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Abstract

This article describes the result of analysis of expository text reviews
made by English Department students at Universitas Neger1 Padang. The
review quality was seen from the applications of review components. This
article 1s aimed at analyzing how far English Department students used the
components in their reviews of expository text. ThEfesearch design was
descriptive by using reviewing task as the instrument. The population of the
research was the third-year students at English Department of Universitas
Negeri Padang who had passed the Extensive Reading and Academic
Writing subjects. The sample consisted of 18 students. They were asked to
review an expository text with the topic of parents’ efforts to prevent their
children from becoming smokers. From the result of analysis, it was found
that three components were successfully applied by the students in their
reviews which were the identification of premise and supporting points, the
writing mechanics, and the organization. Meanwhile, other three
components; the application of analyss, the critical evaluation, and the
review format, were not properly applied in the reviews made by the
students.

Keywords: Review, Expository Texts, English Department Students
Abstrak

Artikel ini mengkaji hasil analisis dari review teks eksposisi yang
ditulis oleh mahasiswa bahasa Inggris Universitas Negeri Padang. Kualitas
review yvang dihasilkan oleh mahasiswa dilihat dari  pengaplikasian
komponen review didalamnya. Oleh karena itu, artikel ini bertujuan untuk
menganalisis sejauh mana masing-masing komponen review ditemukan
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dalam review teks eksposisi e ditulis mahasiswa bahasa Inggris
Universitas Negeri Padang. Jenis penelitian yang digunakan pada artikel ini
adalah penelitian deskriptif dengan menggunakan rewening task sebagai
mstrumennya. Populasi dalam penelitian i adalah mahasiswa tahun ketiga
Jurusan Bahasa Inggris UNP yang sudah selesai mengambil mata kuliah
Exctensive Reading dan Academic Writing. Sampel penelitian terdiri dart 18
orang mahasiswa yang dipilih dengan menggunakan teknik random sampling.
Para mahasiswa tersebut diminta untuk me-review sebuah teks eksposisi
dengan topik yang berkaitan dengan usaha orang tua untuk mencegah anak
mereka merokok. Dari hasil analisis review mahasiswa, ditemukan bahwa
tiga komponen review terkandung didalamnya vaitu identifikasi ide utama
dan pendukung dalam teks, mekanika penulisan review, dan penyusunan ide
dalam review. Sementara itu, tiga komponen review lain yaitu komponen
analisis, evaluasi kritis, dan format review belum tergambar dengan baik.
Disarankan kepada para dosen untuk memasukkan komponen review
kedalam pengajaran dan menyediakan latthan yang bisa merangsang
kemampuan mereview mahasiswa.

Kata Kunci: Review, Teks Eksposisi, Mahasiswa Jurusan Bahasa dan Sastra
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Inggris

Introduction

The accessibility of information
sources nowadays contributes a lot to
university students’ learning. Sources in
forms of oral and written such as e-
book, e-journal, and articles can be
accessed in the internet so that finding
and obtaining information is not really a
problem for the students anymore. In
academic settings, both oral and written
materials are used to support and to add
mnformation and explanation given by
the lecturers in the classtoom. The
students have to do more to deepen
their understandings about their field of
study. Reading, as one language skill that
has to be mastered by the students,
plays

more in  processing  the

information gotten from the written
materials.

In academic reading, students
are not only asked to make sense out of
the text and try to understand the
information, ideas, and opinions within
the text. In fact, they are required to
activate their critical thinking toward
their reading materials. Alyousef (2005)
students to be

actively involved in processes to obtain

explains  that have
the textual information from the text
Furthermore, Deal and Rareshide (2013)
state students interact with the written
language within the text to construct
and reflect on meaning while evaluating
and questioning in relation to contextual
information. From both explanations

above, it can be seen that in reading,
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students have to be able to elicit
conclusion about the meaning of text
and relate it to their own needs. They
are not only absorbing what they read
but evaluating and questioning the
material from their own point of view.
They have to activate their critical
thinking while reading the material
They have to pay attention to the
mmportance and the usefulness of the
mformation that they get from the texts
to their studies.

