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Abstract

This paper aims at exploring supervisor and supervisee attitudes concerning
written feedback in thesis writing. This is a content analysis using documentation and
interview to collect the data. There were four sets of thesis drafts, four thesis supervisors,
and ten supervisees as the sources of the data. Attitudes concerning written feedback are
seen from the manner, timing, form, function, and area. The manner in this study is
defined in three channels: manual, electronic, and combination. Most supervisors
provided written feedback manually even though most of them are IT-literate and young
aged. Regarding the timing of providing written feedback, most supervisors preferred on
the spot written feedback. That is why all supervisor-supervisees have a certain schedule
for thesis supervision and thesis writing conference. The form of written feedback is the
next aspect this studyﬁconcemed. It is found that comments and marks are dominantly
used by the lecturers to provide written feedback. The function of written feedback was
dominated by correction followed by criticism, praise, and suggestion. The area which
the lecturers were concerned about most was the content followed by the form.
Supervisors have positive attitudes in providing written feedback, otherwise, some
disheartening written feedback is still provided. Regarding supervisee attitudes, it is
found that supervisees accepted all kinds of supervisors' attitudes and treatment to them
as far as they were supervised. In an inferior position, students were passive even some

critical opinions should be considered for the next thesis supervision process.

Keywords: thesis writing, written feedback, supervisor and supervisee, attitudes
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Introduction
L2 students probably need further assistance with thesis writing; otherwise, they
should have more cnmpetenc&in English grammar and usage than native speakers
(Murray, 2006). Hence, the language, cultural, and educational backgrounds these
students convey to the writing task and the problems that they experience in thesis writing
merit watchful consideration (Dong, 1998; Hassan et al., 2020). That is why, unlike L1
students who are fairly independent requesting for help WEI it is needed, in Indonesia,
students regularly and intensively meet the supervisor to receive support and sufficient
direction to enable them to succeed in his/her studies from the beginning until the end of
e thesis writing process. In the institution where the study was conducted, for example,
each student is supervised by two supervisors and the frequency of supervision in the
completion of the thesis writing is also determined: eight meetings to complete the
proposal and ten times to complete the research report (Widodo et al., 2017). L2 students
may require more supervision than others, perhaps for more than just the language
differences, since there are other layers of cultural differences that create specific
challenges (Murray, 2006; Budiharso & Arbain, 2019). Thus, they need continuous
feedback from the supervisor hence feedback is an important aspect of the functions as
praise, criticism, and suggestions in the process of writing a thesis (Hyland & Hyland,
2001; Setyawan et al., 2020
Generally, feedback played a formative role in students’ broader socialization and
contributed to the co-construction of academic identities and (in) access to preferred
discourse practices in their departments and disciplines (Anderson, 2020). In thesis
writing completion, feedback is considered as one of the indicators of whether
supervision is good (Ferris, 1997:314). More specifically, as one particular kind of
assessment method commonly used in language classrooms (Chong, 2018; Sujito et al.,
2019), written feedback is considered as one of the media of communication between
supervisor and student, particularly, in writing (Hyland, 2009). That is why written
feedback is valued as an important aspect of the students' writing process (Kumar &
Stracke, 2007). In other words, feedback from supervisors not only guards and guides the

progress of researching and writing up a thesis, but it also helps the student to become an
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independent academic researcher so they can affiliate their research writing on national
or international journals to engage with writers’ community.

Sutanto (2015) stated that different types of feedback and the way of the feedback
that is provided determine the quality of students' responses to the feedback. The
responses of the students to the quality of the contents enhance the progress of the
students' thesis writing, which is displayed in the revised drafts of students' thesis. The
deeper feedback on the contents and organization indicates theabetter responses of
students in revising the content quality of the thesis. Besides, the supervisors have
different abilities in the feedback strategies and that contributes to the development of
audcnts' thesis. Sutanto (2015: 131) recommended investigating the perception of
supervisors to provide feedback for future research. This recommendation is important to
be followed up because supervisors' perception means an awareness of their written
feedback and how written feedback is used. This awareness, hopefully, will affect
supervisors' passion for providing meaningful and motivating written feedback.
Furthermore, to achieve a deeper and balance finding, students' perception is also
investigated in this study.

Some studies dealing with the perception of written feedback resulted in dif&rcnt
findings (Ferguson 2011; Poulos & Mahoney 2008, Carless 2006; Deveci, 2019). These
diverse findings of previous studies have revealed that students' views should not be
treated alone, isolated from their context, especially their teachers' beliefs, and practices.
Hedgcock and Lefkowitz (1996) put forward those students' response patterns could
reflect their instructors' practices in the writing classes. Written feedback reinforces the
points made through explicit teaching and any research of written teacher feedback should
consider the connections and interactions between teachers, students, texts, and writing
purposes (Goldstein, 2001: 86; Hylzad & Hyland, 2006: 213).

