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Article History Abstract
iubmi:tszﬁz%g?-l%g-llf This study aimed to find out grammatical errors and to reveal
Dbliehod: 20021011 the most frequent grammatical error in writing manual

procedure text. The population of this study was the eleven
graders of SMK Negeri 1 Batusangkar. The sample of this
study was the eleven graders of AKL 1 and AKL 2. The sample

was taken using purposive random sampling technique. The
number of sample in this research was 42 students. The
researcher used descriptive research design. The data were
collected through a test. The finding was based on an analysis
of the researcher and a rater. The rater was an English teacher
of SMK Negeri 1 Batusangkar. After collecting the finding from
the researcher and the rater, the researcher counted mean
percentage of each grammatical error occurrence. According
to likert scale, the interpretation of each grammatical error in
writing manual procedure text was categorized as excellent,
very good, good, and average. The final result showed that
determiner error’s mean was 46,80% (average), noun error’s
mean was 14,28% (good), verb error’s mean was 12,25%
(good), comjunction error’s mean was 9,30% (very good),
preposition error’s mean was 8,21% (very good), subject-verb
agreement error’s mean was 7,15% (very good), and pronoun
error’s mean was 2,15% (excellent). So, determiner error’s
mean was the most frequent grammatical error in writing
manual procedure text committed by eleven graders of SMK
Negeri 1 Batusangkar academic year 2021/2022.
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INTRODUCTION

Writing is one of the language activities that can lead us to do an active and
productive activity at the same time. It was supported by Marr & English (2019) who
said that all language works are active and productive. Procedure text is one of the
writing genres. According to Oshima (2005) in Dirgeyasa (2016), a procedure text is
a written text which shows the instructions or the way how to do something.

There are two types of procedure text, which are manual and recipe; manual
procedure text explains the sequence of steps of how to use technologies correctly,
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for example, ‘How to Use the Computer’; recipe procedure text explains the
sequence of steps of how to cook food or drink, for example, ‘How to Make a
Sandwich’ (Knapp & Watkins, 2005).

The researcher has done a teaching experience in SMK Negeri 1 Batusangkar
at eleven graders academic year 2021/2022. Manual procedure text is taught to
eleven graders of SMK Negeri 1 Batusangkar. However, the researcher found the
phenomenon that students still have grammatical errors in writing manual procedure
text. Based on the researcher’s survey of eleven graders of SMK Negeri 1
Batusangkar, most students said that they made grammatical errors because they had
difficulties to change their daily Bahasa Indonesia (their mother tongue) to be the
correct English grammatical structure that made them to have lack of accuracy. So,
that’s why they are often to make grammatical errors such as subject-verb agreement,
pronouns, etc. In fact, this reason was also found in the previous study by Atashian &
Al-Bahri (2018) that stated that the main obstacle ESL students face in their writing
is because of the differences between their mother tongue and second language
systems which aren’t used in their mother tongue system.

As Atashian & Al-Bahri (2018) said that grammar is an essential aspect of
any good piece of writing. Then, Farooq, et al (2012) claimed that ESL students face
errors in grammar which is considered as the most difficult field in writing. Most
previous studies only analyzed the recipe procedure text type. In fact, there is the
other type of procedure text which is manual procedure text. There were some
examples of the previous studies that were still only about recipe procedure text: (1)
‘Developing Healthy Recipe Instagram Account as Teaching Media of Procedure
Text” written by Musono & Ulya (2021); (2) ‘The Text Genres of the Recipe and the
Menu in the Teaching of English’ written by Hendrice, Estelle (2020); (3) ‘Cooking
Recipe Analysis based on Sequences of Distributed Representation on Procedure
Texts and Associated Images’ written by Ninomiya & Ozaki (2020). So, the
researcher continued to analyze the other type of procedure text which was manual
procedure text that had not been found in the previous study yet. Besides that,
manual procedure text has higher demands than recipe procedure text. It was
supported by Barwick (1999) who said that manual procedure text, for example how
to use a video recorder which is appropriate to give information to the more
advanced group than a recipe procedure text. So, manual procedure text is actually
more challenging for students.

