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ABSTRACT

The present study investigated the characteristics of peer feedback and its
effects on studendsevisions in order to provide specific information about peer
feedback and seekays to increase the benefits of peer feedback in(ERglish
as a Foreign Language)yiting. This study focused on two questions: (1) what
characteristics peer feedback made by Korean high school students possesses and
(2) how the peer comments affetident® revisions. To explore these research
guestionstwenty-eight Korean high school studemgath two different English
writing proficiency levels (highevs lower) in a supplementaringlish writing
class participated in this studifter undergoingpeer feedback training sessions,
the students got engaged in four writing sessions which consisted of writing, peer
reviewing, and revising. Studedtsriginal and revised drafts, studedt®mments
on peer feedback worksheets, and their responses ienstrgflective journals
were used for the data analysis.

The major findings include the followingl) Korean EFL studenté peer
comments were more concerned with local aspectsribthg such as language
usesthan global meaning and organization of tbgt.tA substantial amount of
peer comments were valid and contained concrete alternative ways to fix the
problems of studendswriting. Specifically,peercomments that were concerned
with ideas, organization, and development, classified as global feentb#uk
study, tendedb be valid, bupeer comment®cusing ongrammar and vocabulary

uses, classified as local feedbashkowed lessalidity in the case ofhe students



with lower second languagevriting proficiency levelscompared to global
feedbackmade by the same students. addition regardless of studeritd.2
writing levels,global feedback tended to have no concrete alternatives, while local
feedbacktended to suggest alternative®) a considerable number of peer
comments were incorporated studenté revisionsand most of the incorporated
comments led to successful revisiomgost local feedback was accepted for
revisionsfor both groupsbut studen@reactions toward global feedback were
different depending ortheir levels.The sudent wrters with higher L2 writing
proficiency tended to incorporate global feedbackevisionssubstantiallywhile
the writers with lower L2 writing proficiency tended to accept global feedback
less than local feedbac&onspicuougatterns were observed inet relationship
between feedback quality and revision quality. Valid feedback including concrete
alternatives tended to lead to successful revisions, while invalid feedback or valid
feedback without alternatives tended to result in unsuccessful revisions o
revisions.

These findings givepecific information on what kinds of peer feedback and
revisions can be expected from Korean EFL studants show the importance of
the way in which peer feedback is presengdl the impact it has on the

improvemenbf studentérevisions.

Key Words: peer feedback, studebtsvisions, EFL writing

Student Nimber 200821565



TABLE OF CONTENTS

ABSTRACT . e e e i
TABLE OF CONTENTS ...t i
LIST OF TABLES ...t eeeees Vi
LIST OF FIGURES ... e Vi
CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION ...cuiiiiiiiiiiiiiii et mmme e 1
1.1.The Need and Purpose of the Study........cccceevvieiiiiiceciiiiiieeeeeeee 1
1.2. Research QUESHIONS.......cccccivviiiiiieeeiieene et eeere e e seeee e e e eaaaanns 5
1.3. Organization of the TheSIS.........cooiiiiiiiii e 6
CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW ... 1
2.1.Peer Feedback in ESL/EFL Writing Instruction................ooooeeeen... 7
2.2. Studies ortheNature of Peer Feedback...........cccccceeiviimmniinnnnen. 13

2.3. Studies on the Effects of Peer Feedback on Students' Revisionsl?7

CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY ...coiiiiieeiiiiiiiiiies s e a e e e e e e e s enens 22
TN I T g (o] 0 = T £ USRI 22
G Y = = = 1 P 24



3.2.1.Writing Prompts........coooiiiiiiiiiiieieeeiiiiiie e 24

3.2.2.Peer Feedback WOMRBEL.............ccuvviveieiiiiceeeeeee e 26
3.2.3.Student RflectiveJournal............cccceeeiiiiiimeniiieee e 27
3.3 PrOCEAUIES......uuiiiiiiiiiei e 27
3.3.1.Peer Feedback Training SeSSION.........cccoveiiiiieieiiceeiciiieee e 30
3.3. 2. WItINQG SESSION....uuviiiiiiiiiie e e e eeeteeeeiee e e e e e e enne e e e e 37
3.4.Data ANAIYSIS.....ccooiiiiiieeiiemee e 41
3.4.1.The Characteristics aohe Peer Feedback...............cccceeeieeee. 41