Leaph (2011) examines the perceptions about the effectiveness of oral (OF) and
written (WF) feedback on the writing of thirty-seven bodian English-major students
at the National University of Management (NUM). Results indicate that both groups
equally delivered higher performance on the holistic assessment of writing, although the
OF group felt more oriented towards oral feedback than the WF group felt towards written

feedback. Whereas the OF group improved in both the micro-aspects (i.e. grammar,
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vocabulary, and mechanicsﬁ spelling) and the macro-aspects (i.e. content and
organization), the WF group produced a higher quality of writing only in language and
organization. Furthermore, Hajri & Al-Mahrooqi (2013) researched student perceptions
and preferences around instructors' feedback. They discovered the type of written
corrective feedback students liked best. The study revealed that students agreed on a
preference for comprehensible, selective, positive-sounding, and grammatically-focused
feedback. Consequently, it is suggested that teachers adjust their correction practices to
suit students' immediate needs, taking into consideration the fact that they are EFL
learners of English.

Feedback is the heart of the learning experience in thesis writing (Sutanto, 2015)
and the importance of written feedback is widely known by feedback providers. However,
the way they are giving written feedback is sometimes confusing and disheartening for
students (Hyland & Hyland, 2001: 208). That is why researching written feedback needs
to be explored due to its necessity hence some students considered written feedback as to
their lifelong learning and the fact that they saved all their marked ers for future
referrals for their professional practice (Ghazal, 2014: 25). Moreover, what students do
with feedback is as important as the quality and conditions of delivery of the feedback;
they need to take responsibility and act on the given feedback. Previous studies resulted
that the written feedback role is equally important for both L1 and L2 thesis students,
even though L2 students may sometimes require feedback in areas that L1 students do
not require (Bitchener; Basturkmen; East, 2010; Robillos & Phantharakphong, 2020). In
other words, supervisors give different treatment to L1 and L2 students; they are less
critical to those L2 students. Bitchener, Basturkmen, East, and Meyer (2011) in their
further study suggest investigating the specific types of written feedback supervisors give
to the students hence little attention has been given to this issue. Thus, this study seeks

thesis supervisors’ and supervisees’ attitudes in written feedback.

Method
This is qualitative research especially content analysis. 1& content analysis
focuses on the meaning reflected in the characteristics of materials. Content or document

analysis is a research method applied to written or visual materials to identify specified

229




characteristics of the material. The materials that were discussed in this study were the
documents of the process and product in thesis drafts and interviews with the participants:
four lecturers (as thesis supervisors). Documentation within four sets of thesis draft was
the main instrument which was used to be analyzed to find the qualitative and quantitative
data while the interview was used to explore quantitative data. Three instruments were
used in this research: researchers, filed notes, and interview guidelines. To answer the
research question, the data obtained from documents were classified based on the
categories: the manner, the timing, the form, the function, and the area of written
feedback. After classifying all data taken from documents, it was followed by interviews
with the participants; lecturers, and students. This was done to explore further how and

why the participants provide certainly written feedback.

Respondents

In selecting the participants, purposeful sampling was used for rich information
taken from carefully chosen participants. Four lecturers (two lecturers as supervisor one
and two as supervisor two) were selected. In this institution, supervisor one has
responsibility for supervising students' thesis content while supervisor two supervises
language , mechanism, and organization. This consideration of selection was taken to see
deeper how lecturers provide written feedback on students’ thesis and the attempt to
establish the objectivity of the research findings. Besides technical and functional
consideration, the selection of the lecturers was also based on lecturers' characteristics
and professionalism in providing written feedback. Lecturers who are cooperative and
have a willingness in providing written feedback were chosen. It is important because if
it is not taken into account, the data, perhaps could not be gathered as lecturers' objection
in providing written feedback. Furthermore, lecturers who are open-minded and welcome
to be invited to discuss the finding were also considered, in case, there were some data
which needed to confirm. Next, those four lecturers were named as L1, L2. L3, L4.
Besides, ten students were also chosen as the respondents to see their opinion towards
lecturers’ attitudes in providing written feedback. The consideration made in choosing
these ten students is: each student had different supervisors, the ten students are the ones

who had the thesis drafts taken as the data. This is because the process and progress made
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by the students could be traced easily. Moreover, students’ opinion towards the written
feedback given by the supervisors could be more accurate than that of who were not

involved.