The best way for students to
connect their critical thinking and
academic reading is reviewing. Boschan
(2008) explains that reviews engage
students’ thinking by critiquing the
text’s contribution to knowledge in their
own disciplines. Students may be able to
analyze texts so that they can select
which one 1s useful for their studies. By
reviewing, the students are able to
decide the material that they need most
mn therr studies. She also says that
reviewing helps the students in gaining
more understandings  about  their
lessons. Reviews include the processes
of summarizing and evaluating which
display the students’ knowledge of the
topic discussed in the material they read.

Reviews are also important for
the improvement of the students
themselves. According to Greenaway
(2013), reviews activate students’
reflection, communication, learning, and
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development since they are able to
engage and develop a wide range of
learning by connecting the world of
thinking. He adds that reflection means
that students are able to access their
ntuitive and tacit knowledge i their
reviews. Furthermore, he explains that
communication indicates that reviews
provide students with the opportunity
to comment another’s ideas and
interpretations. Meanwhile, what he
means by learning and development is
that reviews enable students to enrich
their ideas and apply the ideas in their
own learning processes.

There are some components
that have to be noted in reviews. Cook
(2010) proposes six components of
reviews. These components were used
mn this research in order to determine
the quality gf the students” reviews. The
first 1s the identification of premise and
supporting pointgy He says that good
reviews wnclude accurate identification
of the text premise and significant
points in suppogg of the premise. The
second is the application of analysis
which includes several analyses that
relate the tgy to real-life situations. The
third 1s the crtical evaluation of premuse
and supporting pointsﬂt means that
good reviews imnclude critical thinking
that clearly states the students’ informed
and substantiated opinion, thorough
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evaluation of the text’s premise and
supporting points.

The fourth component of
reviews proposed by Cook (2010) is the
format of reviews. He explains that the
format  should be  documented
accurately and cqggssstently. First, the
title of the review is not the same as the
title of the text but may include the
text's title. P3cond, the introduction
paragraph  clearly and  accurately
presents full bibliographical information
about the text such as its title and dates.
One or moreggneral statements have to
be stated to give a quick indication of
the text's contents and thegyeviewer’s
reaction to it. Third, the number of
body paragraphs varies according to the
extent ofgyhat the reviewer has to say.
He states 1n general, there will be at least
one paragraph of summary and at least
one paragraph of evaluation. Moreover,
in the summary, all the significant points
of the text such as the purpose gif the
text have to be included. The critical
evaluation discusses both positive and
negative features as appropriate and is
supported with evidence from the tegy
Last, the conclusion paragraph gives an
overall evaluation as the conclusion of
what the reviewer has said so far. I
addition, he mentions that it includes a
recommendation about the type of
reader likely to enjoy or benefit from the
text.
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The fifth component of reviews,
according to Cook (2010), 1s the writing
mechanics. He says that good reviews
consist of the clear and concise writing
with excellent sentence gructure and
grammar as well as the correct use of
punctuations and no spelling errors.
Finally, the last is the organization of
the reviews. He states the organization
of the title of the review, the
introduction  paragraph, the body
paragraphs, and the conclusion
paragraph result in clarity and presents
logically arranged points of the reviews.

Reviews are not new topics for
university students. They are supposedly
already familiar with reviews because
reviews are put mto the syllabus. Taylor
(2010) states reviews have an essential
part i scholarship so that professors
ask students to do reviews mn class.
Almost all academic journals contain
reviews. In fact, reviews are found at
lists of faculty publications. At English
Department of Universitas  Negeri
Padang, reviews are included as mmor
skill of Reading and Witing. In both
classes, the students learn and discuss
about the theory of review. They are
also given review exercises m which
they can practice and apply the theory
they learned 1 order to be ajghg to make
good reviews. The kind of text that is
mostly used in Reading and Writing
classes 1s expository text. According to
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Starfield (2011), an expository text is a
text written in order to inform the
readers about a topic. It gives reasons
for a point of view and convinces others
of it. Livingston (2004) from Brigham
Young University states that in writing
) expository text, an author researches
the topic to obtain information. She
states the information is later organized
in a logical and interesting manner by
using varfijus expository text structures.
In short, expository text is a text written
with a purpose of informing its readers
by giving a clear, concise, and organized
writing,

Furthermore, Livings@ (2004)
explains that there are six expository
text structures. They are description,
listing, sequence, comparison and
contrast, cause and effect, and problem
and solution. In description, authors
mnclude his or her main ideas and details
mto the text ggjile m histing, he or she
notes down connected information, a
series of steps, or a hierarchyggpf ideas.
On the other hand, sequence includes a
series of events which lead up to a
conclusion. Meanwhile, in comparison
and contrast, authors describe the
similarities or differences of two or
more events. The (11 39 and effect text
structure explains several reasons why
an event occurred and effects from the
event itself. Finally, in problem and

solution, authors identify problems and
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provide possible solutions for the
problems being discussed. It can be
seen that each expository text structure
demands a discussion on a topic based
on its own point of view.

