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Abstract: 
The main purpose of this study was to know the effect of written feedback 
and linguistics intelligence on students’ writing achievement. This research 
was carried out in ‘SMP An Nur’ of Malang. A quasi experimental design 
was used in this study. To this end, 60 students of 2013 academic year were 
randomly selected. The instruments of this study were tasks which needed 
the students to write in English and test of linguistics intelligence. The 
findings showed that (1) there was a significant difference between the 
students who were treated written feedback and those who were audience 
feedback on students’ writing achievement with P=.001<.01) (2) There 
was correlation between linguistics intelligence and students’ writing 
achievement (r=.419; P=.001<.05). (3) There was interaction between 
written feedback to writing and linguistics intelligence on students’ writing 
achievement (F=5.863; P=.019). It can be concluded that giving written 
feedback to the students whose high linguistics intelligence was effective 
to improve the students’ writing achievement. 
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1. Introduction  

English as foreign language (EFL) writing is one aspect of four language skills 
such as reading, writing, listening and speaking. According to Chastain (1988)  writing 
is skill of a basic communication  and a unique asset of learning a second language 
process. Furthermore Chastain (1988) explains that writing is an act of conceptualization 
which involves thinking, writing, and thinking during the process. Writing is one of the 
most challenging skills for L2 learners to master, and the important roles that one's 
multiple intelligence (MI) can play begin to evolve when we look at how the brain sets 
out to experience the actual act of reading and writing (Armstrong, 2003). One of one’s 
MI playing important role to EFL learner’s writing is linguistics intelligence (LI). 
Practically, linguistic intelligence is the extent to which an individual can use written 
language.  

LI is a part of Howard Gardner’s MI theory dealing with an EFL learner’s 
performance to understand written language. LI can include the ability to express oneself 
effectively through the written word and the increased ability to learn foreign  languages. 
In addition, information is learned effectively through the written word. Armstrong 
(2009), explains that  LI  comprised the ability of  manipulating the syntax or structure 
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of language, the phonology or sounds of language, the semantics or meaning of 
language, and the pragmatic dimensions or practical uses of language. Based on Gardner 
(1983), children LI excel at reading,  writing, telling stories, and doing crossword or 
other word puzzles. To support Gardner’s theory, Armstrong (2009) states that a person  
who has LI with the high ability, they think  through the words. They love reading,  
writing, telling stories, playing word games.  In addition, they also need method of 
instruction such teacher’s feedback to support their learning activities particularly 
writing English as foreign language activities. 

In EFL writing instruction, teacher feedback means a variety of responses, 
mainly focusing on lexical, grammatical and content errors, provided by the teacher who 
intends to help students to improve their writing. Giving feedback by the teacher in EFL 
writing process is important part because writing is probably the most difficult learning 
task that English learners face as they have to know not only grammatical rules but also 
writing conventions in a specific culture such kind of organization of a paper, word 
choice, constructing well-formed sentence, and exploring ideas. 

Reigeluth (1999) explaines that feedback is a method of instruction that can 
foster cognitive learning.  Feedback is included in one of the purposes of systematic 
instructional design (Goodson 1980). While  Driscoll (2007) states that feedback serves 
two functions during learning process. First, feedback provides learners with 
information about the correctness of their response or performance. Second, feedback 
provides corrective information that can be used by the learners to modify their 
performance. The more feedback students receive of their works the better they 
understand what they need to do to correct their mistakes (Cardelle and Corno 1981). 
Feedback is as a crucial part in learning and instruction, including language learning and 
language  instruction.  In language learning and language instruction, including writing 
in English as a  Foreign Language, giving feedback in students’ learning is needed. 
Students can revise their sufficient writings on their drafts to produce a  final piece of 
writing. In these processes, students frequently rely on feedback either from a  teacher, 
peer, or by themselves. It is  received by them from a source, or a combination of sources 
which  provides them with information of what it is good and what needs to be improved 
so that they  can incorporate and use the feedback in their works revisions and in the 
final product of their writing. A lot of studies have examined the effectiveness of 
feedback on EFL learner’s writing performance. A few  studies found that feedback are 
helpful and effective in improving EFL learner’s  writing.  As Garcia (1999) points out, 
teacher feedback can help students become aware of errors and other writing problems 
which they failed to notice when they wrote their drafts. Hyland (2003) reported that 
feedback could serve as guidance for eventual writing development as far as students 
were concerned. Dealing with Hyland’s finding, Carless (2006) revealed that students 
who receive feedback during the writing process had a clearer sense of how well they 
were working and what they needed to improve it. Furthermore, he confirmed that 
feedback might also modify either students’ thinking or behavior toward their work and 
focus students’ attention on the aim of writing. In addition, the feedback can also 
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provide assessment on how well the students perform their work or their 
accomplishment of their task.  
 