3.4.2. The Effects of the Peer Feedback on Students' Revisions..44

CHAPTER 4. RESULTSAND DISCUSSION......cooiiiiiiiiiieeiii e 46
4.1.Characteristics of Peer Feedback............cccooviiiiieemiiiiiiii 46
4.1.1.Types of Peer Feeddac..............vvvviiiiiiiccciiiciiecee e, 46
4.1.2.Quality of Peer FeedbacK..........ccccoeevviiiiiiicccciiiiieeeeeeeeeeen 49
4.2.TheEffects ofthePeer Feedback on Students' Revisions............. 52
4.2.1.The Extent of Incorporation of Peer Feedhack.................... 53

4.22. ReVision QUalty...........cooviiiiiiiiiiimceee e e 55

4.2 3. TheRelationship of Feedback Qugland Revision Quality.....59
4.23.1. Feedback Validity and Revision Quality..................... 59

4.23.2. Feedback Concreteness and Revision Quality............ 67



CHAPTER 5. CONCLUSION ......cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeecceeeeeee e ] O

5.1. Summary of the FINAINGS..........cooviiiiiiiiiiemr e 75
5.2. Pedagogicalmplications.............cooviiiieiiiiiiimemre e e 79
5.3. Limitations and Suggestis for FutherResearch..............cccccceene. 82
REFERENGCES.......cci ittt ceeeiiiet ettt e e e mneae e e e e e s snnnreeeeeeeamns 84
APPENDICES. ... .o e e e e e et e e et e e annns 92

ABSTRACT IN KOREAN



LIST OF TABLES

Table 31 TheProfile of the PartiCipants.............cccovveveeiicmriiiee e 23
Table3.2 The Topics of the Writing Prompis..........ccooiveeiiiiimeciieee e 25
Table3.3 The Focus of Peer Feedback Training Session 1

(Content and Organization)..............ccoeeuueerimcceeesiieeeeeeeeeeveeeeeeemmeas 35
Table3.4 The Focus of Peer Feedback Training Session 2

(Grammar, Vocabularygnd MechaniCs)..........cccceviveeiiiiieenee e 36
Table3.5Samples of Appropriate and Inappropriate Expressions for

PeerFeedback ... e 37
Table 41 The Frequency dPeer Feedback by TypesS........cccccvvvveeeiiicemnienn 47
Table 42 The Frequency o¥alid and Invalid Peer Feedback by Types

Of FEEADACK ... 50
Table 43 The Frequency dfeedback with Alternativeand Feedback without

Alternatives by Types of Feedlac............cccccoovviivieec e 51
Table 44 The Frequency dhcorporated antnincorporated Feedback by

Types of FeedbackK. ... 54
Table 45 The Frequency of Successful dddsuccessful Revisions by Types of

FeedbaCK............oi e e 56
Table 46 The Relationship of the Validityf Feedback and the Qualiby

REVISIONS. ...ttt et 60
Table4.7 The Relationship of the Concreteness of Feddhad the Qualityf

R BVISIONS .. .. et e e e e e 68

-V -



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 3.1Power Point Slides for Teaching Essay Structure...................... 28
Figure 32 Peer Feedback Training SESSIONS............ccccvivriimmmerreeesnee e 31
Figure 33 Power Point Slides fdhe AwarenessRaising Stage..............cc...... 32
Figure 34 Power Point Slides faheDemonstration Stage.................cccuvveeee 34
Figure 35 The Experimental Design...........ccccccvvveveeiimmirvieeee e eeciieeeee e esieennn . 40

- Vil -



CHAPTER 1.
INTRODUCTION

The present study attempts to investigate peebéstdmade by Koen high
school students and itffect on subsequent revisions in an EFL writing class.
This chapter introduces the present study. Section 1.1 describes the need and
purpose of the studgnd sectiorl.2 introduces the research questionsaky,

section 13 outlines the organization of this study.