The expository text is considered
appropriate  to umiversity students’
academic level. The fact that the
structure of the text is more complex, of
course, encouraged the students to
activate their critical thinking and
academic reading so that they could
produce good reviews.

Since the students of FEnglish
Department are already familiar with
review and have learned about it in both
Reading and Writing classes, it is
assumed that they are already capable of
doing review. They are assumed to
know what to include in their reviews so
that their reviews are later considered as
good reviews. Unfortunately, from an
interview, there were complggggs coming
from both lecturers and students at
English  Department of Universitas
Neger1 Padang related to review. The
lecturers of Writing subjects said that
the scores of the students m reviewing
exercises were still low. Meanwhile, the
students themselves claimed that they
still found it difficult to do reviewing.
They were confused of what they
should be doing when they were asked
to review a text. Those complaints
indicated that despite the fact that
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review was taught to  English
Department students, there were some
problems that influenced the quality of
the students’ reviews.

This article analyzes how far
English Department students used the
components  of  reviews.  Each
component was analyzed carefully in
order to find out the quality of their
reviews of expository text.

The design of this research is
descriptive research. Gay et al (2000)
explain that descriptive research is done
by collecting, analyzing, and interpreting
some comprehensive data in order to
get insights or understandings of a
topic.

This research was conducted at
Universitas  Neger1  Padang.  The
population was the third year English
Department students. Those students
were chosen as the population because
they had passed the Extensive Reading
and Academic Writing subjects that
required them to read and to think
critically. 18 of them were taken as the
sample of this research. The sampling
technique used was random sampling.

The main instrument used to
collect data in this research was a
reviewing task. The 18 students were
asked to review an expository text. The
title of the text was “How Parents can
Protect Their Kids from Becoming
Addicted Smoker”. This text was
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chosen because its topic was really
familiar to the students. In addition, it
was not really long so that it was
considered to be appropriate for the
students to review since they were only
given time for about 90 minutes.

The students’ reviews collected
were analyzed by using a review scoring
rubric designed by Cook (2010). Each
component was scored in order to gain
information on how it was used by the
students 1n their reviews. The scores
were interpreted into categories from
highly competent, competent,
satisfactory, and unsatisfactory. The
categories were used to indicate the
number of students who successfully

made good review.

Finding and Discussion

The data of this research consist
of descriptive data. The data gathered
sought to revealggpe use of review
components by English Department
students of Universitas Neger1 Padang,
The use of the components indicated
the quality of the students’ reviews. The
data were arranged based on six
research cestions in this research. They
were the identification of premise and
supporting poi.lu, the application of
analysis, the critical evaluation of
premise and supporting points, the
review format, the writing mechanics,
and the review organization.
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7
The Elentiﬁcation of premise and
supporting points of the students’
reviews

The  first question
@ncerned with the analysis of the
identification of premise and supposgghg

research
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of the
Students’ accuracy m identifymng the

points students’  reviews.

text’s premise and its significant

supporting points was measured. The
data were described as follow:

Table 1. Students’ Scores on the Identification of Premise and Supporting points

Student Scores (0-20) Final | Category
Rater | Category | Rater | Category | Scores
i > |A o)
1 9 Satisfactory i Satisfactory 8 Satisfactory
2 9 Satisfactory 9 Satisfactory 9 Satisfactory
3 5 Satisfactory iKY | Satisfactory i Satisfactory
4 9 Satisfactory i Satisfactory 8§ Satisfactory
5 9 Satisfactory 7 Satisfactory 8 Satisfactory
6 9 Satisfactory 7 Satisfactory 8 Satisfactory
7 9 Satisfactory il Satisfactory 8 Satisfactory
§ 10 Competent 9 Compelent o) Comipelent
9 8 Satisfactory 8 Satisfactory 8 Satisfactory
10 9 Satisfactory 8 Satisfactory 8.5 Satisfactory
11 10 Compelent 12 Competent 11 Compelent
12 9 Satisfactory 0 Satisfactory 8 Satisfactory
13 7 | BAsfactory | T | Satisfactory 7 Satisfactory
14 5 Satisfactory 6 Satisfactory 5.5 Satisfactory
15 8 Satisfactory 9 Satisfactory 8.5 Satisfactory
16 9 Satisfactory [ Satisfactory 8 Satisfactory
1 9 Satisfactory i Satisfactory 8 Satisfactory
18 10 Cormipetent 12 Comipetent 11 Conipetent

Table 1 shows that the number
of students who were in the satisfactory
category was significant. 15 out of 18
students were in this category. It means
that students’
missed tqggnclude one point whether it

was the accurate identification of text

most of the reviews

premise or significant poimnts in support
of the premise in their reviews.

From the analysis, it was found
that the point missed by the 15 students

was the mnclusion of significant points
that support the text’s premise in the
reviews. They did not focus their
reviews on the points made by the
author of the text which support the
ways that can be done by parents in
their  kids
becoming addicted smokers. In fact,

order to protect from

they put some unnecessary information.
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The application of analysis of the
students’ reviews

The second research question
concerned with the analysis of the
application of analysis of the students’
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reviews. The score was given to the
analyses made by the students i which
they relate the text to the real-life
situations. The data were described as
follow:

‘Table 2. Students’ Scores on the Application of Analysis

Student Scores (0-20) Final Category
Rater | Category Rar Category | Scores
1 2

1 + Uhnsatisfactory 5 Uhnsatisfactory 3.5 Unsatisfactory
2 + Unsatésfactory 4 Unsatisfactory 4 Unsatisfactory
B 12 Competent 10 Compelent 1 Conpetent
4 4 Uhsatésfactory ) Uhsatisfactory 3.5 Ulnsatisfactory
5 4 Unsatisfactory 3 Unsatisfactory 8.5 Unsatisfactory
6 4 Unsatisfactory 5 Unsatisfactory 3.5 Unsatisfactory
7 4 Uhnsatisfactory 3 Unsatisfactory St Unsatisfactory
& 10 mnpefeﬂ! 10 Compelent 10 Conipetent
9 9 Satisfactory i Satisfactory 8 Satisfactory
10 7 tfsﬁm'm}r 8 Satisfactory 15 Satisfactory
11 5) Unsatésfactory + Unsatisfactory B Uhnsatisfactory
12 4 Unsatésfactory 3 Unsatisfactory 35 Bﬂafig&r!ag:
13 4 Unsatisfactory o) Unsatisfactory 3.5 Unsatisfactory
14 4 Unsatisfactory 2 Unsatisfactory 3 Unsatisfactory
15 9 Satisfactory 8 Satisfactory 8.5 Satisfactory
16 5! Unsatisfactory 3 Unsatisfactory R Uhnsatisfactory
17 4 Unsatisfactory 3 Unsatisfactory 3.5 Ubnsatisfactory
18 4 Unsatésfactory 3 Unsatisfactory 3.5 Unsatisfactory

Table 2 shows that among 18
students, 13 of the
category of unsatisfactory the
application of analysis. It means that the
the students’
reviews were not directly related to their

them were in
for
statements included n
real-life sttuations. In other words, most
students did not try to correlate between
the author’s ideas in the text and the
situations or conditions that they found

in their daily life so that they could

provide substantiated analysis in their

reviews. What they included in the

reviews were only the author’s

statements.

