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met by anane thee 200 chudeess. The ofives wall be efficicn) and” offective o7 dhe civer fs son! mimter o
dadernts. Farhermore, dhe lecmrer will be sacder 10 sortvnd o Fevion the stscdom eragnment | This sy
wad cvidurtend aondir i sufher of Fedemadig Caurde 3 for Reading o Woineg sbills, The closs consioned
caf I8 sipenis. The Iecturpr pof oficulty re mampge the orss beoonre there war no gesisiony, The
Jepdwrenradion of CW ana PRF v trbed o salve Mie preaddeide. THEE soidy dsed giesniomiatie fo firmd o
Hhe stilonty " pervetian gremg the depdereniation of CWand PRF. The renil? dhersed ol st af sudenis
Jeve pasithie peraialon e ks dhis strareg.
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Sevshur orbadi o fekaw b Janva woe reu dusen Wi srerhahar padd sats Saeliek Soekdinn. Difsalnva,
redferp helier fidele halph Jebily dart 20 sinee, Ketes ol mesingd' ofisren dor ofekidf nda jumbph sfrve ot
bedes bl Seloie itw, dostii abad Lobil sasdel vk anssgonnied dan aerovow Tepas wraledid .
Penelithan ind aflakalon pecda e pedafures Seiisive Covrse 2 dinind Aeteranpilos. Membava dew
Meuulfe, Ketas bersfin gor I8 svebaninsa, Doser beswfiion agind mengelofa belas korena ddnd ool
peatiirmpsag yung awrrvarinng. Pesvapen W dan PRE difeotse swnek meapaticd mreakall sl
Fenelitian inf mmgpaaben erpher uumst meageshur perseps malverisn selamygy pelabeanann CW dan
PEF_ Hevid penelinier oeenmpialian habiy sebapean fesar sivss mewdsertban pervepst parmhl seiuik
A kAR TR TR,

Kt fwnei s EFL, Callndormdi e WWAring, Peer awiew Fevdback.

LIS TRODUCTION

Teaching writing o EFL shudent= [Englisk a= 2 Foeeign Lamguege | is kind of dhallesge. Writing
o O prodnesive skl Indonesian s moghes ongoe astheir daiiy langeage sach s Jayencse ad Hahnss
Iufinesia as a maticnal imeusge. therelone they never wse English indaily hie. Even thoagh dhey haoe m
ilea o werite, 1Bey Bave only linmiled vocabulbary i do wot koo bess 10 write essay im 2 pomd grommar,
This kind of comdinion reakes i lesming procees b= hgnd o be achicved,

The sudents in Hasyim Agy'ari University have complicated problers mowriting class. The
probdenies come froen e ahifny of ssmlems inowriting asd the monagenens of the clirs, The firs) pobdem
B ahe smiledts Cannol wrike well, Sidents rarcly proctics wiilisg m Esglisl, Merclore B s o Sgiificaid
probbemn that hies to be oodved. The leck of vocabulary can be the weakness to wrate in English. Penbermoe,
Ernhimnil A= teke s part ol spgmificant pectde i (o sricing. 17 stoabeits B g mister S geminar well, miey
canm write well to.

The manzgement of B claes gl brizgs some problems e te eaching aml leamisg procss
Theie wis ey one Clask For writiing wiiole albe stpdeils oodaisted al 28 ol secoin scmesier siudeints, in g
sttbvect aff Inensive Cossse 2 moreading and wrning skills. They were nol divided into tw oaps, This
probden amde e Tesvarer lad @iTieulty inreviewing sodens’ witmen tsks The leciun cosld s hasdle
the clios boamse (here were Lo many sfudicngs aond thore wias no aessanl. Addivcmally . the time was enly
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LK) mizames (2 oreditsh im one meeting. 18 wus 2ol mnaogh to review dhe stickenss’ writien sk one by nne.
Thersfores, the oS of tepching aml lsamiing was pol mokiine,

Bazeal on the previous stedy. MNebon (00008 condected the rescancy with s tidle “Tesling
Collaborasive Writing and Peer Review Tedmigues 1o Exgineering and Techsology Undergraduses™ stetod
had e Peview chn give Saperismos &0 fimulaee eritheal Minking and aditeg, Puithamoie, collaboiative
mriting con make the siudenis sotive el work as g jesm s suppon: each other su they el tat by using
shis simnegy v mabe them confenable in leaming activities.

