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Abstract: 
Research on pesantren has examined textual learning, memorization, 

legal deliberation, and assessment, but has paid less attention to what 
happens after a knowledge claim is corrected. This article investigates  

how correction, reworking, and re-examination shape epistemic 

validation across educational practices at Pondok Tremas. Drawing on 
a qualitative single-case study, it analyzes interviews, observations, 

and documents from Madrasah Aliyah, Ma’had Aly, Institut Agama 
Islam Attarmasi, and cross-institutional scholarly activities. Findings 

show that examination standards vary with the object of knowledge: 
kitab reading, Qur’anic memorization, legal formulations, and 

academic writing are assessed through different criteria. The 
relationship between correction and subsequent examination also 

varies. In tahfiz and the risalah ilmiah, revised work is returned for 

examination through identifiable procedures. In baḥṡ al-masā’il, 
formulations are examined collectively and may remain mauqūf. In 

munāqasyah and some course assignments, the available evidence does 
not consistently establish whether corrected work was re-examined. 

The article distinguishes correction, reworking, and re-examination as 
separate forms of epistemic work and shows why identifying an error 

alone does not establish that a revised result has gained recognition. 

These findings explain variation within one pesantren case without 
claiming that the same patterns characterize pesantren generally. 

 
This is an open-access article under the CC–BY-SA license. 

 

 

 

Knowledge in educational institutions is not merely transmitted; it is also presented, 
examined, and recognized through social practices. A reading may be judged accurate or 

mistaken, an answer may be accepted or rejected, and an argument may gain approval or remain 
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contested. These processes involve standards, actors authorized to conduct examinations, and 
procedures that determine the status of the outcome. Kelly and Licona define epistemic practices 
as socially organized, interactionally accomplished ways in which members of a group propose, 
communicate, evaluate, and legitimate knowledge claims (Kelly & Licona, 2018, pp. 139–140). 

This perspective shifts attention from knowledge as a finished product to the actions and social 
relations through which a claim gains, has yet to gain, or fails to gain recognition.  

In pesantren education, knowledge is examined through diverse objects and activities. 
Reading a kitab requires accuracy in reading and explaining its meaning. Memorization requires 

correct pronunciation and sequencing, as well as the ability to retain memorized material. The 
discussion of legal problems requires relevant sources, reasons for applying them, and defensible 
formulations of a decision. Academic writing requires adequate alignment among the problem, 
sources, method, data, analysis, and conclusion. This diversity indicates that knowledge 
examination in pesantren cannot be understood solely through formal tests or assessment.  

Analysis must consider the object being examined, the standards applied, the actors who conduct 
the examination, and what happens after the result is communicated. 

These practices take place within a tradition that provides texts, teachers, forms of training, 
and an understanding of proper performance. Asad describes a discursive tradition as discourse 

that instructs practitioners in the correct form and purpose of an established practice and relates 
it to the history through which that practice was formed (Asad, 1986, pp. 14–15). In his later work, 
Asad shows that language, bodily action, and repetition contribute to the acquisition of capacities 
within a tradition (Asad, 1986, pp. 14–15). In his later work, Asad shows that language, bodily 

action, and repetition contribute to the acquisition of capacities within a tradition (Asad, 2015, 
pp. 166–167). This framework situates examination practices in pesantren in relation to teaching, 
repetition, and the authorization of tradition. Asad, however, does not specifically explain how a 
claim moves from examination to legitimation. The discursive-tradition framework is therefore 
used to explain the context of practice, while the examination and recognition of claims are 

analyzed through the framework of epistemic practices. 

Pesantren scholarship has provided important accounts of the transmission and 
transformation of these educational practices. Nurtawab identifies a shift in the status of kitab-
based learning as traditional methods encounter modernization and demands for educational 

equivalence (Nurtawab, 2019). At the institutional level, recognition of pesantren within the 
national education system creates opportunities to strengthen traditional education while also 
introducing possible changes to long-reproduced values and practices (Nurtawab & Wahyudi, 
2022). Gusmian and Abdullah show that manuscripts and kyai-santri networks are central to the 
transmission of multiple fields of knowledge in pesantren (Gusmian & Abdullah, 2022). These 

studies explain the continuity of tradition, methodological change, scholarly networks, and 
institutional restructuring. Their primary concern, however, is not how learning outcomes are 
examined and followed through until they acquire a particular status. 

Research on assessment in pesantren comes closer to this problem. Puad and Ashton found 

that classroom assessment in the pesantren they studied was understood more in summative than 
formative terms (Puad & Ashton, 2021). Teachers gave considerable attention to grades, test 
results, conduct, and student accountability. These findings indicate that assessment in pesantren 
concerns not only academic ability but also relational structures and institutional expectations. 
Even so, an assessment-oriented account does not explain in detail how students respond to 

examination results, how work identified as weak is redone, or whether the revised result enters 
a subsequent examination. 

The problem of examination also appears in studies of baḥṡ al-masā’il. Riza shows that 
fatwas within Nahdlatul Ulama are formulated collectively through adherence to the madhhab 
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and efforts to respond to contemporary problems (Riza, 2011). In the context of Ma’had Aly, uṣūl 
al-fiqh is positioned as an important instrument for developing legal deliberation capable of 
addressing social problems (Juandi & Yasid, 2016). Zulkhairi et al. document the use of ilhāq and 
the contextualization of turāṡ texts in baḥṡ al-masā’il forums (Zulkhairi et al., 2024). These studies 

explain sources, methods of reasoning, deliberative processes, and decision products. They do 
not, however, specifically distinguish among challenging an answer, revising a formulation in 
response to that challenge, and re-examining the revised formulation. 