1.1 The Need andPurpose of the Study

With the increasing need of practical communication skills in English, writing
instruction is becoming more and more prominent in Korea. The Korean
govenment has just introducele National English Ability Test, so calledEAT,
to promote English | anguage | earnersod ac
listening, reading, speaking, and writing, and to take one step further from the
current education sy&in thathas mainly focusd on grammar and reading for
problemsolving. In recent years, each Office of Education nationwide has been
emphasizing the need to incredise essay types of tesin official examinations
at secondary schogls an attempt toanplement the existing tests that have been

dominated by multiplehoice or shorainswer questiondmplementing writing



i nstruction in English classes is, howeve

specific situations. Above all, there are too mangants that one English teacher
has to take charge of. Despite the decreasing number of schoolchildren, it is not
uncommon for a teacher to teach nearly 40 students in one class, and usually he or
she is in charge of more than three classes in a semiésteefore, it surely is a
big burden for writing teachers in Korea to get students involvednmultiple-
draft process writing approach, with teachers themselves being the only resource
of feedback. In this context, peer feedback can be suggested agoenef &a
complement to teacher feedback (Hyland, 1996, 2009.
In the past three decades, peer feedback has gained increasing attention in
second languageriting instruction Chaudron, 1984Keh, 1990 Allison & Ng,
1992; Arndt, 199; Berg, 1999 Zhao, 2010).The significance of peer feedback
has been widely discussed in the literatddet provides various opportunities of
peer scaffolding (Tang, 1999) and collaboration (Tsui & Ng, 2000); 2) it helps
student writers to build a sense of audienkeh{ 1990; Rollinson, 2005
Mangelsdorf, 199p 3) it fosters studenfsautonomy(Yang et al 2009; and 4) it
raises studenidanguage awareness and smihfidence (Diab, 2010; Cho, 2005)
However,previous studies have not been sufficient enough feea feedback
activity to be planned and implemented effectively in EFL writing classes in
Koreadue to the following reasons:
First, there is a lack of research on the quality of peer feedback in the literature.
Most studies on the nature of peer feettbhave focused on which areas of

writing the feedback is targeted at, such as whether the feedback is -Caseht



or formbased (Kim, 2009Kim, 2010), global or local (Min, 2005Cho, 200%
Cho & Sohn, 2007; Park, 2011), madevel or micralevel (Kammura, 2006
Kim, 2008). Very few studies hae questioned the usability or validity of peer
comments and its possible impact on revisifRsllinson, 1998;Caulk, 1994)
Moreover,scace are the studies investigating how concrete the peer feedback
given isand how such conceatess can attribute to revissofreedbackvalidity
and concreteness are essential factotsetoonsideed, since in the writing class
which adopts the processr i t i ng approach, the quality o
drafts can directlynfluence the quality of the revised drafts. The present study
therefore addresses these variables to help ESL/EFL reseamtrastructorso
catch a glimpse of the specific nature of peer feedback that can appear in the
classroom.

Second many stdies investigated how much peer comments students
incorpomted in their revisions (Conné& Asenavage, 1994; Cho, 2005), whether
the revisions made were surfdegel or macreevel (Paulus, 1999; Kang, 2008),
and whether revised drafts have improvedwerall quality (Kamimura, 2006
Cho & Sohn, 2007), but few of them considered the successfulness of each change
made in the revised drafts after each peer comment (Villande Guerrerp
1998 Ting & Qian, 2010). The changes made by students after reggpaar
comments can be either successful or unsuccessful, or even no changes can occur
for various reasons. The present study is expected to find out the réastins
by investigatingin detailt he r el ati onship between peer

utili zation of the feedback in revisions and to verify the efficacy of peer feedback



activitiesin the success of revisions.

Third, the participants of most previous studies were university levels in both
ESL contexts Chaudron, 1984; Mangelsdorf, 1992; Sait®94; Zhang, 1995;
Lockhart & Ng, 1995 Nelson & Carson, 1998; Villami§& de Guerrero,1998
Paulus, 1999Hyland, 2000 and EFL contextsRoskams, 1999Jacobs et 3l
1998; Tsui & Ng, 2000;Yang et al., 2006¥WWu, 2006 Min, 2006 Zhao, 201
Only a hadful of studies havdeen concerned with secondary school students
(Sengupta, 1998; Kim, 2008; Park, 2011; Cho & Sohn, 2007). &hdsecond
language)writing instructionin Korean secondary schoois becoming more and
more important and L2 writing tealters would have to deal with too many
students due to the current school system, studies on peer feedbaclesctivit
aimed at secondary school learnamsnecessary. The present study is expected to
provide EFL writing teachers with valualtips for peerfeedback activies for
high school learners specifically.