Fasthermers, Lin & Choon 2009 om their resarch entitkad “An Investipainos inlo Elcctiy eecss
of Pear Feadfack™ stinted that usne peer feodbadk (o cormect teir writmg assignments had conmiased
poaidive selis both mcogetive mkl social il rm:iom,

Reelatend b thve paodderss and previous sedies that hive been mestioned above, e leommer decided
norese cither sirstegaes vohancle the class. In consideration that the second semeser studens had laseasive
Coomas | i the Firsl semester, in s cose, the sseof peor evies: imel wolloborgive writing was consdersd
o ppreprale sralegic s

The differoed Bctweon the provivos sludy smd this stedy is an #he prses of leaming acdivity, In
Intensive Coirse 2 the studenis learn 2 Kinds of skills, readisg s writing. So she prooess of icaching amd
lemmming was sarted with reading. The sudents wene asked to read the text given before inplementisg
ol abaomntive wnting. Thoy lami the vocabulary and compreemd thair amcerssanding By answaring the
qecslioss 0 the text. Then, they hed o disoess the wexr, Ader thas, they worked in groups and ssked po
AT AN Creny ur gomgenilem or paragraph relssad o the fopic of theteal they Bl read before. They eroatod
Fher o slory with T same bopic wish the fosd preoss A e they finished writing the paragmph, then ghey
Il 1y exchange their sk do other groap asd had o neview 8.

L LITERATURE REVIEW

2.0 READIMG

Reading s u ket off Benefiis. Sendeass can have olot of vocshalary by reading. So that the wdests
iz make their composilion ersily. Futhormore, reading an make thear imaginalion develop. The isged af
vecibalary through reading vam sstomatically mmprove their shility on both oral and written Gk (Kebson,
Sichul, & Perfeii, 20068 gited m Dedt. Dot sl 2015)

IXCOLABDRATIVE WRITING

Hrown (2000 335 gaid thid cooperative uwaadly knosm o collasbomtive, @ mess stidemts word
tpesher inpairs or preaips who shaneinformation amd belp cach other with one punpose o scceed ogether.
Callahcrstive wriliag is students work aogether in palrs ar groups o wrise e shane thear glea o meake o
ey, compositon or paragniphs. Many dedies shinved that working together cam herve mamy Beneits than
wieking indi vidwalhy, they ase “promating intrizsic motivation. . heightening s edeomn. . orefting coming
arel liruienie relaticrahips, and wering seviesy and prejudice” (Ontonid ciied in Hrown, 20H17; 445

I3 FEER EEVIEW

La & Bed (2007 1) siatec] shat sudenis like having peer seview feediback than leacher review in
wTiting chies, 12 alss ran improve the students” ocadenie writing. Peer review 1s a rev islon by their fends
m giving and receiving leedhack on their wrmng progiect.  “Foer evicy 15 alsa il on e nidien ol
ool Bhomtion, which weumes il learming emerges threugh shaed understmdings of multiple eamens,
am] ihay leansing effecively oocurs withis iseracrive peer groupe’ (asherg & Mokten. naill Leidner &
Joarvenpes, 1995 cived in Ls & Baol. 20607 14K,