Studies of memorization and textual pedagogy reveal a different set of practices. Hardaker 
and Sabki treat orality, memorization, teacher-student interaction, and the study of sacred texts 

as interrelated elements of Islamic pedagogy (Hardaker & Sabki, 2015). Their subsequent research 
links memorization to the formation of capacities with physical and spiritual dimensions fisik 
dan spiritual (Hardaker & Sabki, 2016). Gent and Muhammad show that the relationship among 
memorization, recitation, and understanding cannot be assessed through the simplistic 

assumption that memorization without comprehension is necessarily meaningless (Gent & 
Muhammad, 2019). This literature clarifies the place of repetition, recitation, and memorization, 
but it does not focus on the sequence through which an error is identified, a reading or memorized 
passage is redone, and the new performance is resubmitted for examination. 

The feedback literature shows why follow-up after examination requires separate attention. 

Hill and West demonstrate that dialogue about feedback can help students assess their work 
against criteria and formulate corrective action (Hill & West, 2022). The availability of feedback, 
however, does not ensure that students will use it in the same way. Xu et al. show that 
engagement with feedback is reflected not only in whether revision occurs but also in the depth, 

focus, and quality of the changes made (Xu et al., 2026). These findings underscore the need to 
distinguish the provision of feedback from the act of improving the work. Yet feedback 
scholarship has developed primarily in the contexts of writing and formal education. It has not 
been used to compare post-examination follow-up across kitab reading, memorization, legal 

deliberation, and academic writing within a single pesantren environment. 

Existing studies explain how pesantren transmit knowledge, assess learning, and deliberate 
on legal questions. They offer less detail on what happens to a particular reading, answer, or 
written work after a weakness has been identified. In particular, correction is often discussed 
without distinguishing whether the work was subsequently changed and whether that changed 

result was examined again. This distinction matters because identifying an error, responding to 
it, and granting recognition to a revised result are different actions. Comparing these actions 
across several practices within one pesantren can clarify how examination leads to an accepted 
outcome or why it does not. 

This article examines how correction, reworking, and re-examination relate to epistemic 
validation at Pondok Tremas. It compares munāqasyah and takhassus examinations, tahfiz 
recitation submissions, baḥṡ al-masā’il, papers and presentations, and the risalah ilmiah as practices 
within a single case. It asks: How do examination standards, correction, reworking, and re-
examination interact in determining the status of knowledge claims across these practices?? 

Epistemic validation is used here as an analytical term for tracing the process through 
which a reading, answer, argument, or written work is examined against particular standards 
and is subsequently granted or not yet granted recognition. Correction refers to identifying an 
error, weakness, or element that requires improvement. Reworking refers to altering a reading, 

answer, formulation, or text in response to correction. Re-examination occurs when the reworked 
result is resubmitted to an authorized actor or forum, which may accept it, return it for further 
revision, or withhold approval. These three forms of work are analytically distinct and are not 
assumed to constitute a complete linear sequence in every case. 
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This article argues that epistemic validation at Pondok Tremas does not operate through a 
single uniform measure. Standards follow the object and form of work under examination, while 
correction, reworking, and re-examination are connected with varying degrees of traceability. 
Empirically, the article demonstrates this variation in direct examination, collective deliberation, 

and staged written accountability. Analytically, it clarifies the space between evaluation and 
legitimation within the framework of epistemic practices. Its contribution is not a typology of 
correction techniques, but a distinction among correction, reworking, and re-examination as 
epistemic work that may be connected without necessarily appearing as a complete sequence in 

the production of recognized knowledge. 

This article presents a focused analysis of data generated in a broader qualitative case study 
of epistemic practices at Pondok Tremas. A qualitative approach was used because the analysis 

moved iteratively among data, evidence, and concepts to develop an increasingly close 
understanding of the phenomenon under study (Aspers & Corte, 2019, pp. 153–155). A case-study 
design was selected because validation practices cannot be separated from the institutional 
context, pedagogical relationships, knowledge sources, and authority structures in which they 

occur. Case studies permit in-depth examination of a contemporary phenomenon in its real-life 
context when the boundaries between phenomenon and context are not always clearly 
distinguishable (Yin, 2018, p. 15). 

Pondok Tremas is treated as a single case. Madrasah Aliyah, Ma’had Aly, IAIT, and 

scholarly activities outside formal structures are treated as internal sites in which variation can 
be traced, not as independent institutional cases. Locating several internal sites within one case 
follows a single-case design with embedded units of analysis, provided that the analysis of each 
unit is ultimately related back to the case as a whole (Yin, 2018, pp. 51–54). Within this boundary, 
the article does not compare the performance of educational units. It examines variation in 

knowledge examination across munāqasyah and takhassus examinations, tahfiz recitation 
submissions, baḥṡ al-masā’il, papers and presentations, and the preparation of the risalah ilmiah. 

The data derive from semi-structured interviews, observations, and documents. 
Participants in the broader study were selected purposively on the basis of their involvement, 

experience, position, and knowledge of the practices under investigation. Purposive selection 
requires a clear relationship between participant characteristics and the research purpose so that 
the relevance of the data can be assessed transparently (Campbell et al., 2020, pp. 654, 658). For 
this article, evidence was drawn from actors involved in conducting, supervising, examining, 
correcting, or accepting the outcomes of the analyzed practices. Semi-structured interviews 

retained a common set of core questions while allowing follow-up questions to elicit examples, 
reasons, sequences of action, and clearer contextual detail. This interview form balances a 
consistent focus with deeper exploration of participants’ experiences (DeJonckheere & Vaughn, 
2019, pp. 2, 5–6). 

Observations focused on activities and interactions in which readings, answers, opinions, 
or written work were presented and examined. Attention was given to the object assessed, the 
examiner, the sources used, the standards stated or applied, the form of correction, and the 
responses that followed. Fieldnotes also retained the activity context, sequence of interaction, 
positions of the actors, and forms of verbal and nonverbal communication. Observational data 

were used primarily to distinguish normative provisions, participants’ accounts, and actions 
visible in practice. 

