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BAB V 

CONCLUSION  

A. Conclusion  

This study compared the WCF preferences of lecturers and students. It used a 

Likert-scale questionnaire to gauge the preference of feedback in four types: 

direct, indirect, focused and unfocused feedback. Lecturers chose direct feedback 

as their choice and the students have the same preference with the lecturers’ 

choice. Students and lecturers preference were compatible. Lecturers rarely used 

indirect feedback in giving the students correction. Lecturers give indirect 

feedback only for high level students. It is hard to understand for low students to 

explore lecturers’ indirect feedback. Therefore, Lecturers give different feedback 

in each student. Lecturers provide feedback based on the ability possessed by the 

students.  

In contrast, students prefer unfocused feedback than focused feedback while 

the lecturers chose focused feedback in correcting the students’ errors. Lecturers 

usually give feedback to the most complex error. Some lecturers let the students’ 

error such as: misspelled, punctuation, mechanics, etc. Even, some lecturers only 

focused on surface error. Besides, students expect their lecturer to give more 

unfocused feedback in their writing. Indicating all the errors help the students 

easier revise their text. Students can focus on correcting the error that lecturers’ 

marked 
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B. Suggestion 

From the findings, some suggestions need to be pointed for the reader. As a 

student, understanding lecturers’ feedback is not easy. Some students get 

problems in understanding it. This research helps the students knowing the 

lecturers choice in giving the feedback for the students. They can understand the 

feedback from the type of feedback that lecturers used. Meanwhile, lecturers can 

provide the appropriate feedback based on the students’ preference as found in 

this research.  

For further researcher, this study is limited to the preference of 5 lecturers and 

55 students at State Islamic Institute (IAIN) of Kediri.  It might be extended to 

include a larger number of lecturers and students in different institute. The study 

is also limited to elicit the CF types used in response to writing. The next 

researcher might use all the types of WCF in identification the lecturers and 

students’ preference. In addition, this study only used a questionnaire in collecting 

the data. Interview or direct observation can be used to investigate the lecturers 

and students’ preference in detail.  Lecturers’ feedback is still difficult to 

understand for the students.  Misunderstanding usually happens between the 

lecturers’ perception and students’ understanding. To find out the solution, a 

further study can be carried out about the effectiveness of lecturers’ preference in 

WCF type.  
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