2. Method 
This  study was an experimental research design. Pre-test, post-test, control, two-

group-quasi-experimental design was applied in this study. This was allowed the 
application of treatment on the experimental group and comparison by  control group. 
The investigator applied t-test to compare pre-tests and post-tests of the two groups for 
all the hypotheses. It was employed to test whether there were significant differences 
between the means. Six (6) classes used as the population and 2 classes used as the 
sample of the study. One of the classes was assigned as the written feedback group and 
the other one is the audience feedback To this end, 60 students of 2013 academic year 
were randomly selected. The instruments which applied  of this study were tasks which 
required the students to write in English and LI test. LI level measurements was done at 
one meeting by spreading the LI test to students,   consisting of 17 statements being 
developed from the 4 indicators of Gardner’s LI theory. Four of these indicators were 
the rhetoric (use of language to influence others to take action), mnemonic/rote (use of 
language to recall information), explanation (use of language to provide information), 
and metalanguage (use of language to discuss language itself). While instruments which 
was used to know students’ writing performance, tasks were applied. The data were 
collected through writing test which was conducted after four (4) meetings of  giving  
the treatments. The students were asked to write according to teacher feedback. In order 
to answer the interaction between written feedback and students’ LI on the writing ability 
of the participants, a two-way test of ANOVA was run. 

 
3. Findings and Discussion 

Based on the result of t test analysis, it was revealed  that mean of the students’ 
score who were taught by providing teacher written feedback had better score of writing 
achievement than those who were taught by providing audience feedback. The result of  
t test  showed that the significant value was .015 < .05.  t test result analysis can be seen 
as the following table. 
 
Table 1. The t-test analysis of the pre-test and post - test scores of the Experimental 

Group 
Test Type Mean SD Sig. (2-tailed)    ᵡ N 
Pre-test 
Post-test 

74.1000 
79.1000 

7.73416 
7.77862 

.015 .05 . 30 
30 

  
Table 1 showed that P=.015 <.05 . This implies that there was significant difference 
between the pre-test and post scores of the students in the experimental group. The 
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implication of this was that, the performance of the Experimental group after treatment 
changed for better and the change was significant. 
Table 2. The t-test analysis of the Post-test scores on the overall performance of the 
Control and Experimental Groups. 

Groups Mean SD Sig. (2-tailed) χ  N 
Experiment Group 
Control Group 

79.1000 
72.4000 

7.77862 
6.34959 

.001 .01 30 
30 

 
Table 2 showed that P=.001<.05.  It means that the null hypothesis stated that there was 
significant difference between the experiment and control groups was rejected. The 
mean score of experiment group was (79.1000). It was  greater than the mean score 
(72.4000) of the control group.  It can be concluded  that treatment had significant 
difference on overall writing performance. The experimental group performance  of 
writing was better than the control one. 
Table 3. Correlation analysis of relationship between LI and students’ writing 
achievement 

N Coefficient 
Correlation 

 

Determinant 
Coefficient 

Probability χ     ᵡ Correlation 
Level  

60 .419 17.5% .001 .01 Sufficient 
 
Table 3 showed that r=.419 with P=.001<.01. It means that   there was a positive 
correlation between students’ writing achievement and LI. Coefficient determinant 
showed that LI provided 17.5% to contribute student’s writing achievement.   
Table 4. F test analysis of the interaction between teacher written feedback and LI on 

students’ writing achievement. 
 

N Sources 
 

Mean 
square 

Probability     ᵡ   F  

6   60 Teacher written 
feedback * LI 

250.027 .019 .05 5.5.863 

 
Table 4 showed that F=5.863 with P=.019 < .05. It means that  the null hypothesis was 
rejected. It can be concluded  that there was an interaction between students’ writing 
achievement and LI on students’ writing achievement. Coefficient determinant showed 
that LI provided 17.5% to contribute student’s writing achievement.  It meant that the 
students who were provided written feedback had better their writing achievement than 
those who were provided audience feedback. It can be concluded that giving written 
feedback to the students whose high linguistics intelligence was effective to improve the 
students’ writing achievement. 