 Method (منهج) 



 

Latif, et. al Beyond Correction: Revision, Re-examination … 

 

 International Journal of Post Axial, Vol. 4, No. 3, September 2026 | 2393  

The documentary sources selected for this article included munāqasyah guidelines, takhassus 
examination materials, samples of student papers and a risalah ilmiah, baḥṡ al-masā’il records, and 
the organizational structure of the Ma’had Aly deliberation forum. These documents were 
examined with attention to their content, function, and original purpose (Bowen, 2009, pp. 27–28, 

30, 33). Guidelines and examination materials were used to identify prescribed standards; 
samples of written work were used to examine the form and content of academic submissions; 
and forum records were used to trace documented problems, sources, and decisions. 
Observational evidence concerning supervision, correction notes, and follow-up to revision was 
considered alongside these documents. The anonymized interview register and an inventory of 

the documentary and observational sources cited in this article are available through the online 
supplementary source (see the Data Availability Statement). 

Data were selected for this article according to their relevance to epistemic validation. A 
data segment was included when it provided contextual information about at least one of the 

following: the object examined, the standard applied, the examiner, the form of correction, the 
response to correction, reworking, re-examination, or the status assigned after examination. 
Selection was not restricted to complete sequences. Evidence showing that correction was 
provided but that subsequent action could not be traced was retained because it defines the limits 
of the findings. An absence of evidence for reworking or re-examination was not interpreted as 

evidence that these actions never occurred. In such cases, the analysis states only that follow-up 
cannot be established from the available data. 

Analysis involved repeated reading, coding, grouping, and comparison. First, relevant 
segments were reread in their original context so that their meaning remained connected to the 

activity, the actor’s position, and the circumstances in which the data were generated. This step 
was necessary because coding can fragment data into separate elements and detach them from 
their broader context unless the original sources are revisited (Linneberg & Korsgaard, 2019, pp. 
259, 267). Second, the data were coded for the object of examination, standards, examiner, form 

of correction, participant response, reworking, re-examination, and outcome status. Reworking 
was distinguished from a statement that a correction had been accepted: the code was used only 
when the data indicated a change to the reading, answer, formulation, or written work. Re-
examination was likewise distinguished from reworking and was coded when the revised result 
returned to the attention of the assessing actor or forum. 

Third, the data were compared at three levels. Cross-source comparison read interview 
accounts alongside relevant observations and documents. Comparison across actors identified 
differences between examiners and those whose work was examined. Comparison across 
practices identified commonalities and variation in the relationship among correction, reworking, 

and re-examination. The resulting empirical patterns were organized as direct examination, 
collective deliberation, and staged written accountability. Kelly and Licona’s epistemic-practice 
framework was applied after these empirical patterns had been established to explain the 
relationship between evaluation and legitimation. The theory was not used to assume that every 
practice must follow the same sequence. 

The credibility of the findings was examined by comparing interview accounts, 
observations, and documents where more than one type of evidence was available for the same 
practice. These sources did not provide equivalent coverage across all practices. Interview 
accounts were particularly important for tracing tahfiz correction and resubmission, while 

observations and documents provided different forms of evidence for examinations, deliberation, 
and academic writing. Divergent evidence and gaps in the available record were retained to 
delimit the conclusions (Korstjens & Moser, 2018, p. 2). Written provisions were not treated as 
evidence of implementation without comparison with participants’ accounts or observed 
activities. 
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The researchers’ positionality was considered throughout the analysis. The researchers 
have historical and professional proximity to Pondok Tremas as alumni and teaching staff. This 
proximity supported their understanding of terminology, activities, and institutional 
relationships, but also created a risk that familiar practices would be taken for granted and left 

unquestioned. Reflexivity is necessary to recognize how experience, assumptions, contextual 
position, and researcher-participant relationships shape the production and interpretation of data 
(Olmos-Vega et al., 2023, pp. 242, 244–245). This risk was managed by recording context and 
initial impressions, comparing data from actors in different positions, rereading documents and 

fieldnotes, and distinguishing normative provisions, participant accounts, and traceable 
practices. The conclusions are confined to Pondok Tremas as a single case and are not intended 
as statistical generalizations to all pesantren. 

The analysis shows that epistemic validation at Pondok Tremas does not follow a single 
uniform procedure. Variation concerns not only the type of activity, but also the object examined, 
the standards applied, how weaknesses are identified, what participants do after receiving 
correction, and whether the revised result is examined. The findings are therefore presented in 

four parts: object-specific standards, direct examination, collective deliberation, and staged 
written accountability. 

Standards Follow the Object of Knowledge 

In the Madrasah Aliyah munāqasyah, santri are asked to read an unvocalized text, provide a 
Javanese pegon gloss, explain the murād (intended meaning), and answer questions on fiqh, naḥwu, 
and ṣarf. Fluent recitation alone is therefore insufficient if a santri cannot explain the meaning or 
substance of the passage. Conversely, an apparently correct fiqh answer may still be challenged if 

the reading, gloss, or grammatical analysis is mistaken. Examiners use follow-up questions to 
move from reading to meaning, grammatical structure, and substantive mastery (MA-Doc-018; 
OBS-C). 

Pegon glossing is not treated merely as a technique for translating the text. One of the 

masyayikh stated, "The reading must use pegon because that is how one masters naḥwu and ṣarf" 
(INT-A1-Masyayikh-02). The statement links word order, the grammatical position of each 
expression, and the meaning assigned to it. A kitab containing written glosses, however, does not 
establish that a santri can read and explain the text independently. Competence becomes visible 
only when the task is performed again before an examiner. 

The Ma’had Aly takhassus examination has a similar structure but treats fahm al-kitāb, fahm 
al-lughah, active participation in study sessions, and completeness of the annotated kitab as 
separate assessment components. This separation distinguishes engagement in the learning 
process from the ability to read, interpret, explain, and analyze grammatical structure under 

examination conditions (MAT-Doc-011). Attendance and a complete kitab support the learning 
process but do not substitute for the competence that must be demonstrated in the examination. 

Tahfiz applies different standards even though its object is also an Arabic text. Participants 
repeatedly referred to makhraj, tajwid, vowel length, correct verse sequence, fluency, the ability to 
recite without looking at the muṣḥaf, and the ability to retain memorization after an interval. 

