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1.

INTRODUCTION

In general, grammar is a set of verbal conventions. As it can help students use English
appropriately, it has been recognized as a key component of the language acquisition
process (Shumin, 2002; Leech et al., 2009). A grammar is a linguist's description of a
language, typically stated in terms of rules (Larsen-Freeman & DeCarrico, 2019;
Nurullayevna, 2021). The majority of the grammar is explanations of linguistic use and
structure, or how words are used to form phrases and sentences in a given language. The
study of word forms (morphology), word order, and sentence structure are referred to
as grammar (syntax). As part of a definition of English, grammar is now defined more
broadly to encompass descriptions of English sounds, vocabulary, text kinds, and text
structures (Larsen-Freeman & DeCarrico, 2019).

In conjunction with the above definition, grammar is the arrangement of words to
create a proper sentence. In particular, structure refers to a particular instance of
grammar. The past tense, plural nouns, adjective comparison, etc are some examples of
structure (Rankin & Whong, 2020; Biber et al., 2020). The grammar of a language is
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also determined. The guidelines that direct a group of speakers' linguistic conduct can
also be described using this phrase. Grammar is a set of structural rules that determine
how words, clauses, phrases, and sentences are put together in any particular natural
language (Biber et al., 2020). Additionally, the term denotes the study of such laws,
which encompasses phonology, morphology, syntax, semantics, and pragmatics
(Mahmood, 2019; Wolde, 2021).

Grammar is a crucial component of language because it helps speakers and readers
understand what is being said (Kaharuddin, 2018; Seidenberg & MacDonald, 2018).
Speakers can express diverse meanings if they utilize poor grammar. In other words,
grammatical mistakes can cause someone to misunderstand a communication
(Seidenberg & MacDonald, 2018). Additionally, it is crucial that kids understand
grammar because it greatly affects how sentences are understood. The kids are thought
to be able to accurately form acceptable sentences in English by understanding the rules
of a language.

However, a lot of students find that mastering grammar causes them a lot of worries
when it comes to language learning. It was discovered that some of the first-year
students lacked awareness of grammatical rules based on an observation that the current
researcher made at MA Nurul As'adiyah Callacu. It happened when they were asked to
describe their own holiday experience. The majority of them continue to make
grammatical mistakes such as utilizing improper tense, making inappropriate sentences,
and producing errors in word order.

Literature Review

1. Grammatical awareness

At the very least, awareness entails a raised level of self-awareness of the
language patterns we employ. We must understand that although the relationships
between a language's forms and meanings can occasionally be random, language is
a system and is generally patterned deliberately (Demetriou et al., 2020; Brinkmann
et al., 2021; Hudgens Henderson, 2022). This study was influenced by the idea that
linguistic awareness improves learning. Awareness is a particular mental state in
which a person has had a particular subjective experience of some cognitive content
or external stimulation (Taumoepeau & Ruffman, 2016). A behavioral or cognitive
shift, as a result, a description of the event, or a metalinguistic explanation of a
guiding principle can all serve as indicators of awareness (Demetriou et al., 2020).

In an effort to define the term, Demetriou et al. (2020) came to the conclusion
that grammar is a set of rules that specify how words and groupings of words can be
combined to construct sentences in a specific language. This definition suggests that
grammar is important in the process of joining linguistic components to create
sentences. If the sentences adhere to the grammar standards, they are considered to
be correct. It is essential for language students to master proper grammar since it
reflects the communication function and goal of language (Leacock et al., 2010;
Canale, 2014; Saaristo, 2015). It must be acknowledged that having a solid grasp of
grammar makes it simple for people to communicate information, sentiments, and
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ideas to others. In other terms, it can be claimed that poor language skills lead to
communication breakdown because the intended message cannot be conveyed (Sato
et al., 2019; Chen & Kent, 2020). That sentence makes it apparent that pupils must
learn grammar if they want to be able to communicate their thoughts and feelings
effectively and use English.

So, explicit knowledge of grammatical features of language might be referred
to as grammatical awareness. It can be thought of as consisting of two skills:
morphological awareness and syntactic awareness. Raising learners' awareness of
grammatical characteristics and systems, and most significantly, encouraging
learners to "notice" grammar regularities, are the main objectives of explicit and
focused grammar training (Puchta, 2018; Larsen-Freeman & DeCarrico, 2019;
Larsen-Freeman, 2019; Reynolds & Kao, 2021). The term "noticing" refers to
awareness at an understanding level. Explicit learning happens when attention is
paid to form, as opposed to implicit learning, which is meaning-focused. Reviews
comparing the effectiveness of implicit versus explicit instruction and explicit
learning show an advantage - at least in the short term - for explicit modes of learning
over implicit in both classroom and laboratory studies, supporting the idea that
awareness at an understanding level is essential to learning a second language.
Direct instruction, in which the teacher explains the rules to the students, is the
conventional approach to teaching explicit information. But learners might struggle
with grammatical rules because of their technical nature.

2. Interactional feedback

Language learners benefit from interaction as a beneficial component of
second language classroom activities because it helps them get understandable input,
output, and feedback (Majlesi, 2018; Kasper & Wagner, 2018; Nassaji, 2020).
Feedback results from interaction and is easily described as answers to learner
utterances containing a mistake (Nassaji, 2020). Teachers respond to student
mistakes during verbal contact by using interactional feedback (Kasper & Wagner,
2018).