S RESEARCH METHOI
Al RESEARCH DESI:N

The Tesearch desigm ol this snafy ased qualicative meshod | TR reseiehenr dsed fe questionisaine:
ain] Toblivs g witly iservicw on collecming dhe difk, Then § was coastad s pergidape of slidenis wio
fave the posithve opimian in experiencing ooblabomlive wriing el peer neview feedback.  Then the
peseg her desoribed amd conclisded e fomilis of e siely m Bl aspects, Qualiteise ety can be
euqlained w follows:

al Rative rescoeh iy o proccss of iguiry aimed a1 iderstandisg |
tehavion by bailding complex, bolisic piciwes of the social and culfural
semligs in which suh Deleaslor oeors, |deer =0 by analyding soids nithes
thim mesmbers, axd by reponiag the datiiled vicws of the poopte whoe have booy
studied. Such inquiry ds conducted i seitings wihene people sammily inerac,
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s ppposel 0 specially desipned  bomiocies o clinical’ esperimental
e, raligarive ressaroh seeks o pncesaaml the whin, hew, when, asl
were of B eve il oF sy acliom (b oader i esiabish iy isEaning., conespes il
ceefinitions, chaaoen=tic, metphors, symbols, and desoriptions (Angnosing
chieaf im Lagicl. 20130 757460

Under the area of gealitstive medwed, this sty wsed survey researds s find out the stuelenss’
perceplams im geor eview and collaborative wrilmg. Basiz] om Ladsel (20013 1245 survey rescarch wins
ek lly s W describe views. behaviors, prefensmes, s pacepiion of resemch sabject. Thensdore, the
mtr i n Lol collocting dala of thas sody wsed gucsbmmnaire and mlerves

A2 SETTING AND SUBJECT

The =ubject af the stuly wus ihe seeoml somester of English depariment of Heeayim Ay ari
University, which wes located in 1. Inon Jaya Moo 55 Tebuizeng Joasnhasg, with dhe wotal number of 28
smsicnly,

AADATA COLLECTION TECHMIQUE
* (s bomn aime

There was only ene questionnaire for the siudenis’ respanse daring the isnplensentaton of
wol labwmutive wrilimg and poor review. There quctimnsine aomisol of 23 queslions, 1 war sgreisl b he
shwdenty ab the end ol the implemeatation of COW and FRF, The guessionniire wis closo ended. Stodents
st gove the thick of "ye<® or “na”

= Inierview.

The imterview neaded by the recearcher to ge the information dirieg the mplemenintios, This
mEArumont war gatfared for the addtional information needed moeonduiting the rescauch, The gk worne
alen o kniow the sirengih asd the wenknes of the drmegy.

FATMAT A ANALYSIS

e lectever e researcher who guide the sodeas during the process of collsbcrative sriding ad
peer meview feedback i the waching -leaming activity. The dida thid gathered by questionnaire were
analyzed cuaatimtively. Thei, the dals wene perventage by oounting the frequency of gppearance of “yes"
arel ™ b Find annt Hee tudeass’ respond comceming she implementation of collaborative witing and pier
review foedback. Afher the data were perceniage in a pie charl. e dild were sloo described gualfatisely

o, FINDINGS AND DISCUSSR0NS

The shufenix’ perceptiom was bkin from the dats based om dhe cpeshonmure <heet thit conasted
al 23 guestions. The dain were analy?ed v coonting the fregpeency of “yes™ mmd 8o then they were
di=emibedd in percentage of giz charl. The resull from the sludents” questionmaire can be expliineda follows,

rrestivar Jo 1 wonld profer writing the sast i gproan thes ingfridsal

There were K1% shdents satsd tho theyy prefer wrting she ek in e then individuo) b se
A ookl make wrilng cisier. Thedr ends i a group woslil give suggesrion IT they made mbsimks, Whike,
fhese wenz: [WE students gave nepadive responses. They sind thist they prefer writiag incdivideal than writing
eolaboamively hecanse fey thaught thes in collahorsive wriisg dey il dimicoiies o shane e den,

Doreshiont 20 1wkl b wesiivging 8 5 ware (o proup

Seconclly. o of the stedents agreed thal shey world Be medivated if they wrile i & growp than
mclivideal, There were S0 soaders wha spread thal collabormive wraing peve medivesiin i wrge
Beagniise ey pol iiked g raon, Wkle, only £ % ssuleits whio veere fol oty plad by wiling i8 o gioag.