Participants did not identify conceptual explanation of a verse’s content as a condition for 
accepting a recitation submission. Memorization is assessed through the accurate, fluent, and 
stable reproduction of the text (INT-G-Tahfidz-01–05). 

🗐 Result (نتائج) 
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In baḥṡ al-masā’il, examination concerns the clarity of the problem description, the relevance 
of the ibārah (authoritative textual passage), the relationship between source and case, the reasons 
for applying the source, and the accuracy of the conclusion. Quoting a kitab does not by itself 
make an answer acceptable. Participants must identify the relevant passage and explain why the 

rule in the text applies to the problem under discussion. A lengthy quotation may be judged 
inadequate when its relationship to the problem is not explained, whereas a shorter quotation 
may suffice when its relevance is demonstrated clearly (INT-I-BM-01; MA-Doc-007–009; MAT-
Doc-020–021). 

For papers, presentations, and the risalah ilmiah, standards concern the adequacy of sources, 

conceptual clarity, the use of methods and data, the structure of the argument, and the 
relationship between the problem and the conclusion. A written product is available for 
inspection, but polished prose does not establish that the author understands the sources or can 
defend the argument. Presentations, supervision meetings, and examinations reopen the written 

text through questions about concepts, evidence, methods, data, and relationships among its 
parts (MAT-Doc-010; MAT-Doc-016; IAIT-Doc-024; OBS-C). 

These findings show that similar forms of material do not produce identical standards. In 
munāqasyah, an Arabic text is examined through the relationship among reading, meaning, 
language, and fiqh content. In tahfiz, the text is examined through the accuracy and stability of 

oral reproduction. In baḥṡ al-masā’il, the text functions as a source whose relevance to the case 
must be explained. In academic work, sources form part of a sequence linking the problem, 
method, data, analysis, and conclusion. 

Direct Examination and Correction in Performance 

Direct examination shortens the interval between a participant’s performance and the 
examiner’s response. In munāqasyah, examiners provide prompts or follow-up questions when a 

reading is uncertain, a meaning is inaccurate, a grammatical analysis is incomplete, or a fiqh 
answer lacks a clear basis. Santri have an opportunity to recall and correct their answers during 
the session. Munāqasyah nevertheless remains an examination: prompts do not develop into 
extended instruction, and the final result is summarized as a grade (OBS-C). 

The data do not show that every error in munāqasyah was followed by reworking and a 

further examination of the same passage after the session. A grade records the competence 
demonstrated during the examination, including responses to additional questions. It does not 
indicate whether an incorrect passage was subsequently restudied and re-examined. Munāqasyah 
therefore provides strong evidence of direct examination and outcome determination, but 

evidence of post-revision examination is uneven. 

In tahfiz, correction is more closely embedded in the ongoing performance. A teacher or 
peer listener may tap, repeat the final word, or indicate the location of an error when the 
sequence, makhraj, tajwid, or vowel length is inaccurate. One participant explained that minor 
errors prompted "a tap or repetition of the last word," whereas more serious errors or excessive 

pauses could result in an instruction to baleni, or repeat the passage (INT-G-Tahfidz-04). 

An indirect cue does not supply the correct continuation of the verse. The santri is first given 
an opportunity to recover the memorized passage. Another participant explained that if several 
prompts have been given and the recitation remains incorrect, the submission is rejected; the 

santri must step back, rehearse the passage until fluent, and then return to submit it again (INT-
G-Tahfidz-05). Here, correction returns the participant to the same work: repeating the passage 
and producing a new performance for listening. 

The tahfiz sequence reveals a closer relationship among correction, reworking, and 

resubmission. The data nevertheless do not record every participant’s trajectory from an initial 
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error to final acceptance. The defensible finding is that the mechanism requires repetition and 
resubmission, not that every participant successfully completes the correction process.  

Collective Deliberation and Withholding a Decision 

In baḥṡ al-masā’il, validation begins before an answer is adopted. The problem description 
is first examined through requests for clarification about the actors, circumstances, terminology, 
or unclear aspects of the case. Clarification is necessary because an ibārah relevant to one set of 

circumstances may not apply to another that merely appears similar. Once the object is 
considered sufficiently clear, participants read the ibārah, propose an answer, and explain the 
relationship between source and problem (INT-I-BM-01; MAT-Doc-020). 

Correction in the forum does not always take the form of declaring a participant’s answer 
wrong. Participants or formulators may ask for the ibārah to be reread, question the relevance of 

a source, point out that an analogy still depends on an assumption, or request another basis. 
When deliberation stalls, the formulation team may separate aspects of the problem, identify key 
terms, or direct the search for references. Weakness is thereby located in the relationship among 
problem, source, reasoning, and conclusion rather than solely in the person who proposed the 

answer (INT-I-BM-01–02). 

Re-examination occurs through forum deliberation. An answer may be maintained, 
revised, reformulated, or referred to the mushahih (verifier) for approval. The forum does not 
always reach a final decision. When the sources, information, or argumentative connections are 

judged inadequate, the matter may be designated mauqūf (suspended) (INT-I-BM-01). This status 
does not indicate that no epistemic work has occurred. It marks the forum’s decision not to 
recognize any of the available answers. 

The baḥṡ al-masā’il sequence differs from individual revision of a written text. Reworking 
may take the form of a jointly revised formulation, a search for additional sources, or a 

reconstructed conclusion involving participants, the formulation team, and the mushahih. The 
unit examined is therefore not only one participant’s initial answer but a collective formulation 
that moves through the forum’s division of labor. Records of the proceedings preserve the 
problem description, decision, and ibārah used, but do not always capture every objection and 

revision made before the decision was reached (MA-Doc-007–009; MAT-Doc-021). 