The critical evaluation of premise
supporting points of the
students’ reviews

The  third
concerned with the analysis of the

and
research question

critical evaluation of premise and

of students’

reviews. It included the students’ critical

supporting  points the
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thinking and thorough evaluations of
the supporting
points. How students included their

text's premise and
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opinion toward the text’s premise was
also analyzed. The data were described
as follow:

Table 3. Students’ Scores on the Critical Evaluation of Premise and Supporting Points

Student Scores (0-30) Final Category
Rater | Category | Rater | Category Scores
1 2

1 5 Unsatisfactory 6 Unsatisfactory 5.0 Unsatisfactory
2 5 Unsatisfactory 4 Unsatisfactory 4.5 Unsatisfactory

3 13 Eampefeﬂ! 17 Competent 15 Competent
4 4 Uhsatésfactory 6 Unsatisfactory 5 Unsatisfactory
5 Unsatisfactory 6 Unsatisfactory 5 Uhsatisfactory
6 Unsatisfactory 6 Unsatisfactory 5 Uhnsatisfactory
7 Uhsatisfactory 6 Unsatisfactory 5 Unsatisfactory

8 18 Competent 21 Competent il Conpetent

14 Safisfactory 9 Satisfactory 115 a!i.gﬂm‘apl

10 T Satisfactory 10 Satisfactory 8.5 Satisfactory

11 12 g' atisfactory 8 Satisfactary 10 Satisfactory
12 5 Unsatisfactory 6 Unsatisfactory 5.5 Unsatisfactory
13 6 Unsatésfactory 6 Unsatisfactory 6 Unsatisfactory
14 b Unsatisfactory 6 [Ek'.cﬁrtogr 5.5 Unsatisfactory

15 14 Satisfactory 12 Satisfactory 13 Satisfactory
16 5 Unsatisfactory 6 Unsatisfactory 5.5 Unsatisfactory
17 4 Uhnsatisfactory 6 Uhnsatisfactory 5 Ubnsatisfactory
18 4 Unsatisfactory 6 Unsatisfactory 5 Unsatisfactory

Table 3 shows that among 18
students, 12 students were included in
ge unsatisfactory category for the

itical  evaluation of premise and
supporting points. It means that the
students’ critical thinking is not evident
in their reviews. They failed to present a
careful and sightful thinking toward
the author’s ideas in the original text
given to them, such as the message that

the text conveyed, how the author

conveyed the message, how the author
provided evidences of the ways that
parents can do to protect their children
from becoming addicted smokers in the
the parental efforts
the

whether the parental efforts provided by

text, whether

provided by author complete,
the author convincing, and how the text
broaden his or her understanding of

kids and smoking. Those kinds of

information should have been included
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i the reviews in order to make clear of
the students’ points of view. However,
these students simply accepted the ideas
of the author relating to the harm of
smoking and how parents should
kids
addicred smokers. They did not provide

protect their from becoming

any further consideration and their
personal thoughts toward the ideas
provided by the author in the original
fext.

The absence of the application
of analysis (component 2) and the
critical evaluation (component 3) might
be students
critical. It was in accordance with the

explanation given by Taylor (2010) that

because the were not

someone needs to become a careful and
msightful reader in order to review an
article effectively. In fact, the students
had lack of knowledge on how to
analyze, interpret, and evaluate the
larger meaning of a text. Thus, they
could not relate the text to the real-life
situations. They focused their attention
only on looking at the maimn ideas and

supporting points of the text. They did

Vol..., No...., Bulan

not consider other things related to the
issue or the topic discussed in the
expository text because they thought
that main ideas were the only points that
mattered.

Furthermore, since they were
not critical in reviewing the text, it was
no wonder that they did not include any
critical evaluation in their reviews. They
could not provide their own judgment
of the author’s ideas in the text. They
were not critical enough to argue those
ideas and stated their own informed and
substantiated opinion.

The review format of the students’
reviews

The fourth research question
concerned with the analysis of the
review format of the students’ reviews.
The accurate form of the students’
reviews which included the title, the
the body, the

conclusion paragraphs was taken into

introductory, and

account. The data were described as

follow:

Table 4. Students’ Scores on the Review Format

Student Scores (0-10) Final Category
Rater | Category | Rater | Category | Scores
1 2