Dhoeesdionr A0 5 ke wrirkae ekl

There were 52% studemts whi biked writmg iediviclnz] than in a proup. While. 42% siodenis bked
writing in a group The studends” fement in the dhind question seemed  binbe Eifferent with the Gt dat
liv dhe Firsl didin thede weie 81% sipdents wbo pecler wrillsg s groap, ol bn shis Gin thens weis 427%
siwdents whio Lioed wraing in & groep. These were 599% dstas which was nod scconate. The siuckenas seemed
wurdiluise gl Ol stakemmerd gid ther did nol plve saplimetion sban ie S the thiad staiemen wis sod valid
ermouph o be gome laded
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Crvestivr ol £ omw dueresed inwriiieg collnboradvers Ao indibaioely.

These wore TTH shidenis staied the they weore ineresied in wriling eollaborstively shas
iElividally, 19 % sdends were isiesesial in owriting indivicually, £ % siodenis did poy ansser the
gresdion. There weresome raasoas why they were iterested i writing collabosaively such e colluborative
writing wis cusier for Lhem o sl & compoeition. g many ideie aed ey coak] Lesom Tois their pame
in & gomp,

Drexiioar 5 1wl preter peer review Jesstdnod thaw M fecterer T fevclhark

In peor review feedbock, caly 359 saceats who woukl prefer use peer jeedback, While, there
e 6700 dudenty preler e pe s Igciua™s xlbeck bevmsse they thought the lecturay” Fesdlmck was
Betner amd they did wot believe their nends” oomecison.

Dhoresdioar A7 § fepl comioriohle niven wy fdend rervews my nridew o

There were 2% mudemts fell comdomabls when thelr friends review their wrinen as because i
sl ormtivale B and ihey boea whether they mikle mistakes, Bul, 8% sacloeds dicl mot agree with tha
stabemeni becaese their friends’ review was unbelievable

Chresiiear 7 1 muivy gvevae morest fo sy e ' wriinen ok

There were 250 siudents engoyved o give review w their fMends’ writen task because they sad
ther toulld practice their bowledpe by giving meview, Odherwec, |1 % students did nat like fo give eview,
amel 47 sdarhones did nod s the guostism,

Dyvasdivr 8; Peer roviow feedbect onn' collmbamimee norilimg oo redwe nermen

There were 51% audests sioed theaa peer review teedbock and collsborative wminng could reduce
mervnls hacanse their friesds in o group weuld sopport and Belp them in serting. Whils, 1% studenis did
ool A that peer review Foodbak and coflaborative writing wonld redese nervons,

Dventivar ¥ 1 ferprene my socobakary
By udmg thi= stretegy 9% aodoms agreed tha it could improse their vocabulary, Wile, £1%
stwdenis stated that this wrategy could nol mprone their voosbselary.

{heantivs 0 F ERiprene MY SRR
Thiere were 5395 stackeits who agread that chis stniary coukd improve ther grammar, While, there
wore |50 smplents dabed that gheir grammar could net imgprone by a=ing this sinftegy.

Dhpesivoar JF: 0§ con rreaie or siere dhe afee o codipbsaraipee v
Theme veere B85 shidents slabed that they could creie ar dhare the ided nooollaborabive wnling.
Whide, 11 % sqodents staned thar they could not orsae or shuge e iden i grop

Poeadivn L2001 fediw dfficadiie s wridding M graljid

Ihere were GUF stinfents ginee positive responses. they stied thes Gsey didd nest haose difficulves in
writing collshonaively, A andeng skid thin she 2 joped on i While, ey wene 3195 smicl=as gave Regarive
Fespom e, They slmed ihal shey st dilfculries inodlahorasive wrining