Written Accountability and the Difference between Papers and the Risalah 

During paper presentations, lecturers, muhadlir, or other participants may question 
conceptual clarity, the adequacy of data, the relevance of sources, and the relationship between 
the discussion and the conclusion. Authors respond in different ways: by explaining again, 
defending the argument, locating a passage in the paper, undertaking to revise it, or 

acknowledging that they cannot yet answer. These interactions expose the distance between a 
polished written text and the author’s command of its content (OBS-C). 

Corrections to a paper may be followed by requests to add sources, clarify concepts, 
improve the analysis, or adjust the conclusion. The data, however, contain more questions and 
directions than paired versions from before and after revision. Revised versions are not always 

reread through a uniform procedure. The evidence therefore supports the presence of correction 
and revision requests, but it is insufficient to claim that every paper was actually revised and 
systematically re-examined (MAT-Doc-010; IAIT-Doc-024; OBS-C). 

The risalah ilmiah presents a longer sequence. Examination begins during supervision, when 

mahasantri are asked to clarify the problem, revisit a kitab or reference, explain how the method 
operates, add data or assess their adequacy, and align the analysis with the conclusion. After the 
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risalah examination, examiners provide notes on sections that still require revision. These notes 
return issues raised during the examination to the writing process (MAT-Doc-016; OBS-C). 

Mahasantri then revise the manuscript with reference to the examiners’ notes. Revisions 
may replace or add sources, explain the operation of the method, reorganize the analysis, delimit 

a claim, or adjust the conclusion. The revised manuscript is resubmitted so that examiners can 
assess whether their earlier comments have been addressed. If the revisions remain inadequate, 
the relevant section may be returned for further work; if they are accepted, the examiner approves 
the revised result (OBS-C). 

This traceability does not establish that all risalah are of equal quality or that every revision 

is successful on first resubmission. The finding is narrower: compared with an ordinary course 
paper, the risalah provides a clearer evidentiary trail linking supervision, examination, correction 
notes, textual revision, rereading, and examiner approval. 

Variation in the Traceability of Validation 

Comparison across practices shows that correction is the most readily identifiable element, 
while reworking and re-examination do not always leave equally clear traces. Table 1 summarizes 
this variation. 

Practice Object and 
primary 
standards 

Form of 
correction 

Reworking Re-
examination 
or outcome 
determination 

Limits of 
the 
evidence 

Munāqasyah 
and takhassus 

Reading, 
meaning, 
murād, fiqh, 
naḥwu, and ṣarf 

Prompts and 
follow-up 
questions 

May occur 
during the 
session 

The outcome 
is determined 
primarily 
through 

grading 

Post-
examination 
review of 
each error is 

not 
uniformly 
traceable 

Tahfiz Makhraj, 
tajwid, vowel 
length, 

sequence, 
fluency, and 
retention 

Cues, word 
repetition, 
prompts, or 

rejection of 
the 
submission 

Nderes, 
murāja’ah, 
and 

repetition of 
the incorrect 
passage 

The 
memorized 
passage is 

resubmitted 

The data do 
not follow 
every 

participant 
from initial 
error to final 
acceptance 

Baḥṡ al-
masā’il 

Problem 

clarity, 
relevance of 
the ibārah, 
reasons for 
application, 

and conclusion 

Clarification, 

objections, 
rereading of 
sources, and 
requests for 
another basis 

Source 

searches 
and revision 
of the 
formulation 

The 

formulation is 
accepted, 
revised, 
approved, or 
designated 
mauqūf 

Reworking 

is collective 
and cannot 
always be 
attributed to 
one 

participant 

Papers and 
presentations 

Concepts, 
sources, data, 
argumentation, 
and 
explanatory 

ability 

Questions, 
comments, 
and revision 
requests 

May be 
requested 
after a 
presentation 
or 

assessment 

Not always 
conducted 
through 
systematic 
rereading 

Paired pre- 
and post-
revision 
manuscripts 
are not 

uniformly 
available 
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Risalah ilmiah Relationship 

among the 
problem, 
sources, 
method, data, 

analysis, and 
conclusion 

Supervision, 

examination 
questions, 
and revision 
notes 

The 

manuscript 
is revised in 
response to 
the notes 

The revised 

version is 
reread before 
approval 

Procedural 

traceability 
does not 
mean that 
all revisions 

or all risalah 
are of equal 
quality 

Table 1 shows that correction, reworking, and re-examination are distinguishable across the 
practices studied. In munāqasyah and takhassus, the available evidence most clearly documents 
examination and outcome determination during the test; subsequent examination of corrected 

work is less consistently traceable. In tahfiz, an unaccepted passage is rehearsed and submitted 
again. In baḥṡ al-masā’il, participants examine and may revise a collective formulation, while an 
unresolved matter can remain mauqūf. Papers and presentations generate questions and revision 
requests, but the resulting changes are not always documented or reread systematically. The 
risalah ilmiah provides a more identifiable route from examiners’ notes to revision and subsequent 

review. These differences establish the empirical basis for examining how an evaluated result 
comes to be accepted, remains pending, or cannot be traced beyond the initial correction. 

The findings show that examination standards vary with the object of knowledge and that 

correction does not always lead to a traceable revision and re-examination. This variation matters 
for epistemic validation because an identified weakness, a changed result, and recognition of that 
result are distinct events. The discussion therefore examines how the practices at Tremas connect 
evaluation to legitimation, while attending to the limits of what can be traced in each practice. 

Validation Standards Follow Objects and Practices 

The variation in standards at Tremas supports Kelly and Licona’s account of epistemic 

practices as contextual. Forms of evidence, reasoning, representation, and justification depend on 
the domain and purpose of the activity (Kelly & Licona, 2018, pp. 140, 144–145, 156–157). Accurate 
makhraj and verse sequence are relevant to assessing a memorization submission but cannot 
assess the argument of a risalah. Conversely, adequate data and coherent analysis matter in 
academic work but do not substitute for accurate pronunciation in tahfiz. These differences do 

not constitute inconsistency when each standard is related to the object examined.  