RESEARCH METHOD

This research used a descriptive research design. The population was eleven
graders of SMK Negeri 1 Batusangkar academic year 2021/2022. Eleven graders
consisted of 9 classes that were 283 students totally. The sampling technique used in
this research was purposive sampling. The researcher took the sample from two
accounting major classes of eleven graders of SMK Negeri 1 Batusangkar which are
AKL 1 and AKL 2. The researcher took the sample of 15% from the population. So,
the total sample was 42 students. The researcher took the data of students’ errors in
writing manual procedure text by using a test as a high-reliability instrument. The
researcher asked students to make a manual procedure text. The students were given
45 minutes to write a manual procedure text at least 100 words. Then, at the top of
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the paper, students wrote their names and class. The researcher provided 4 topics of
manual procedure text as students’ options, but they were also allowed to write
different topic from the option. The instrument was validated by Mrs. Nofrina Eka
Putri, M.Pd. who is an English lecturer at Universitas Negeri Padang. Reliability
testing that was used by the researcher was rater reliability. In this research, the rater
was an English School Teachers of SMK Negeri 1 Batusangkar. To answer research
question 1, the researcher signed the grammatical errors by giving circle on students’
worksheets. After that, the researcher input each grammatical error type into Ms.
Excel sheet to find out each frequency. After inputting each type of grammatical
error into Ms. Excel sheet, the researcher did a summation for each type of the
grammatical errors. Then, the researcher continued to calculate the percentage of
each grammatical error type. After that, the researcher submitted students’ writing
test to the rater. Then, the rater similarly continued to do an analysis of students’
grammatical errors in writing manual procedure text.

Figure 3. 1 Formula of Percentage

X% = X Frequency X 100%

Total grammatical errors

X = grammatical error type

After both the researcher and the rater have done the data analysis of students
grammatical errors in writing manual procedure text, there were two findings of each
grammtical error percentage. Those were from the researcher (X1%) and the rater
(X2%). To answer question 2, the researcher counted the mean of each grammatical
error. The formula is:

X0 = X1%+X2%
2

X% = Grammatical error percentage
X1 = Grammatical error percentage by the researcher
X2 = Grammatical error percentage by the rater
Next, the researcher interpreted each grammatical error percentage based on the
likert scale.
Table 3. 1 Likert Scale

Error Percentage Interpretation
0-5 Excellent
6--10 Very Good
11--45 Good
46-55 Average
56-70 Fair
71-80 Poor
More than 80 Inadequate

Adapted from Hyland (2003: 243)

290

EISSN: 2302-31¢



Grammatical Errors in Manual Procedure Text — Perdana?, Safitri?

RESULT AND DISCUSSION
Research Finding

The findings below show: (1) the percentage of students’ grammatical errors
including errors of subject-verb agreement, verb, noun, preposition, conjunction,
pronoun, and determiner; (2) the most to the least frequent grammatical errors
percentage; (3) the interpretation of each grammatical error percentage in writing
manual procedure text.

Table 4.3 Mean Percentage of Grammatical Error Subcategory

Grammatical Grammatical Errors Likert Scal_e
No Errors Percentage (X%o) MEAN Interpretatio
X1% X2% n
1 Determiner 47,06% 46,53% 46,80% Average
2 Noun 13,97% 14,58% 14,28% Good
3 Verb 12% 12,50% 12,25% Good
4 Conjunction 9,56% 9,03% 9,30% Very good
5 Preposition 8,09% 8,33% 8,21% Very good
Subject-Verb
6 Agreement 7,35% 6,94% 7,15% Very good
7 Pronoun 2,21% 2,08% 2,15% Excellent

Based on the table 4.3 above, the researcher and the rater got a total of 136
and 144 grammatical errors in students’ manual procedure text writing test. In
subject-verb agreement error, the researcher and the rater got 10 cases (7,35%) and
10 cases (6,94%). So, subject-verb agreement error mean is 7,15% that was
categorized as very good. Both the researcher and the rater found subject-verb
agreement errors from 10 same students. They are student 3, student 6, student 10,
student 16, student 18, student 21, student 35, students 36, student 39 and student 41.
All students who made subject-verb agreement errors that were found by the
reseacher and the rater only have 1 case.