Qe FA T feed 4R fowsrite i groud vy delividual

Theme wers enly 1% sindents felt difficull o wrile m group then mdividesal. The et siudenis
stated thai they wen: G9% did not feel diffical in writisg collvboratvely becanse they kmew their mosioakes
] Gl ke wIRING ciser

Dorcsdiony J4 T Peed confidens? i ool amatfoe wrling okl e revilei

By arslitg this straiery, (heme were 00 aidests fel conlidem b didng collibetative writing and
peer review feechock. While. X709 sbeckenss Eid mod feel that this Jeamning smiegy made them confident.
Ther: vwire ulss, 4% Sodewis did nod ansswes w he guesticts given,

Preestiveed 52§ oo fevor ced Qedp re eacly anker terough cooperad e irardng

There wige B8% chilemts cowkd leamy and help sach othor Ubougls cooperolive heaiming Dedomise
ghey did writing in growp so dhey could share their views and they alaorgot many ideis amd w pgestions fom
Sheh Iriceats ik groujs, While ooy 1 2% seders whao conild oon keaim o] By i coopsiadive leaning

Phrestivan 42 1 can i more @ollve B covperaalve deanaing .
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Wicest of the studenis stated i) they weme mone active in cooparative leaming. There wens 92%
it s il sqaacrl B ey conihl be moecactive in coopenmive leaming, In cooge rative kaming o sl
s thead shie Goubd el B opiion of arguimesss direciby, Tn silinici, ot skl aukl el she god g Kaal
stgrge st indoing the sk, While, theae were only 2% students who gave negative responses abour i

Coestiv 177 Thar boglensenradon af eotfabarache wiltng owd peer revien feedbock & one af e good
arraregy ased dn the closr oy,

Whol ol the saekengs stel that hiz leammimg slrstopy waes ups of the pos] dralepy Uhal was ised
in class wiivity. Prom de dia aken. thene: wene BR% silenis saed spresd vhar the implemestation of
il lalweitive wribng and poor revicw fenllank wis ode of the pood sbabcpy, They said hal this dradczy
ool reke therm more active. While, there were 129 studemts dicl not agree that this dniegy wis gl

Dhoresdioar I8 Tieresuph colimbercdver worniang, | con cosaly dn woife easgy pomageph
There werne B85 stedents agrecd that through collsborative writing., they could write sy,

s lixm on garsgraph casaly. Beaee they oould ke o from their Erigmds oo groap aml ey also pol
corpections, Wiile, there were 129% souchenes didl o sgree ghas this strabegy coold made ghemn write cosily.

Lhexiivon JH; Easier fo expeess am falen b aring thir sonfegy

These were THE stadents stated dhat ghey could expressthe | deocasily by usleg dhis smabegy. Bves
Heph. @ stk sakl that she ok cagress Use ok just o lifile it Wil (he mes, 2379 sacknts statod
that shew comld nod express the iden casily,

Dvativar 25 1 i oifffonit for me feaet ap the fopic rovgl collabenrdve writing

From the data tsben, it showed thit half snafenis gave positive responses and Balf gave negative
responises. There wese 50% coodeses stated that by using this aroiegy they wers not dif fioah o e up the
i bocause they vould huve a botof ideae and argumants from their Triesds in o group, Wile 5095 students
sated that they find difficaliies &3 s up the iz,

Dhvaniioer 21 Thrawph callaborairee witimg, T oow eanily o ref i She o

Fhere veerne H3% sodenss simed the they sould et upthe sapic eosly throsgh colluburive wating
Beecnuse theyy sould combene ore’s de s with others o groap, While, 324 stdests stased that they could
Mt 28 U e togpic cagily, amd T 9% sodests did niot newer the queestion,

Drvemitory 110 1 can prociice sy gramsmer & rocmbrelary proficrency b goving feedback b e friesed s
wriinan rask.

These were Y2% students sated thad ey cim practice their grommar and vocabolary probceny
B prving feedack. They aid thi they could Fined new womds by prving feedtack to others” sk Wikile,
% chmchenes eRated (i dhey crarlkd nen proctice (hedr grammear s voestalary By giving leedhack.