The findings extend the epistemic-practice framework in two directions. First, variation in 
practice occurs not only across communities or disciplines but also within a single educational 
environment. Second, the same source can perform different epistemic functions across activities. 

A kitab may be an object of reading, the basis for a legal answer, or a reference in academic writing. 
The authority of a source therefore does not by itself determine the adequacy of an answer. 
Adequacy depends on how the source is used and related to the object under discussion. 

Mustofa et al. show that textual authority in pesantren fiqh reasoning is exercised through 
qawlī and ilhāqī approaches as bases for legitimating decisions (Mustofa et al., 2024). The Tremas 

findings concur on the importance of textual authority but show that the presence of an ibārah 
does not complete the examination. The relationship among the wording of the source, the 
circumstances of the case, the reasons for application, and the conclusion must still be explained. 
Textual authority and the validity of textual use are therefore related but distinct issues. 

 
Discussion (مناقشة) 
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Marwadi et al. show that pesantren use of ḥisāb brings together classical astronomical 
literature, Shafi‘i fiqh legitimation, scholarly sanad, and calculation-based reasoning (Marwadi et 
al., 2025). Their study demonstrates that standards of justification may combine several types of 
sources and procedures according to the object. The Tremas findings add that these relationships 

among sources become visible in concrete work: reading, explaining, applying, comparing, and 
using them to support a conclusion. 

In academic activities, the ability to locate sources must also be distinguished from the 
ability to use them. Bråten et al. show that views of epistemic justification influence the selection, 
processing, and use of multiple documents in written tasks (Bråten et al., 2022). This finding 

aligns with the Tremas data: a reference list does not establish an adequate argument if the author 
cannot identify the relevant passage and explain how the source supports the conclusion. 
Validation therefore extends beyond identifying source authority to accountability for the 
source’s function in a particular work. 

As a comparative lens, Longino’s concept of public standards explains that criticism 
becomes relevant when it appeals to criteria recognized by participants in a community of inquiry 
(Longino, 2018, pp. 130–131). The concept is not used here as a normative checklist for measuring 
Tremas against the organization of scientific communities. Its relevance lies in the role of 
standards in preventing correction from becoming an inexplicable individual judgment. At 

Tremas, some standards are stated in examination guidelines and writing requirements. Others 
become visible through the questions asked, the errors identified, and the revisions requested. 
Variation in participants’ understanding, however, shows that the existence of an institutional 
standard does not ensure a shared interpretation of it. 

This finding complements Puad and Ashton’s study, which identified a strong summative 
orientation among teachers in an Indonesian pesantren (Puad & Ashton, 2021). Their study 
highlights the roles of grades, test results, conduct, and student accountability. The Tremas data 
show that the summative-formative distinction does not fully explain the trajectory of an 

examined product. An assessment that ends in a grade may still include correction during the 
session, while an apparently formative comment does not necessarily lead to reworking followed 
by re-examination. 

Validating Memorization as a Performance That Must Be Reproduced 

The tahfiz literature has described memorization as a practice more complex than storing 
information. Gent identifies classroom routines and rhythms, student perceptions, the sacrifices 
involved in becoming a hafiz, and relationships between the hifz class and other areas of students’ 

lives as major themes Bensaid and Machouche locate Qur’an memorization within Muslim 
educational structures, authority, transmission, and the formation of character in traditional 
learning (Bensaid & Machouche, 2017). Both studies explain why memorization should not be 
treated as a learning technique detached from the educational and religious environment in 
which it is practiced. 

Hardaker and Sabki connect orality, memorization, teacher-student interaction, and sacred 
texts within a holistic Islamic pedagogy (Hardaker & Sabki, 2015). Their subsequent study shows 
that memorization in madrasah life supports a process of personal embodiment with physical 
and spiritual dimensions (Hardaker & Sabki, 2016). Sabki and Hardaker further demonstrate that 

repeated reading, recitation, and writing support accuracy, fluency, and automaticity through 
iterative practice (Sabki & Hardaker, 2019). This literature explains the pedagogical function of 
repetition. The Tremas findings specify its evaluative function: errors are indicated through cues, 
the recitation is redone, and the result must be submitted again. 
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Gent and Muhammad caution that memorization without semantic understanding cannot 
simply be dismissed as meaningless because it is connected to broader forms of literacy, 
experience, and educational function (Gent & Muhammad, 2019). The Tremas findings support 
this caution. Tahfiz validation centers on the accuracy and stability of oral reproduction; 

conceptual explanation of a verse’s content is not a condition for accepting a recitation 
submission. The present study adds, however, that acceptance is not determined by a 
participant’s claim to have memorized the passage. Memorization must be reproduced as an 
audible performance that can be corrected, repeated, and resubmitted. 

This addition matters because the memorization literature more often explains the 
functions of repetition, embodiment, identity, or the relationship between memorization and 
understanding. This article directs attention to the corrective trajectory within performance: how 
standards are applied during recitation and how a participant must produce a new performance 
after correction. Repetition thus serves both to form a capacity and to respond to a result that has 

not been accepted. 

From Evaluation to Legitimation 

Kelly and Licona distinguish the evaluation of claims from the process through which 
claims acquire legitimacy in a relevant community (Kelly & Licona, 2018, pp. 146–148). The 
Tremas findings clarify the relationship between these functions. Correction identifies a 
weakness in a reading, performance, formulation, or text; reworking changes that object; and re-

examination allows an examiner or forum to judge the changed result. The distinction does not 
assume that every practice follows a complete sequence. It enables the analysis to identify where 
evaluation is followed by further work, where a result receives recognition, and where the 
available evidence does not establish what happened after correction. 

Longino’s concept of uptake helps explain the epistemic significance of such follow -up. 

Longino argues that criticism becomes part of a constructive justificatory practice when a 
community not only provides space for criticism but also responds by changing beliefs, data, 
reasons, or arguments (Longino, 2018, pp. 129–130). Used in this limited sense, correction at 
Tremas indicates that evaluation has occurred. Uptake becomes more visible when participants 

alter a reading, source, answer, formulation, or written text in response to correction. 