Data analysi

The research design started by reviewing the theories related to the study of the
ways written feedback was provided in thesis drafts. The theories then were used to
develop questions and to design thesis assesment rubrics. The questions were used to
collect the data in the form of an interview. The data were put in tables based on themes
and codes. The codes were applied to extract text and interpret the data. For analyzing
how written feedback is provided by the lecturers, some theories supporting the studies
should be used. The theories from Hyland (2010) are used to analyze the manner, Hyland
& Hyland (2011) is used to analyze the functions of written feedback, Bitchener, et al.
(2011) to analyze the area of written feedback, Mack (2009) to analyze the form of written
feedback, and to analyze the timing, the theory from Zhang, Zhang, and Ma (2010) is
used. Lecturers’ attitudes were defined as the manner, the timing, the form, the function,
and the area. There were two kinds of data; qualitative and quantitative. Qualitative data
were found from interviews and documentation while quantitative was found from the
total numbers and percentage taken from the frequency of appearance of each aspect from

the documents. These two kinds of data were presented to make the finding more obvious.

Result

This study aims to find out the attitudes of thesis supervisors and supervisees
concerning written feedback in the thesis writing process. The attitudes are defined as the
manner, the timing, the form, the function, and the area of written feedback provided by

the supervisors to supervisees’ thesis drafts.

The Manner
The manner of providing written feedback in thesis writing supervision between
lecturers and students was divided into three channels: manual, electronic, and

combination (Hyland, 2010). Manual in this case means students and lecturer met at a
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certain time consulting the thesis proposal. Electronic means students and lecturers did
supervision through email or students transferred the soft file instead of printed paper.
While the combination referred to supervision by both manual and electronic.

Most lecturers like handwritten feedback because it is simple but helpful. The
reasons why lecturers gave manual written feedback are found from the interview. There
were four lecturers interviewed (L1, L2, L3, L4). From the interview, it was identified
that two lecturers (L1 and L4) combined manual and electronic supervision while the
other two lecturers (L2 and L3) provided written feedback manually.

The reasons why lecturers preferred to provide feedback manually even though
all of them are IT literate and young aged is because thesis supervision was already in a
schedule which was discussed at the first meeting among lecturer and students. Moreover,
the regulation to fulfill the numbers of meeting before and after the proposal leads them
to meet students face to face regularly because the meetings were recorded in the
consultation sheet. He once gave electronic feedback when the student could not print out
the file while the student ensured that only a small part needed to check (L1). The next
statements come from L2 who combined electronic and manual written feedback. He
stated that he provided manual written feedback mostly to students than electronic. He
gave electronic feedback in a very special case for example the student was not able to
revise or edit on his/her own without assistance while the time to accomplish the thesis
was not that long. The need for the students was the basic consideration to provide
electronic feedback. L3 said that manual written feedback was simple. Students showed
the draft, the lecturer checked, commented while wrote the feedback on the draft,
question-answer session if possible, and then students just could start to revise. L4
reported that she did not like providing written feedback electronically because it seems
weird to see students come for thesis supervision by bringing the laptop on or even flash
disc. She added that some of her colleagues have already provided E-written feedback it
does not become culture yet in her institution and it should change as information

technology runs fast.

232




The Timing

Supervision meeting between student and lecturer was divided into two
categories; direct (conference) and indirect (through the paper). Direct supervision was
done when the students met the lecturer by schedule or appointment consulting the draft
students proposed individually or in a group. While indirect supervision was done when
the student/s collected the drafts to be corrected or commented on by the lecturer and
returned in some days. Most lecturers did both direct and indirect supervision while the
trequency was different from one another. Students, on the other side, preferred direct
supervision to consult their thesis so they know the progress, the correction, and the
revision they should do. Moreover, they could ask things they did not understand or doubt
even somehow they got nervous whenever they were about to see the lecturer.

Related to the thesis supervision meeting, lecturers had varied ways in the timing
of giving written feedback; immediate and delayed (Zhang, Zhang, and Ma, 2010).
Immediate means lecturer and students did conference during the consultation. They met
at a certain time to talk about the thesis draft, lecturer commented on the draft while
writing feedback on the draft. The student did the same thing while listening to the
comment, she/he wrote feedback from the lecturer. On the other way around, delayed
means that written feedback was given after the students submitted the drafts, wait for
some days while the lecturer checked the draft. Written feedback was given in drafts
checking and students got the checked drafts after some days. There were two ways in
returning the checked draft, the lecturer simply put the drafts on his/her table and
instructed students to take their drafts or students met the lecturer to discuss the drafts.