Poeadiva 240 T o ek imord abonk gromissar O rocabiualiry B racdivding sediinek

There wene B% stindents stasedd thas 1key could onderctasd maore aboul gramsmar amd socbolary
By recelvieg Emedback. Bnoaddigion, there was 8 sident sald thal she undersingd ohon racmas asd
wec i ary shicaiph his sirsery oven moagh mest a ik B While, only 4% sodenss ookl non unde reassd
miare ghanl grammar snd vocahulary thevigh this smlegy.

Whos ] amMlents Rave O e responsess o e dse of CollEhonalive amising singegy end poer review
feediank. They thougiat shar collaborsive writing ard peer review feedback coukd mprove their wriling
ghility ([ Haruyamyan, L & Poveda, bM_F., H1ER: 1470 Mosd stockenss sad - tha this simiegy wis pocdd. They
mcight that using collabormive writkag and peer revies fonBack made writing wies easher i wriling
melividmally. Bspocially, fior the students whao i nil have enough comprebsnsiom in writmng, A stecenst sid
enar B could b used coamtinuossly i woinng oliss sl (0w sy foe him, Some siidenis alsn syl thag the
mnpleinentatios of cllpborative willlig could lngnove thell granina and vocabalas besis By
il abonming with their Friends they could share the idea and they knew the mistakes they made s they
wiRild Lot i v licn anling o review Redbock, Bet, studem s oagla i By necd e leaiuiet weaplain
mecire abcnl their mistakes tha) they rmade is writing.

Puztbermire, otfer steckenes sael that they could Jearn more whoul gramszar fin dedr friends By
el collibaralive wiltleg amd peer feview Mook, They sl collgbomat ve wiiling coild ipioe thii
writing ohilay becimse I they ool not write ar did not understand grommar and vocabulary ey could
duare sheir Jiffacwties wit e Tricmds s growp amb oteers would give help.

Some stckonts abwo anm) thet this sirdoey e Tun imil ey the witing sctivity m the class They
dicl men foel nervous and they el oomfiles in doieg vhe tak becaase they did it in o groep, sothein ends
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n o groop would help each other. Cooperative [earming can make the sudenss active in leamisg activigy,
Foisiag todivalioe, sxlocing servos, sReless can eaprces gl sTey BleEs cusily, oaml beildisg eI
coficenoe (GERMnom, M. AL & Ensawii. 5, 2018)

[ e cader hamd, ahis serategy did not work for stideas whie have good comprebension in English.
Thew fedn el ool asorinti v writhing did wod impeose dieir sriiig skill Ther ke o write idvidually shas
ol Eabwernstiin. Thay feeli thed thedr fnends e groop did moe helpoieerm moch. Because spadents who clio ot
masder Exglish well common write well, so it made the sulems who have good achievemem in English fel
Shad dhix sratepy Sid nol mprove i skills,

There are also soane poinis s oosskder, the strasegy i doing, collaborstive witisg and peer review
Foedibank snds ovmion Thes stesdery abso boe Ghedmebone. I noals o be evised, the leaming sctivily oid
moet run well withonn Feedback rom the lectures. The leciorer sl dlso be active in giving review o ihe
sbedents’ writing rash. There are many things that have o be concidered becouse 'm EFL closs, this siraiegy
canms rwn cffecively, EFL cickeass e ol ane English For doby File. they past o English in the
classroom. Therefore, the siudents do ot mester English fuently. The copabilicy 10 maser English alse
mihcaced fo iz cinmprehomsion in writing Esglish

B COMNCLUSION

The sackeats” percoption of tollubarative writimg sed poor moviow foodback pive pood positive
responizes and mpoct. Squdems can write casier i collihoration thas wriing indnddually. They can kelp
cach other m o writing il they ol difficoltics, They i mprove e vocebulery amd griommar. The
shwdenty who comol wrile well gro hoelped by the Audents who hino gosed comprgwnsdom in English,
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