Data above showed that the average mean scores of writing of the students who 
were given teacher written feedback was higher than those who were given audience 
feedback.  It was clear that teacher written feedback was consistently better than the  
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audience feedback. The mean scores of teacher written feedback group was consistently 
higher than the audience feedback.  Williams (2005) reported that feedback in writing 
can stimulate explicit knowledge of students’ achievement in writing. Furthermore, he 
explains that explicit knowledge as the knowledge of language rules. In terms of it, the 
students can articulate and provide their reasons.  Dealing with his above statements, he 
emphasizes that students who receive feedback will resort to their prior knowledge about 
language and writing rules  that they have learned. In terms of writing, the students can 
apply explicit knowledge because of  stimulation of  feedback on their writing. Feedback 
can develop  students’ attention on the subject they are writing. They receives  feedback 
will pay more attention to what they have written. On the other hand, the teacher should 
offer opportunity for students to do self-correction and provide indirect feedback on 
student's grammatical errors. Chandler (2003) reported that teacher feedback in the form 
of underling errors could help college students to improve their writing accuracy. The 
results showed that the formal accuracy of student writing improved significantly if the 
participants were required to correct their errors than if they were not. While Brookhart 
(2010), described that feedback includes two factors: cognitive and motivational factors. 
Dealing with the writing, the teachers should not simply respond to grammar and content 
but should include comments of praise and encouragement in their written feedback. 
Weaver, (2006) observed that mitigation has been found to improve the confidence of 
students and lead them to be responsible for their writing Supporting effective written 
feedback, teachers should keep in mind that positive feedback is considered ' positive 
feedback ' whereas negative reinforcement is considered ' punishment ' (Brookhart, 
2010: 11). Nicol and MacFarlane-Dick, (2006) explained that the use of its full potential, 
students must be able to self-regulate learning and lecturers have a role in encouraging 
and motivating this ability within students writing classes, students need teachers to 
check about the mistakes they made. Such as Ferris’ (2003) finding that when teachers 
give feedback, they should show students examples of how they can apply to improve 
their writing and give them the opportunity to talk in class to express their ideas and to 
discuss any challenging analytical issues. In addition, written feedback must be done 
politely.  

At least three reasons that teacher gives feedback on students’ writing. Dealing 
with this, Ferris (1999) mentions three reasons why teachers shall continue giving 
feedback.  Firstly,  his surveys showed that students’ opinion about teacher feedback 
asserts that  receiving grammar correction from teachers has been of great importance. 
Secondly,  studies on the subject of university instructors’ perception of ESL students’ 
errors in  comparison with the native students’errors. Finally, students become more 
“self-sufficient in editing their own writing. 

Dealing with written feedback in this study, the researcher was divided into  two 

types. They were direct and indirect feedbacks. The distinction between direct and 

indirect feedback has been one focus of studies in the areas of writing. The term direct  
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feedback is used to denote instances where the writing instructor makes an explicit 
correction to the student’s text. It is a technique of correcting students ' error by giving 
an explicit written correction. In the term of indirect feedback Ferris, (2002) explains 
that when the teacher indicates that an error has been made by means of an underline, 
circle, code. Both feedbacks can improve your student's writing achievement, but a 
number of researchers think that indirect feedback is generally more appropriate and 
effective than direct feedback (Lalande, 1982; Frantzen, 1995).  Lalande, (1982) 
emphesizes that indirect feedback can guide learning and help the students solve the 
problem by themselves.  By giving feedback, students are able to express their ideas 
more clearly in writing and to get clarification on any comments that teachers have made 
(Frodesen, 2001). So, students feel that indirect feedback is useful in encouraging them 
to reflect on aspects of their writing and to develop improvements (Miceli, 2006). 
Indirect feedback can be done by a code representing a specific kind of error. Ferris 
(2002) describes  that direct feedback in previous situations gives students the needed 
input and helps  prevent fossilisation. It also gives them the opportunity to practice 
editing and  correcting their own writing. Dealing with this, Chandler (2003) found that 
direct correction was  superior to indirect feedback such as describing the type of error 
either with or without underlining for reducing long-term error. So it can be called that 
Indirect teacher feedback is very useful when it incorporated with student self-
correction. Furthermore Ferris (2006) found that students utilized direct feedback more 
consistently and effectively than indirect types, mostly as it involves simply copying the 
teacher's suggestion into the next draft of their papers. However, when the teachers give 
direct feedback, they should give them clear explanations about grammatical errors.  To 
increase students’ writing achievement, combination between both direct and indirect 
feedbacks can be employed. 

Another variable can contribute to increase students’ writing achievement as 
reported in this study was linguistics intelligence (LI). This study revealed that there was 
positive correlation between LI and students’ writing achievement. The findings showed 
that p=.001<.01. To support this findings, Saricaoglu and Arican's (2009) reported that 
there was a significant correlation between the types of intelligences and the students' 
success in writing, listening, and grammar. And Hosseini (2012) found that  the 
linguistic intelligence served as the best predictor of the writing performance of 
participants. 
 
4. Conclusion 

Based on the findings and discussion in previous section, it can be concluded that: 
1. There was a significant difference between the score of pre-test and post test of the 

students in experimental group. 
2. There was a significant difference between the students who were given teacher’s 

written feedback and those who were given audience feedback on students’ writing 
achievement. 
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3. There was a positive correlation between teacher written feedback and students’ 

linguistics intelligence. 

4. There was an interaction between teacher written feedback and students’ linguistics 

intelligence on students’ writing achievement. 
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