Data shows the timing of supervision was done regularly. Supervision is always
followed by written feedback. It is confirmed that there is no case in thesis consultation
students got no written feedback in their drafts even though it is followed by conferencing.
Dealing with the frequency of supervision, thesis consultation sheets reported that each
student got six up to twelve times a meeting before the proposal seminar and six up to
eight times before the thesis examination. Written feedback was given in regular
consultation, seminar proposal, another regular consultation heading to thesis
examination, and in thesis examination as the final revision before thesis submission. On

the other side, the interview resulted that three lecturers (L2, L3, L4) provided written
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feedback the same all the way through the process. L1 preferred to provide written

feedback in the first draft.

The Form

The form of written feedback was analyzed based on Mack's (2009) study those
are comment, error correction, and question. Hence error correction and question can be
categorized as a comment, the form of written feedback is defined in two; comment and
mark. A comment is any word, phrase, or sentence produced by the lecturers to inform
students to revise or edit the drafts. It is found that the numbers between comments and
forms are similar. 46 comments and 47 marks were provided on four sets of students'
thesis drafts.

Table 1: The Form of Written Feedback in Thesis Writing Process

Documents Comments Marks Total
Form

Proposal Writing Process 14 17 31

Seminar Proposal Drafts 12 7 19

Thesis Examination Drafts 11 23 34

Evaluation Sheets 9 0 9

Total 46 (49.5%) 47(50.5%) 03

Table 1 shows the use of comment was found in all stages of thesis writing mostly
in seminar proposal drafts. Error corrections were found in the proposal writing process
and thesis examination drafts, the question was found in proposal writing only, while
marks as the dominant form of written feedback were found in all stages of thesis writing
except in the evaluation sheet. It is reasonable hence in the evaluation sheet lecturers
could only provide comments as the general feedback after the thesis examination.

Why comments were mostly found in the seminar proposal is because, in this
phase, students still needed guidance in changing the content even the topic needed
further revision. While the marks were mostly found in thesis examination drafts because
in thesis examination, the content was considered fixed and students’ need was mostly

editing that can be covered through the use of marks as written feedbacks. The comment
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was given after the student submitted the drafts and it was checked by the lecturer. This
kind of written communication was generally found in thesis writing supervision done in
tace to face consultation. The students, in this case, accepted all forms of written feedback
provided by the lecturers no matter what because written feedback was considered
meaningful for them. Some students complained about unclearly written feedback so they
did not understand what the lecturer meant, some had to confirm with the lecturer orally
to crosscheck their understanding of the written feedback, and some just leave the drafts
like before as they did not know what to do. Even though students had different reactions
after they got written fcﬁ)ack but they appreciated any kind of written feedback.

The statement “I don't appreciate marks without the text in feedback (such as
underlined sentences, circle around a word, question mark, etc.) appeared in the interview
with students as it is known that written feedback in the form of marks sometimes needs
further explanation and confirmation. It can be said that marks are not effective written
feedback dealing with students’ uptake. Meanwhile, in the documents, marks reached the
top form of written feedback. Otherwise, students prefer written feedback in the form of
comments hence it is easier to understand and revise.

Another thing that students disagreed with is written feedback which tried to
change their direction and writing style, which was hard, contradictory, and given because
of personal preference. In a further interview it is found that in some cases, lecturers drove
students' ideas or writing styles. Students did not say that it was wrong yet difficult to
cope. In different cases, students were open to accepting all feedbacks from the lecturer
when they were at the beginning of the writing process. The problem came when the
instruction of changing the direction or idea was given after the proposal seminar or even

in the thesis examination.

The Function

The function of written feedback was analyzed as categories found by Hyland &
Hyland (2011). Of 93 written feedback found, 49 corrections, 32 criticisms, 8
suggestions, and 4 praises. Correction is mostly found in the thesis examination draft,

criticism is mostly found in the process of writing a proposal, the suggestion was mostly

235




found in the evaluation sheet, while praise was mostly found in the process of writing a

proposal.
Table 2: The Function of Written Feedback in Thesis Writing

Documents Correction Criticism Suggestion Praise Total
Function

Proposal Writing Process 17 10 0 3 30
Seminar Proposal Drafts 7 6 0 1 14
Thesis Examination 25 9 6 0 40
Drafts

Evaluation Sheets 0 7 2 0 9
Total 49 (52.7%) 32 8 (0.45%) 4 93

(34.4%) (0.21%)

Table 2 shows that the function of written feedback was mostly for correction
(52.7%) followed by criticism (34 4%), praise (0.43%), and suggestion (0.21%). The
examples of each function are shown below. It is found that in the form of written
feedback, six are error corrections. While the function, most written feedbacks function
as a correction. The frequency of correction was mostly found in the drafts of the proposal
writing process and thesis examination. It makes sense hence in those two processes
students need the draft in the correct version. Moreover, in the thesis examination draft,
the lecturer not only criticized but also corrected students' drafts.