1 2 Bt.mfz'.rﬁmr‘on' 7 Unsatisfactory 2 Unsatisfactory
2 2 Unsatisfactory g Unsatisfactory 2 Unsatisfactory
2 5 Satisfactory 3 Satisfactory 4 Satisfactory
Bl 2 Unsatisfactory 2 Unsatisfactory 2 Unsatisfactory
5 2 afi.rﬁzﬂor)' 2 Unsatisfactory 2 Unsatisfactory
6 2 Unsatésfactory 2 Unsatisfactory 2 Unsatisfactory
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7 2 Unsatésfactory 2 Unsatisfactory 2 Unsatisfactory
8§ 7 ﬂom,bmwr‘ 6 Competent 6.5 Conipetent
9 5 Satisfactory 8 Satisfactory 4 Satisfactory
10 5 Satisfactory 3 Satisfactory 4 Satisfactory
11 5 atixﬂzday 3 afbg&dog 4 aaﬁﬁdag
12 2 Unsatisfactory 2 Unsatisfactory 2 Unsatisfactory
13 2 Unsatisfactory 2 Uhnsatisfactory 2 Uhnsatisfactory
14 2 Unsatésfactory 2 Unsatisfactory 2 Unsatisfactory
15 5 Satisfactory 5 Satisfactory 5 Satisfactory
16 2 Unsatisfactory 2 Unsatisfactory 2 Unsatisfactory
17 2 Unsatisfactory o Uhnsatisfactory 2 Uhsatisfactory
18 7 Unsatisfactory 1 Unsatisfactory 1.5 Unsatisfactory

Table 4 reveals that 12 out of 18
students the
unsatisfactory for the application of

were  in category of
review format. The correct format of
review consisted of four parts including
the title of the review, the introductory
paragraph, the body paragraphs, and the
conclusion paragraph. Each part of the
review format should be written
accurately and consistently mn order to
produce a good review. However, those
12 students did not include those parts
mto their reviews. It can be said that
theirr reviews used no correct review
formatting,

Students’ failure to present the
standard review formatting might be
because they did not understand about
reviewing itself. Sa}-‘daﬂﬁOOiﬂ clearly
mentions that reviewing means thinking
carefully and taking into consideration
both the stregpghs and weaknesses in
the material. It expresses the readers’
point of view in the light of what they
already know on the subject and what is

acquired from related texts. In fact, the
students were confused about what they
were asked to do and what they were
doing. They were asked to review the
expository text. However, what they did
was just summarizing the main ideas in
it. The fact that they already learned and
discussed about reviewmg m their
reading and writing classes did not help
them a lot when they were asked to
review the expository text. It seemed
like they did not fully understand about
what the lecturers presented to them
and they were too shy to ask questions
about 1t too. This, of course, led to
students’ incapability in reviewing. They
did not know what to do in reviewing a
text and what to be found when they
wanted to review it.
The writing mechanics of the
students’ reviews
The fifth
concerned with the analysis of the
the students’

research question

writing mechanics  of
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reviews, The sub-indicators that were
scored in this component were the
clarity gg§ the students’ writing, the
proper use of grammar, the correct use

Vol..., No...., Bulan

of punctuation, and the correct use of
spelling. The data were described as
follow:

Table 5. Students’ Scores on the Writing Mechanics

Student Scores (0-10) Final Category
Rater | Category | Rater | Category | Scores
1 2

m 6 Competent 7 Compelent 6.5 Competent
2 5 Satisfactory 5 Satisfactory 5 Satisfactory
m 7 Competent 8§ Competent i) Caonipetent
4 4 Satisfactory 5 Satisfactory 4.5 Satisfactory
5 6 Compeltent 7 Competent 6.5 Conipetent
6 Competent 7 Competent 7.5 Comipetent
7 5 Satisfactory 5 Satisfactory 5 Satisfactory
8 8 Competent Competent i Competent
9 5 Satisfactory 5 Satisfactory 5 Satisfactory
10 5 Satisfactory 3 Satisfactory 3 Satisfactory
11 4 Satisfactory 5 Satisfactory 4.5 Satisfactory
12 2 Unsatisfactory 2 Unsatisfactory Z Unsatisfactory
13 8 mom‘befmf i Competent 7.5 Competent
14 2 Unsatisfactory 2} Unsatisfactory 2 Unsatisfactory
15 5 Satisfactory 5 Satisfactory 5 Satisfactory
16 2 Unsatésfactory 2 Unsatisfactory 2 Unsatisfactory
17 6 Competent i Competent 6.5 Conipetent
18 7 Competent 7 Competent 7 Conmpetent