In verb error, the researcher and the rater got 16 cases (12%) and 18 cases
(12,50%). Therefore, verb error mean is 12,25%. That was categorized as good. The
resarcher and the rater found verb errors from 14 students and 16 students. 14
students are student 3, student 7, student 8, student 10, student 11, student 15, student
17, student 18, student 22, student 24, student 33, student 34, student 37, and student
41. Student 33 and student 37 have the most frequent verb error with 2 cases. The
rater also found the same result of verb errors with 14 students that was found by the
researcher. Then, the rater found more verb errors from student 2 with 1 case and
student 42 with 1 case.

In noun error, the researcher and the rater got 19 cases (13,97%) and 21 cases
(14,58%). So, noun error mean is 14, 28% that was categorized as good. The
researcher and the rater found noun errors from 11 students and 13 students. 11
students are student 6, student 12, student 13, student 16, student 20, student 21,
student 27, student 33, student 36, student 39, and student 41. Student 16 and student
33 have the most frequent noun error with 3 cases. The rater also found the same
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result of noun errors with 11 students that was found by the researcher. Then the
rater found more noun errors from student 22 with 1 case and student 30 with 1 case.

In preposition error, the researcher and the rater got 11 cases (8,09%) and 12
cases (8,33%). Therefore, preposition error mean is 8,21% that was categorized as
very good. The researcher and the rater found preposition errors from 11 students and
12 students. 11 students are student 1, student 17, student 18, student 26, student 27,
student 28, student 30, student 31, student 34, student 38, and student 40. The rater
also found the same result of preposition errors with 11 students that was found by
the researcher. Then, the rater found more preposition error from student 42 with 1
cases. All students who made preposition errors that were found by the reseacher and
the rater only have 1 case.

In conjunction error, the researcher and the rater got 13 cases (9,56%) and 13
cases (9,03%). So, conjuntion error mean is 9,30% that was categorized as very
good. Both the researcher and the rater found conjunction errors from 11 same
students. They are student 6, student 14, student 16, student 18, student 21, student
22, student 27, student 37, student 39, student 41, and student 42. Student 6 and
student 14 have the most frequent conjunction error with 2 cases.

In pronoun error, the researcher and the rater got 3 cases (2,21%) and 3 cases
(2,08%). Therefore, pronoun error mean is 2,15% that was caegorized as excellent.
Both the researcher and the rater found pronoun errors from 2 same students. They
are student 33 and student 34. Students 33 has 1 case and student 34 has 2 cases.

In determiner error, the researcher and the rater got 64 cases (47,06%) and 67
cases (46,53%). So, determiner error mean is 46,80% that was categorized as
average. The researcher and the rater found determiner errors from 37 students and
38 students. Both the researcher and the rater found that student 12 has the most
frequent determiner error with 6 cases.

Regarding to the explanation above, the grammatical error occurrences from
the most to the least frequent are determiner error with mean 46,80% (average), noun
error with mean 14,28% (good), verb error 12,25% (good), conjunction error with
mean 9,30% (very good), preposition error with mean 8,21% (very good), subject-
verb agreement error with mean 7,15% (very good), and pronoun error with mean
2,15% (excellent).

CONCLUSION

Based on the data described in the previous chapter, it is concluded that some
students still make errors in subject-verb agreement, verbs, nouns, prepositions,
conjunctions, pronouns, and determiners. The subcategory of grammatical error that
were committed by the eleven graders of SMK Negeri 1 Batusangkar in writing
manual procedure text from the most to the least frequent were determiner error with
mean 46,80% (average), noun error with mean 14,28% (good), verb error with mean
12,25% (good), conjunction error with mean 9,30% (very good), preposition error
with mean 8,21% (very good), subject-verb agreement error with mean 7,15% (very
good), and pronoun error with mean 2,15% (excellent). So, determiner error was the
most frequent grammatical error in writing manual procedure text made by eleven
graders of SMK Negeri 1 Batusangkar academic year 2021/2022. So, there was not
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found the interpretation of each grammatical error percentage that was in the three
lowest categories consisted of fair, poor, and inadequate.
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