Criticism is found in all documents. Criticism range from how the lecturer asked
students to think of what they had written, why they wrote a certain topic, and pay
attention to the spot which the lecturer disagreed with. To show how the written feedback
function in students' thesis drafts, below are the examples of each function. A suggestion
that was characterized as optional was found in the thesis examination draft and
evaluation sheet. Different from correction or criticism which had to be revised, the
suggestion had a lower tone. Students could revise or not depend on the time limitation,

the competence, and the will of the student. The suggestion led students to a better thesis

236




draft but if it was not done, it did not atfect much the previous thesis production. Praise,
on the other hand, had fewer numbers than other functions. The praise which aimed at
motivating students with a positive comment was not found in this study. The praise, in
this study, was in the form of a mark of a checklist () to show the lecturer's appreciation
and acceptance of certain points.

As exposed in Table 2, written feedbacks functioning as correction and criticism
were prevailing. There are some possible motives for why it occurred. First, it was the
tirst time for students to write a thesis so they made a lot of mistakes and needed strict
guidance in producing academic writing. Second, written feedback can be considered as
media to learn and progress in writing. Third, the lecturer had a high standard of thesis
writing style and topic.

Seen from students’ point of view, negative written feedback was given because
supervisors had high expectations and students thought when lecturers gave grammar
correction they were not interested in the content or not knowledgeable about the content
topic of the thesis. It means students agreed that lecturers had high expectations when
they provided negative written feedback, and negative perception of lecturers' comments
on grammar, sentence structure, format, etc. while ignoring the content. All participants
revised their thesis to some degree after receiving written feedback which means no
matter the revision consideration they took, but they still did the instruction from the
supervisor. This means that not all participants are mentally ready in receiving negative
written feedback. These three students could feel uncomfortable in receiving negative
written feedback and possibly affected their emotions and mood in writing the thesis even

though temporary. This indicates that written feedback should be provided fairly.

The Area

The area of written feedback in the thesis proposal was classified as content,
linguistic accuracy and appropriateness, requirements, and organization (Bitchener,
2011). There are 95 written feedbacks found in the process of thesis writing started from
writing proposals, proposal seminars, thesis examination, and evaluation sheets. The area
which the lecturers concerned most was the content (55) and form (38).

Table 3: The Area of Written Feedback in Thesis Writing
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Documents Content Form Total

rea
Proposal Writing Process 20 11 31
Seminar Proposal Drafts 14 5 19
Thesis Examination Drafts 17 17 34
Evaluation Sheets 4 5 9
Total 55 (59%) 38 (41%) 93

The area of written feedback as shown in table 3 indicates lecturers paid attention
more to the content than form. The content was the most aspect lecturer was concerned
about. It reached 62.38% which put the content as the most important thing to focus on.
Written feedback on content gradually decreases in the stages of thesis writing. Written
feedback on content was mostly found in proposal writing and appeared less in the thesis
examination draft. The same case happens to written feedback on linguistic accuracy and
appropriateness. It appears in three kinds of thesis drafts: proposal, seminar proposal, and
thesis draft. From the data obtained as shown in table 3, it can be drawn interesting
conclusions about the area of written feedback given by lecturers. Lecturers agreed that
content was prior more than other areas such as linguistic accuracy and appropriateness,
requirements, and organization. In the early stages of writing a thesis, requirements, and
organization were ignored by the lecturers. No written feedback was provided in this area.
Those two areas were notified in the thesis examination. Content, furthermore, was still
a priority to be provided in thesis examination drafts for it reached 62.3%.

Regarding students' feelings towards the form of written feedback in thesis
writing, all students came to an agreement that they had a positive feeling for all
feedbacks had their own importance to help students. Furthermore, seen from the
document and interview, it is known that written feedback provided by lecturers had a
substantial role in students' thesis writing.

Furthermore, it is shown that students intended to simply revise and edit based on
the instruction but they need to ask for clarification before doing so. Similar to the finding
obtained from the documents that students' uptake to written feedback is considered very

good even not all students could meet the lecturers’ standard. All students said that the
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action of ignoring, misunderstanding, feeling unable, even deleting the point provided

written feedback was experienced by them.