This distinction is consistent with research on knowledge revision. Trevors et al. show that 
responses to refutation texts are influenced by how participants view authority, personal opinion, 
and the use of multiple sources as grounds for justification  (Trevors et al., 2017). Correction 
therefore does not operate in a vacuum; participants’ responses are shaped by their epistemic 

orientations. The present article does not measure the epistemic beliefs of Tremas participants. It 
examines the observable dimension: whether correction produces a change in the work being 
performed. 

The feedback literature likewise confirms that providing comments is not equivalent to 

their use. Hill and West show that dialogic feed-forward becomes effective when students assess 
their work against criteria and formulate corrective action (Hill & West, 2022). Rastgou found 
that different forms of feedback generated different breadths of understanding concerning 
accuracy, content, organization, and fluency in writing (Rastgou, 2022). Both studies treat student 
response as integral to the process rather than as an automatic consequence of teacher comments. 

Fitriyah et al. identify a gap between teachers’ feedback practices and students’ 
expectations concerning the type and relevance of feedback (Fitriyah et al., 2024). Students in 
particular regarded indirect feedback as less helpful in addressing specific problems in their 
writing. Their findings show that an available correction may not be recognized or used as its 

provider intended. The Tremas data do not specifically measure perceptions of feedback, but 
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varied responses to questions, admonitions, and written comments show that an opportunity to 
receive correction does not always become traceable reworking. 

Lee shows that students may understand feedback as a report of results, the provision of a 
correct answer, or process information for improving learning (Lee, 2023). These differences are 

related to how students understand the function of assessment. The Tremas findings provide a 
practice-level counterpart: grades and outcome determinations do not perform the same function 
as corrections that direct participants back to their work. Analysis must therefore distinguish 
feedback that assigns a status to the result from feedback that initiates further work. 

Xu et al. show that engagement with feedback is evident not only in whether revision occurs 

but also in the depth, focus, and quality of the changes. This article does not assess the quality of 
every revision made by Tremas participants (Xu et al., 2026). Findings from the risalah 
nevertheless show why re-examination is necessary: adding material does not necessarily 
address the initial problem, whereas narrowing a claim or replacing a source may constitute a 

more relevant change. A change must be assessed in relation to the correction, not by the amount 
of material added. 

Yang et al. show that reflective assessment can support collective epistemic agency through 
monitoring, regulation of inquiry, negotiation, and synthesis of ideas (Yang et al., 2024). This 
finding is relevant to baḥṡ al-masā’il despite the different context and technology. In the Tremas 

forum, the person who initially proposes an answer is not always the person who responds to 
correction. The search for sources, revision of the formulation, and determination of the result 
may be distributed among participants, the formulation team, and the mushahih. Uptake can 
therefore be individual or collective. 

Collective Validation and the Possibility of Withholding a Decision 

Studies of baḥṡ al-masā’il generally emphasize sources, methods of reasoning, authority, and 

decision products. Riza shows that Nahdlatul Ulama fatwas are formulated collectively within a 
productive tension between adherence to the madhhab and the need to respond to contemporary 
circumstances (Riza, 2011). Juandi and Yasid demonstrate the central role of uṣūl al-fiqh in 
developing legal reasoning at Ma’had Aly (Juandi & Yasid, 2016). These studies situate baḥṡ al-
masā’il as institutional and methodological work rather than an unregulated exchange of 

opinions. 

Zulkhairi et al. demonstrate the use of ilhāq and the contextualization of turāṡ in 
deliberations on contemporary problems (Zulkhairi et al., 2024). Sulthon et al. show that istinbāṭ 
al-aḥkām can combine qawlī and manhajī approaches (Sulthon et al., 2024). The Tremas findings do 

not offer a new classification of legal methods. Their contribution is to show what occurs when 
the relevance or application of a source is challenged: the answer must be re-explained, supported 
by another basis, revised, or withheld pending approval. 

The forum’s division of labor also has epistemic significance. Sobirin and Khasanah show 
that environmental theology and fatwas on global warming were discussed collaboratively by 

pesantren scholars and environmental scientists in a halaqah forum (Sobirin & Khasanah, 2023). 
The Tremas data show a comparable arrangement when expert information is required to clarify 
the object of a problem. Expert testimony does not replace the legal formulation, but it delimits 
the facts to be placed within a fiqh category. Validation in this context depends on a division of 

labor between explaining the object and determining its legal status. 

Ibtihajuddin et al. identify dialogical clarification, ethical orientation, and socially 
embedded reasoning as important elements of ijtihād irshādī (Ibtihajuddin et al., 2025). Temuan 
Tremas menambahkan perhatian pada status rumusan sesudah klarifikasi dan The Tremas 

findings add attention to the status of a formulation after clarification and objection. A 
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formulation may be accepted, revised, approved, or left mauqūf. Re-examination need not return 
an assignment to an individual; it may occur as a formulation moves through several actors and 
stages of the forum. 

Status mauqūf penting karena memperlihatkan bahwa validasi tidak selalu harus berakhir 

dengan The status of mauqūf is important because it shows that validation need not end in 
acceptance or rejection. Withholding a decision may acknowledge that the relationship among 
problem, source, and conclusion is not yet sufficiently strong. The absence of a final result does 
not necessarily indicate a failed forum. It may reflect epistemic discipline in refusing to confer 

recognition when the available basis remains inadequate. 

Mufid shows that baḥṡ al-masā’il decisions on environmental issues may be followed 
through literacy and waste-management program (Mufid, 2020). Mustofa et al. likewise show 
that the contextualization of fiqh al-mu‘āmalah can inform pesantren economic practices (Mustofa 
et al., 2024). Both studies concern action taken after a forum decision. The present article examines 

a different but related stage: how a formulation acquires a status that enables its use. Decision 
implementation follows the validation of the forum’s product, whereas this article focuses on the 
internal route through which an answer moves toward acceptance or suspension.  

