievement who were 

taught without using peer correction was 62.8 included in fair categorized.  It can see the students' post-test results after they 

gave treatment without a peer correction technique with no significant score. It means that teaching writing recount text without 

peer correction was not effective in reducing students' mistakes. 

After giving treatment, three times, there were significant differences in achievement in writing recount text for both classes. There 

were improvements in the student's scores from pre-test to post-test for the experimental class and no significant improvement 

for the controlled class. The researcher found a significant effect on the use of peer correction techniques. From the mean score 

of the post-test obtained, the students in the experimental class were (76.45) with the result-standard deviation (4.70), and the 

mean score of the controlled class was (62.8) the result-standard deviation (8.02). After analyzing the t-test formula, the result of 

the t-test value of the post-test (7.18) is higher than the t-table value (1.67) for 0,05 (5%) level of significance, degree freedom df 

(n1+n2-2) 47. Based on criteria of the testing hypothesis that interpreted that statically hypothesis, so the researcher concludes 

that the null hypothesis (H0) is rejected with interpretation value t-table (1.67) ≤  value t-test (7.18), and the alternative hypothesis 

(H1) is accepted with interpretation value-t-test (7.18) ≥  value t-table (1.67). It means that the achievement of the students who 

were treated through peer correction can reduce and find out students' mistakes in writing recount text in the senior high school 

in Sidrap, Indonesia. 

 

5. Conclusions  

The researcher concludes that the use of peer correction is useful to reduce the students' mistakes. It was supported by the mean 

score of the student who was taught by using peer correction post-test was higher (76.45), than the mean score of the pre-test 

(61.25). In the table of achievements, it was in the range of 71-80, which is categorized as good. Then, the mean score of the 

students who were taught writing recount text without peer correction post-test was 62.8, and the pre-test was 60.88, which were 

categorized as fair.  

 

Applying the t-test (7.18) is higher than the t-table value (1.67).  From the result of responses, it concluded that there was a 

significant difference in achievement between the students who were taught writing recount text by using peer correction and the 

students who were taught writing recount text without using peer correction technique from the t-test calculated. 

 

From the use of peer correction techniques, it can be concluded that all students can be involved. Students look happy, relaxed, 

and feel more careful in writing the next poem. With the peer correction techniques, students can use language effectively so that 

it becomes good and correct writing. Students must double-check their writing in order to ensure that the writing is correct. With 

peer correction techniques, directly students will be able to use effective language so that it becomes good and correct writing. 

Teachers and students need to review errors in narrative writing that result from writing training processes. 

 

6. Pedagogical Implication 

The results of this study, theoretically, have implications that learning the ability to write Indonesian with peer correction techniques 

can be used to increase student involvement in the assessment activities of scientific papers or daily writing assignments. This 

study provides a further pedagogical impact in the form of increased learning activities and student achievement in writing courses. 

The results of the study have practical implications that the use of varied learning methods can be used as a great way for teachers 

to improve the quality of learning and to increase the confident character of the ability to assess the work of colleagues or their 

own in standardized writing form (Ko and Sammons 2012). (Darling-Hammond et al. 2019) stated that the teacher should be 
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innovated on teaching development; the traditional learning models and environments are the main component tube a priority to 

hands-on experiences” through the use of science kits.  The quality improvement is in the form of more independent and 

meaningful writing activities for students (Genç 2016).  

 

Moreover, the results of this study have provided useful information to overcome problems in using sentences or correct grammar. 

Peer correction is one of the ways that can motivate the teacher and students to work on writing activities. This technique can be 

carried out directly and continuously (Banaruee et al. 2018). It is also expected for the student to minimize errors in composing a 

sentence so that it can produce exciting writing compositions Mahmoud (Itmeizeh 2016). 

 

7. Recommendation 

Regarding the conclusions of the results, the researcher makes some recommendations. First, students should be more active and 

participate in each learning activity with a feeling of pleasure. (Rodriguez et al. 2015) stated that feeling pleasure is a form 

manifestation of a learning activity that has a function to gather information. In addition, students should have more chances to 

practice writing in order to produce good writing (Rao 2018). Second, English teachers should be able to deliver peer-correction 

techniques in teaching other writing learning materials, not only in writing scientific papers. In addition, the teacher should provide 

more opportunities for students to practice their writing skills so that the quality of student writing results improves. Third, the 

school should add teaching-learning facilities or facilities to support and optimize learning activities. In addition, the school should 

better motivate and facilitate teachers in improving their teaching abilities. Fourth, other researchers are expected to be able to 

collaborate actively with teachers to apply new learning methods that are innovative and involve students in learning activities so 

that students' talents, potential, and creativity can develop well. 
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