Discussion

In this study, written feedback is defined as information provided by the lecturers
which closes the gap between students' actual performance and desired performance.
Written feedbacks which were analyzed are in students' thesis drafts starting from
students' regular consultation, seminar proposal draft, another draft on regular
consultation heading to thesis examination, in thesis examination draft as the final
revision before thesis submission, and evaluation sheet of thesis examination. Written
feedback was provided by lecturers who were standing as a supervisor in thesis writing.
Dealing with the manner of written feedback provision, thesis consultation was divided
into three channels: manual, electronic, and combination. There were four lecturers
interviewed (L1, L2, L3, L4). From the interview, it was identified that two lecturers (L1
and L4) combined manual and electronic supervision while the other two (L2 and L3)
provided written feedback manually. It can be said that most lecturers preferred the
manual for providing written feedback with follow-up activity (conferencing) than
electronic only. It contradicts Hyland (2010: 12) who said that the utilization of PCs and
other technology has turned out to be common in instructive settings, especially in
university settings, and is frequently favored by students and teachers of second language
writing. Meanwhile, dealing with this issue, Salima (2006) confirmed that written
tfeedback should be used in coordination betwal two sides to make students comfortable
and gain some benefit to improve students writing and encourage them to take more
responsibility for their learning.

Thus, as far as the learning goal is achieved, any channel can be chosen.
Moreover, the use of manual written feedback found in the present study does not simply
indicate that technology is not yet broadly used by the lecturers and students, for the use
of technology becomes a daily need for both. It is because, as stated by Lecturer 1 in the
interview, thesis supervision needs more than correcting and approving but motivational
and emotional relation building between lecturers and students that can be developed

easier through face to face supervision. Furthermore, as a small institution with a view
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number of students who are staying near the campus, students possibly come to campus
regularly as well as the lecturers so manual becomes lecturers and students’ preference
than other channels.

Dealing with the timing of written feedback provision, it is confirmed that three
lecturers (L2, L3, L4) provided written feedback the same through the process. L1
preferred to provide written feedback in the first draft. As found in the interview, lecturers
provided different ways of written feedback: immediate and delayed. Immediate written
feedback was done when lecturers directly gave written feedback at the time of
consultation while delayed written feedback was provided by lecturers after students
submitted the draft and returned after some days. Immediate written feedback is
considered the most ef&tive (Cowan, 2003). A different finding is found by Murray
(2002) that no matter immediate or delayed feedback, as far as supervisors provided
sufficient feedback on the students’ draft within the allocated length of time is considered
fine. This study finds that both immediate and delayed written feedback were treated the
same by students; they revised as well as they could.

The form of written feedback is the next aspect this study is concerned. It is found
that those marks are dominantly used by the lecturers to provide written feedback
followed by comments, error correction, and questions. Ashwell (2000) argues that
students used feedback on form more than on content. It aligns with the present study
which finds most used written feedback deals withdon-content aspects. Proportionally,
Dong (1998) listed the chcts nonnative students need for more involvement and help
from their advisors in: (1) developing ideas, (2) drawing conclusions, (3) organizing
paragraphs, and (4) presenting ideas logically. Those lists show that non-native students
are still weak in content but they find difficulties to use feedback related to the content.

The present study finds that written feedback is not only in the forms of comments,
error correction, and question as found in Mack (2009), but also mark which is dominant.
The marks found in this study cover underline, circular, question mark, and many others
which have no certain meaning except an attentive word or phrase student had to revise
or edit. Compared to a study conducted by Buckingham & Aktug-Ekinci (2017) who are
concerned with interpreting coded feedback in writing, marks used in their study are

correction codes which are forms of guided indirect, metalinguistic feedback on learner
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writing. Codes used for providing written feedback are generally known by teachers and
students hence there is a specific sheet to correct students' writing. Their study resulted
in students often found English-sourced correction codes difficult even though the use of
the correction code sheet appeared to improve the quality of students' noticing in
addressing the error, not yet correcting the errors. Nevertheless, the marks used in this
study which have no exact meaning or purpose may drive students into difficulties. That
is why, as found in the questionnaire, all students asked for clarification before revising
or editing the draft, two studas misunderstood the message contained in the written
feedback, three st ts felt unable to come up with suitable revision, the other two
simply deleted the offending text to avoid the issue raised, and one student ignored the
written feedback when it is not important or unclear. Despite those negative reactions to
written feedback, most students simply revis%and edited based on the instruction.