Three Configurations of Validation 

Comparison across practices reveals three temporal and organizational configurations: 
direct examination, collective examination, and staged written accountability. These 

configurations do not form a hierarchy from simple to more advanced practices. Each has a 
different temporal relationship, division of roles, and form of evidence. 

In direct examination, performance and response occur almost simultaneously. This 
configuration permits errors in reading or memorization to be identified immediately. Two oral 
activities may nevertheless have different follow-up routes. Munāqasyah primarily determines the 

competence demonstrated in a single session, whereas tahfiz requires an unaccepted passage to 
be repeated and resubmitted. Temporal proximity between correction and response therefore 
does not determine whether the revised result will enter a subsequent examination. 

In collective examination, validation work is distributed among several actors. An initial 

answer may move from a participant to the formulation team and the mushahih before acquiring 
a status. What is revised is not always an individual’s work, but the formulation being developed 
by the forum. This configuration shows that the unit of uptake may be a collective claim rather 
than a change in one participant’s understanding or writing. 

In staged written accountability, the interval between correction and response is longer, but 

the trail of change can be preserved. Examiners’ notes connect weaknesses in the manuscript to 
revision and subsequent rereading. The existence of a written text,  however, does not 
automatically produce this sequence. A paper that receives comments but need not return to the 
examiner follows a different route from a risalah that must be revised before approval. 

Traceability must not be equated directly with epistemic quality. Written practices 
materially leave more artifacts than oral interactions. A risalah is therefore easier to trace through 
manuscripts and revision notes, whereas oral correction may occur without producing an 
equivalent record. In this article, "more traceable" refers to the availability of evidentiary 
connections among correction, change, and outcome status. It does not rank the quality of 

practices. 

Correction as Work within a Tradition 

Asad explains that a discursive tradition teaches the correct form and purpose of an 
established practice. Argument is required when actors teach a practice, respond to doubt, or 



 

Latif, et. al Beyond Correction: Revision, Re-examination … 

 

 International Journal of Post Axial, Vol. 4, No. 3, September 2026 | 2403  

address misunderstanding (Asad, 1986, pp. 14–16). On this account, correction need not be 
understood as an intervention from outside the tradition. It may be one of the means by which a 
tradition maintains accurate reading, examines source relevance, improves argument, and 
reworks inherited knowledge. 

Asad also shows that language, repetition, and bodily action contribute to the formation of 
capacities within a tradition (Asad, 2015, pp. 166–167). The findings from tahfiz and reading 
examinations show that repetition does not merely reproduce an earlier form. It is directed by 
standards, opened to correction, and used to produce a more accurate performance. Continuity 
within a tradition may therefore involve reworking rather than only the transmission of an 

unchanged form. 

Yaqin et al. show that connections between text and context, dialogue, and openness to 
difference form part of legal reasoning at Ma’had Aly (Yaqin et al., 2022). Yaqin et al. show that 
connections between text and context, dialogue, and openness to difference form part of legal 

reasoning at Ma’had Aly (Ishaq et al., 2025). This article does not propose another model of 
pesantren legal reform. Its explanatory addition operates at the level of micro-practice: the 
continuity of tradition is enacted through examining, correcting, revising, resubmitting, and 
granting or withholding recognition from a result. 

This reading avoids two reductions of tradition. Tradition does not operate only through 

acceptance and repetition, because it also contains questions, corrections, objections, revisions, 
and suspended decisions. Correction, however, is not unregulated. It employs sources, standards, 
language, and divisions of authority recognized within the practice. Epistemic validation shows 
how continuity and reworking occur within the same tradition. 

Contributions and Limits of Interpretation 

This article offers three analytical contributions. First, validation is better understood as a 

relationship among actions than as a single assessment event. Second, correction, reworking, and 
re-examination must be distinguished because the presence of one does not establish the presence 
of the others. Third, the traceability of validation is shaped by temporal organization, the division 
of roles, and the material form of the work examined. 

This interpretation remains subject to limitations. The data come from a single case and do 

not support a generalization that all pesantren use the same configurations of validation. Nor do 
the data follow every participant from an initial error to final acceptance. Paired pre- and post-
revision manuscripts were not consistently available for course papers, while oral practices left 
more limited documentary traces. The article therefore does not assess the effectiveness of each 

practice, measure improvements in participants’ competence, or infer that an absence of evidence 
for re-examination means that follow-up never occurred. 

The defensible claim is not that one form of validation is superior to another. The 
contribution lies in showing that correction acquires epistemic significance through what follows 
it. When a corrected result is reworked and the change is examined, the relationship among 

standards, participant response, and outcome status becomes more traceable. When the 
evidentiary trail ends with a comment, grade, or untraceable revision request, the analysis can 
state only that validation proceeded as far as the evidence supports. 

This study shows that epistemic validation at Pondok Tremas varies according to the object 
of knowledge and the practice in which it is examined. Kitab reading, Qur’anic memorization, 
legal deliberation, and academic writing are assessed through different standards. Across these 

 Conclusion (خاتمة) 
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practices, correction, reworking, and re-examination are distinct actions: identifying a weakness 
does not establish that the work was changed, and a change does not establish that the revised 
result was examined and accepted. 

The relationship among these actions also varies. In tahfiz, an unaccepted passage is 

rehearsed and submitted again. In baḥṡ al-masā’il, a formulation is examined collectively and may 
remain mauqūf. The risalah ilmiah provides a clearer route from examiners’ notes to revision and 
subsequent review. In munāqasyah and some course assignments, follow-up after correction is less 
consistently traceable. These findings clarify how evaluation may lead to recognition while 

showing that the full sequence cannot be assumed in every practice. 

As a single-case study, the article does not establish whether the same patterns occur in 
other pesantren. Nor do the available data trace every individual correction through to final 
acceptance. Its contribution is to distinguish the actions between an initial judgment and the 
recognition of a revised result, within the limits of the evidence available. 
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