Students who regularly interacted with their teacher and other students were
shown to be more motivated and to have better learning experiences (Mackey et al.,
2000; Abdollahifam, 2014; Kaivanpanah et al., 2015). Engaging students in
conversations can help them think critically and clarify their ideas. Interactions
support and assist cognition and are crucial in fostering students' intellectual
activities and thought processes. When the students provide L2 output, we can
determine the type of feedback they require. Interactional feedback is therefore
crucial since it enables students to check their work by speaking with native speakers
or more experienced speakers (Kaivanpanah et al., 2015).
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METHOD

The current researcher used a one group pre-test and post-test design in this research
design as a pre-experimental procedure. It attempts to determine whether interactional
feedback improved the first-year MA Nurul As'adiyah Callacu student's grammatical
awareness.

The following was given as the design:

Information:
O = Pre-test
X = Treatment
O = Post-test

Pre-test Ol was administered during the initial consultation prior to treatment. X
denotes the care provided from the second to the fifth meeting. O2 stands for the post-
test administered at the sixth meeting.

Twenty different grammatical tests were used in the pre- and post-tests of the
research instrument used for this study. The pre-test was administered prior to therapy
to gauge the students' prior knowledge of grammatical rules, and the post-test was
administered following treatment to assess the students' mastery of grammar. The
researcher determined the test's results by adding up all of the students' accurate
responses to the grammar test.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The frequency and percentage of the students' pretest and posttest results are shown in

Table 1 below as part of this classification.

Table 1. The Frequency and Percentage of the Students' Pretest and Posttest

Classification Pre-Test Post-Test

F % F v
86-100 Very Good 1 263 29 76.32
71-85 Good 3 7.89 9 23.68
56-70 Fair 18 4737 0 0.00
41-55 Poor 12 3158 0 0.00
<40 Very Poor 4 10.53 0 0.00
Total 38 100 38 100

According to table 1 above, only one student (2.63 percent) was classified as having

very good performance on the pretest. It also establishes that 3 students (7.89 percent) were
given a good classification, 18 students (47.37 percent) received a fair classification, 12
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students (31.58 percent) received a low rating, and 4 students were given a very poor
classification. No student received a very poor, poor, or fair score on the posttest. Only 9
pupils (23.68%) were given a good grade, and 29 students (76.32%) received a very high
grade. It is clear that the students benefit from interactional feedback. It was corroborated by
the students' improved test scores. The next Table 2 displays the mean score and standard
deviation.

Table 2. The mean score and standart deviation

Pretest Posttest
Standard M Standard deviation
Mean score deviation can scorc
59.08 12.73 91.32 6.54

The mean score and standard deviation between the pre-test and post-test are displayed
in Table 2 above. In the pre-test, the students had a mean score of 59.08 and a standard
deviation of 12.73, whereas the post-test had a mean score of 91.32 and a standard deviation
of 6.54. The current researcher deduced from the aforementioned mean scores that the usage
of interactional feedback improved students' grammatical awareness. While Table 3 displays
the gain score.

Table 3. Gain Score

Mean Score
Pretest Posttest
59.08 91.32 32.24

Gain

The gain score from the pretest and posttest is shown in Table 3. The increased score
demonstrates that students' grammatical awareness has improved. In the pre-test, the mean
score was 59.08, and in the post-test, it was 91.32. The gain was 32.24, thus that is what can
be said. It implies that using interactional feedback provides benefits over the alternative
tactic (the conventional way). According to the gain score in the table above, the students'
grammatical awareness was improved by using interactional feedback. The following are
the results of the paired t-test analysis in Table 4.

Table 4. The results of the paired t-test

Paired Differences
95%
Confidence
Interval of the
Std. Std. Difference
Deviatio | Error Sig. (2-
Mean n Mean | Lower | Upper t df tailed)
Pair pretest
1 - - T < - - -1 2
posttes | 32.237| 12838]22%45| 36785 27688 14361 7 1000
t
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The significant value (0.000) in Table 4 above is less than 0.05, as can be seen. The
post-test results are significant, thus that means. With this in mind, it is acceptable to accept
the alternative hypothesis (H1) of this study, which states that the use of interactional
feedback greatly improves first-year MA Nurul As'adiyah Callacu students' grammatical
awareness.

These research findings are consistent with a prior related discovery which discovered
that the use of interactional feedback had a substantial impact on grammar acquisition
(Russell & Spada, 2006; Rassaei & Moinzadeh, 2011; Hashemifardnia et al., 2019; Nassaji,
2020). The probability value (0.00), which was less than the level of significance, supported
this (0.05) In other words, students who received interactional feedback from their teachers
performed better in terms of reducing language learning anxiety and fostering grammar
learning. It implies that the technique can be applied generally to many mother tongues. The
current study also discovered that three of the seven different types of interactional feedback
increased the students' awareness of grammatical faults. They consist of direct correction,
recasts, and metalinguistic feedback.

4. CONCLUSION

Based on the findings and analysis presented above, the current researcher was able
to conclude that the use of interactional feedback significantly improved grammatical
awareness in the first year of the MA Nurul As'adiyah Callacu. Interactional feedback
promoted learners' intellectual operations and thought processes, which led them to reflect
on ideas, particularly in grammar learning. The results of the study revealed a significant
difference in the students' grammatical awareness levels on the pretest and posttest. Evidence
was provided by the fact that the mean posttest score was higher than the mean pretest score
(91.32 > 59.08). These mean scores were statistically significantly different from one
another. The probability value, which was based on the t-test value at the significant level of
0.05, is less than the significant level (0.00 < 0.05).
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