The next aspect is the function of written feedback. The function of written
feedback was dominated by correction followed by criticism, praise, and suggestion. It is
found that in the form of written feedback, six are error corrections. While the function,
most written feedbacks function as a correction. The frequency of correction was mostly
found in the drafts of the proposal writing process and thesis examination. It makes sense
hence in those two processes students need the draft in the correct version. The present
research finds that praise has minimum use than that of other written functions such as
correction, criticism, and suggestion. Praise was rarely found in the finding because, as
found in the follow-up interview, lecturers considered that praise is not appropriate for
the thesis writing context yet is suggested for lower writing subjects (Writing I, II, III,
and I'V). In thesis writing, criticism and suggestion are more appropriate feedback for the
sake of students' revision. Imbalanced written feedback is also found in Ghazal et al.
(2014) who found the tone of comments lacked a balance of praise and criticism. While
different finding comes from Hyland and Hyland (2001) who found feedback providers
most frequently employed praise function in their feedback. The varied finding indicates
lecturers have their own consideration in providing written feedback to students for they
know students’ needs and how to cater.

Two different findings were revealed concerning how to treat grammar errors in

students’ writing. Truscott (1996) argued that in L2 writing classes, grammar correction
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should be ignored since it is inefficient and harmful, while Kamler and Thomson (2014)
advocate that the final copy of the dissertation must be free of grammatical and spelling
errors. Different from classroom context, in thesis writing, grammar is a crucial aspect to
be corrected hence no excuse for grammar errors in academic writing. The result of the
present study reveals grammar error is important to correct. The timing of correcting
grammar is somehow done in an orderly after the content was already fixed and approved
by the lecturers who are actirﬁas supervisor one. It is following Leki (1991) in his study
that students want to have good writing with error-free writing so they expect their
teachers to correct all errors in their written work. This means, even though grammar is
not put as the premier object of written feedback in thesis writing supervision but it is not
abandoned for error-free writing is considered important for the sake of journal
publication.

Regarding the area where written feedback is provided, the present study finds
that lecturers paid attention much to the content even though they did not miss the other
areas such as linguistic accuracy and appropriateness, requirement, and organization. The
area of written feedback in thesis writing was classified as content, linguistic accuracy
and appropriateness, requirements, and organization. 95 written feedbacks were found in
the process of thesis writing started from writing proposals, proposal seminars, thesis
examination, and evaluation sheets. The area which the lecturers were concerned most
was the content followed with linguistic accuracy and appropriateness, requirements,
organization.

Bitcheneretal. (2011) make an imperative point that supervisors viewed feedback
as an important part of the teaching and learning dialogue they had with their students
and as a way of helping students to move towards becoming independent writers in the
tertiary context. Supporting the previous study's affirmation, the present study reveals
written feedback was used as a tool by lecturers for guiding students to write appropriately
with minimum error. As found in the interview, lecturers also concerned about students'
characteristics and background: educational, psychological, and proficiency levels in
providing written feedback. In the other words, lecturers treat students differently

considering student's competence hence not all students can run at the same speed. To
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sum, both previous and present studies discover similar findings that there is lecturers'
positive intention as the basis of providing written feedback for students.

From the interview, it is found that students had similar attitudes dealing with
thesis supervisors' written feedback in general. Otherwise, students have a different
perception of negative written feedback. Some of them disagreed with negative written
feedback. One of the students does not appreciate straightforward written feedback and
when it directs her to other related resources. Written feedback that is too much-changing
students' direction, writing style, and which is hard to revise gets low appreciation from
students. Interestingly, how affected their emotion and how hard the revision, students
had no choice except revised and edited based on lecturers' instruction. It means students
can put their ego away in the process of thesis writing because they realize that lecturers'
&ritten feedback is important and helpful. It is in line with Paulos and Mahoney (2018)
that the impact of feedback is influenced by students' perception of their tutor, in th'acase,
lecturer. They found that students said that feedback can be demoralizing but they did not
go to discuss a particular connection between emotion and students' perception of written
feedback.

The current study finds that students' emotion is related to the written feedback
they received. It is found from the questionnaire asking their feeling that they feel scared,
embarrassed, lose-confident, lose-motivation, even give up when they received critical/
negative written feedback. Not all students feel those feelings but all participants
confirmed that critical/ negative written feedback affected them emotionally. This finding
supports Ferguson (2011) especially in terms of the feel of loss-confident. From the
interview, it is found that helpful written feedback is when the ipstruction from the
supervisor is clear. This finding confirmed Ferguson (2011) who found that students
wanted personalized feedback with clear guidance on how to improve their work. The
results show that most written feedback was used by the students but it does not indicate
written feedback is clear and understandable, some factors like oral feedback and
clarification before revising are assumed as the other aspects of written feedback is mostly
used by the students.