Lastly, few studies have investigated the nature of peer feedback given by
students with different L2 writing levels and how they responded to the peer
feedback differently in their revisions (Kammu r a 2006; Yi, 2010) .
proficiency levels can be an important variable that determines the effectiveness of
a peer feedback activityQuénette 2007; Kim, 2009).Due to the huge gap in
English proficiency between students, most English cdass&orean secondary
schools have been carrying deweledclass systemé which students were
assigned into different classes by their achievement levels. Therefore, one class is

likely to consist of students of somewhat similar levels, such as advamce



intermediatestudentsThe proficiency level of studentyus should be taken into
serious consideratioduring theplanning and organizingf a peer feedback
activity inforeign language classrooms in Korea.

Recognizingthe significanceof peer fedbackin EFL writing instruction in
Korea and the need for further exploration of peer feedbtek present study
seeks to investigate the characteristicgesdr feedback made I§orean EFL high
school studentsvho wereassigned into different peer fagtk groups by their L2
writing | evels. I't also examines the

subsequent revns during the writing classes

1.2. Research Questions

The aim of the present study is to examine the characteristics of pdsadieed
given by Korean EFL high school learners in a writing class and its effects on their

revisions. For this purpose, research questions for the study are posed as follows:

1. What are the characteristics ofepdeedback given by Korednigh
schoolstudens in EFL writing?
2. How dopeer comments affect the subsequent revisions of Korean EFL

writers?

ef f e



1.3. Organization of the Thesis

This present study is organized into five chapt&bapter 1 introduces the
need angurpose othe present study and rassihe research questions. Chapter 2
reviews previous studies on peer feediadkSL and EFL writing instruction, the
nature of peer feedbaca,nd its effect on studentséo
the methodology used in the present study. Chaptespdris the results and
discusses the findings with regard to the research questions. Chapter 5 concludes
the study witha summary of major findingand pedagogical implications, and

provides suggestions for further research.

rev.



CHAPTER 2.
LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter reviews the theoretical background and relevant studies on which
this study is based. Section 2.1 gives an overview of peer feedback in ESL and
EFL writing instruction, and section 2.2 presents previous studies on the nature of
peer feedbacl.astly, section 2.3 addresses studies on the effects of peer feedback

on studentsodé revisions.

2.1. Peer Feedback in ESL/EFL Writing Instruction

Peer feedback, also referred tqoasr review (Mangelsdorf, 199®1in, 2006)
or peer response (Connor & éwvage, 1994; Berg, 1999), has drawn
researchersodé attention si ncigroducdien pr ocess
ESL/EFL writngKeh (1990) defines feedback as din
with the effect of providing information to the writer fovré si ono ( p. 294) .
opposed to teacher feedback, peer feedback is an input between students to help
each otherso6 revision. Thus, students ac!
advisors for their peers.

The growing popularity of peer feedback is largattributed to two major

approaches, which received a great amount of support in the litertitare:



sociocultural theory anthe process writing approacithe ®ciocultural theory
centers on the notion that learning is a social processhatdognition ad
knowledge are dialogicallgonstructed(Swain et al., 2002 Therefore, social
interaction plays a key role in the development of cognition (Vygotsky, 1962,
1978, Grdf, 1979; Street, 1984). This notion fostered collaborative learning in
ESL/EFL writinginstruction in the belief that negotiation and collaboration help
the internalization of cognitive and linguistic skills, thus leading to improved
writing abilities. Meanwhile, the focus of studies in L1/L2 writing instruction has
been shifted from the aehing of writing as a product to the teaching of writing as
a processBEmig, 1971;Chaudron, 1984Zamel, 1987 Hairston, 1982 Raimes,
1985. The secalled process writing approach emphasibat writing is a way of
learning and developing communicatiskills, and vieved writing as a recursive
process of praevriting, writing, and revising rather than a linear process (Hairston,
1982). When the focus of teaching writingois collaboration between learners
and the intervention of studeétariting and reision process, peer feedback is
seen as a pedagogical activity that can meet these needs in the composition
classroon(Cho, 2005)

The benefits of peer feedback in writing and revisions have been discussed in
numerous studigdMittan, 1989; Villamil & de Guerrero, 1996Yang et al., 2006;
Tsui & Ng, 2000; Rollinson, 2005; Park, 2011). In their quantitative and
qualitative study, Tsuand Ng (2000) identified four beneficial roles of peer
feedback inwriting. First, it raise studentéawareness of theimm weaknessedt

is not easy for students to spot their own mistakes in writing but relativegyr eas



to spot othes.6Thus giving feedback as wedls receiving feedback could help
them notice theiown problems.