Table 5 shows that among 18

students, only 3 students (student 12,
14, and 16) were n the unsatisfactory
category while 7 students (student 2, 4,
7,9, 10, 11, and 15) were included in the
satisfactory category. Other 8 students
(student 1, 3, 5, 6, 8, 13, 17, and 18)
were 1n the competent category.
Although most students were
included in the satisfactory category,
three of them sull had problems of this
component. From their reviews, it could
be seen that their masteries of grammar,

punctuation, and spwlg were still low.
Mayer (2009) says that when students
have lack skills
granggjpr, sentence structure, spelling,
etc, their writing may be unsatisfactory
in multiple ways. As a result, the
bit  difficult to

i areas such as

sentences were a
understand.
Furthermore, the sentences they
made in their reviews were influenced
language,
Indonesia. Maryanti (2014) explains that

by their native Bahasa

in writing reviews, students rnosrly
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thought words in Bahasa Indonesia first
then translated them into English later
on. The interference of the first
language, of course, caused problems in
the students’ reviews.

6. The organization of the students’
reviews

The sixth research question
concerned with the analysis of the
organization of the students’ reviews.
The logical presentation of ideas in the
review was taken into account. The data
were described as follow:

Table 6. Students’ Scores on the Organization

Student Scores (0-10) Final | Category
Rater | Category | Rater | Category | Scores
1 2
1 6 Competent 7 Competent 6.5 Competent
2 i Compelent 7 Competent 7 Competent
3 6 Competent 6 Competent 6 Competent
4 7 Competent 7 Competent 7 Competent
5 6 Competent 7 Competent 6.5 Competent
6 6 Competent " Cormipetent 6.5 Competent
7 6 Competent 7 Competent 6.5 Competent
8 8 Competent 8 Competent 8 Compelent
9 7 Competent 6 Competent 6.5 Competent
10 6 Competent 6 Competent 6 Competent
11 " Competent [ Competent 6.5 Competent
12 6 Competent 6 Competent 6 Competent
13 7 Competent 6 Competent 6.5 Competent
14 6 Competent 6 Competent 6 Competent
15 15 Competent 8 Compeltent g Compelent
16 7 Competent 6 Competent 6.5 Competent
17 6 Conipelent i Competent 6.5 Competent
18 6 Competent b Competent 6.5 Conpetent

Table 6 reveals that all 18
students were in the competent category
for the organization of ideas included in
the reviews. Overall, the arrangement of
ideas made by the students in the review
was logical. Unfortunately, the logical
ideas organization that the students

made was 1identical to the organization
of ideas made by the author in the
original text version. It might happen
becggge the students simply matched
the content of the text and its title. After
getting the information which matched
to the title, they rewrote them directly.
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They might have lack of background
knowledge and experiences so it was
difficult for them to organize their
thoughts into the reviews.

Conclusions

Based on the findings above
there are six things that can be
concluded. First, most students were 1n
B¢ satsfactory category for the
identification of premise and supporting
points in their reviews because they
mussed t(almclude one point whether it
was the accurate identification of text
premise or significant points in support
of the premise i their reviews. Second,
most students were included in the
unsatisfactory  category  for  the
application of analysis in their reviews.
The statements included in the students’
reviews were not directly related to their
real-life situations.

Third, most students were not
able to present the critical evaluation of
premise and supporting points in their
reviews since their critical thinking is
not evident in their reviews. Next, most
students were 1in the unsatisfactory
category for the review format because
their reviews used no correct review
formatting,

Fifth, most students were
included in the satisfactory category for
the application of writing mechanics

component in their reviews. Last, all

Vol..., No...., Bulan

students were in the competent category
for the organization of ideas in their
reviews.
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Student Paper
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2

Submitted to Glasgow Caledonian University
Student Paper
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2

Submitted to UCSI University

Student Paper

e

2

www.cal.org

Internet Source

=
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Submitted to University of Sydney

Student Paper

£l

1o
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Student Paper

1o
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Student Paper
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1o

agservices.tamu.edu

Internet Source

1o

N.F. Matsatsinis, M. Doumpos, C. Zopounidis.



"Knowledge acquisition and representation for

expert systems in the field of financial analysis”,

Expert Systems with Applications, 1997

Publication

1o

RN
(@)

Submitted to University of Huddersfield

Student Paper

1o
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Internet Source <1 %
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Publication
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