Regarding the area/s which are referred to in items more important and helpful for

students, students stated that they needed all aspects content (e.g. range and depth of

243




knowledge, accuracy, completeness, and relevance) and form (requirements/expectations
of different parts/chapters of a thesis, organization/structure of material writing coherence
and cohesion, linguistic accuracy). Students thought that linguistic accuracy,
organization, writing coherence were important because in thesis writing students should
make a good and systematic organization for each chapter. The content was considered
the most important aspect because students must understand what she/he writes in the
thesis.

This present study’s finding is in line with gohen, l%’!; Ferris, 1995; Hedgcock
& Lefkowitz, 1996; Hyland, 1998; Leki, 1991 who found some learners paid the most
attention to almost all aspects of their writing, some paid more attention to form, and
some paid more attention to content Second, students' views about the lﬁefulness of
teacher feedback are mixed. Most students found teacher feedback usetful (Ferris, 1995;
Saito, 1994). Some students found feedback on errors morcdseful than feedback on
content (Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 1996; Saito, 1994). While students in Leki's (1991)
study profited little from error corrections, and students in Cohen's (1991) study reported
to benefit most from comments on the organization. Third, students' preferences for
feedback have also been found to vary according to writing contexts. Some studies
suggested that students want teachers to comment on form as well as on content (Cohen
& Cavalcanti, 1990, Leki, 1991; Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 1996). Some students preferred
more comments on the form (Hedgcock & Letkowitz, 1996).

The findings of EFL students' preferences regarding feedback o support those of
Hedgcock and Lefkowitz (1996), in which data of questionnaires indicated that EFL
students were concerned about content, rhetorical soundness as well as linguistic
accuracy. Moreover, the students' preference for more detailed, specific, and clear
feedback is similar to that of the students in Elwood and Bode's (2014) study. Compared
together, the perceptions of the lecturer are slightly different from those of students. For
the focus of feedback, the teacher thought she had focused on the organization, while the
students and the actual feedback showed that feedback on the organization was not much.
For the types of feedback students preferred, the teacher assumed that the students would
like her personal reader response to the content of the writing, while the students expected

to receive feedback on the organization most. The findings of the present study also
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support what Hedgcock and Lefkowitz (1996) revealed in their study, that students

frequently operate on principles and assumptions that may not match those of their

The present study has similar suggestions with previous studies that revision

lecturers.

quality may correlate with feedback intake which depends on learner-focus and feedback
quality (Leaph, 2011), and providing feedback that is favorable and, hence, more
comprehensible to students, is highly recommended (Hajri & Al-Mahrooqi, 2013).

Conclusion

It is found that supervisors had positive attitudes in providing written feedback
but they did not realize how important their role in students’ thesis writing so some
disheartening written feedback was still provided. Moreover, all students had a positive
appreciation for written feedback in general but negative feelings in some aspects

especially the use of marks and minimum psychological consideration.

Pedagogical Implication

Compared to simply giving grades, feedback positively influenced motivation and
achievement (Koenka et al., 2019) hence feedback is a crucial element in helping students
identify gaps and assess their learning progress (Cavalcanti, 2020). Sutanto (2015)
yielded that feedback helps write development, on the other hand, the communication
between students-supervisor contributed to students’ stress in thesis writing. Thus,
providing effective written feedback in thesis writing is challenging. The results of the
present study can be used by the supervisors to reexamine the quality of feedback they
give to students. (Ec&:ming this issue, supervisors should get training in (a) providing
written feedback strategies, (b) explaining those strategies to their students, and (c)
helping students learn to revise and holding them accountable for considering feedback
they have received in doing so (Ferris, 1997). Based on the finding, it is suggested to the
faculty to embed this matter into regulation because effective written feedback will be
truly operative when it is held by the faculty level. Furthermore, for an educational
institution, it is to address written feedback as a whole issue, as a departure point for

discussions in the teaching faculty, as it only is truly etfective when embedded in a whole
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institution policy which is constantly applied. The result of the study also enriches the
supervisors any issues dealing with written feedback. Hopefully, by knowing different
kinds of written feedback, the supervisors can consider what written feedback they should
use before giving. On the other hand, students who are going to write a thesis will know
earlier how the supervisor gives written feedback on thesis writing so mental readiness

will help them to face the thesis writing process.
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