Second, itencourages students to workllaboratively When students &
involved in the peer feedback sessions, they laclarify their intended meaning
to their peers and discuss together a way to convey the intended meaning clearly
and appropriately. That way, students could learn frorh edeer and work as a
collaborator of each oth@rwriting.

Third, peer feedbackelps students to builal sense of audience. Teachess d
not serve asa real audience of studeltsriting because students presurae
teacherhasfull understanding of the naging of the text due to teach@ssiperior
experiences and knowledge. On the other hand, peer reviewenétoe
readers for them in that they keethe writers care whether they have expressed
their ideas effectively and how their peers would undeddtaeir writing.

Fourth, it fostes studenté ownership oftheir texts. Unlike teacher feedback,
peer commentare not viewed as authoritativeso students fel that they have
autonomy over their own text andremake their own decisions on whether they
should accept the peer comments or not.

Despite thepositiveroles of peer feedback in writirtgat Tsui and Ng (2000)
mentioned,some problematic aspects of peer feedback have also been pointed out
by several researchers. First, it can be time consuriotiir(son, 2005; Park,
2011). Getting students involved in the whole process of readmg er 6 s dr af t ,
making notes, communicating withe writerto negotiate the meaning and figure

out the best ways to express the meaning would take a significant ashoomd.



Second, studentsd reservations about t h
feedback can work againtte beneficial effect of pedieedback. Mangelsdorf
(1992) found that many of his advanced ESL writing students did not view their
peersasgod critics. The majority of them had
to respond to their texts. Lee (20hbservedhat her Korean college students saw
their peers as unqualified to revise grammatical aspects in writing and had a
tendency todistrust hei r peersdé suggestions. Student
giving imperfect feedback to their peers due to their limited linguisiwedge.

I n P d20K)6skidy the students showed anxiepout giving incorrect
feedb@k tot hei r p e e 063 EnglisGrajoing studehtd also perceived
their limited linguistic knowledge asmajor barrieiin giving peer feedback.

Not only studentsd | ack of l i nguistic
attitudesthat they take while reading studedtsxtsfrom t eacher s6 can | i
constructive effect of peer feedback. Newkirk (1984) compared the evaluation of
teachers and students on the same student papers and found the limitations of peer
groupsin providing a fully adequate response to a student paperta their
limited understanding of their role as responders and narrower range of interest
and focus. Students tended to be fAnot | 0«
window all ows themo (p. 308).

Finally, peer feedback can Bngsm@hoi2006)s hurt S
contended that some peer reviewmgto caused s
the | ack of pe e @andeffective srategiesdrscormeabirig iertoesn e s s

and giving advice.

- 10 -



Such drawbacks of peer feedback can be reduced ondent become
familiar with giving peer feedback and start to realize the beneficial aspects of
helping each other as collaborators over timeaMdChoe (2011) proposed that
students can overcontiee potential problems of peer feedbadken they build
rapport and in so doing lower their anxieffyang (1999) reported th
perceptions toward peer response tended to be positive in the beginning of the
semester and that they became somewhat more positive as the semester progressed.
The most frequdty conducted studies on peer feedback were concerned with
studentsodé6 attitudes or perceptions toward
teacher feedback and self correction. Many studies fobhadeverthe relative
appeal of teacher feedback over geedback(Zhang, 1995; Saito, 1994; Kang,
2008) That is, studentsvere not relatively in favor of peer feedback when
comparingt with teacher feedback.
In addition there are some opinions that peer feedback might not be as
beneficial for Asian students for students from other countrlescause ofheir
unique culturalbackground (Nelson & Carson, 1996, 1998; Hyland, 2000;
Sengupta, 1998; Tang, 199%ho, 200%. According to Nelson and Carson (1996,
1998), for example,Asian students tended to seetoup harmony in peer
response sessions, whickl tkem to avoid disagreement or negative commenting
in comparison with Spanistpeaking students who actively expressed their
opinions and criticismsCiting the Hofsted& (1986) termpower distanceCho
(2005) asserted that where the authésitypinion is prioritized over the person of

the same status and teachers are viewed asntigeholders of knowledge and

- 11 -



wisdom in classrooms, such as Korea, the potential benefits of peer feedback,
which can be obtaed by active negotiation betweequalpeers, can be greatly
weakened.Sengupta (1998kimilarly claimed that the teacheentered and
examinatiororiented education in Asia reinforced studénesgativeconcernon

the usefulness of the peer evaluafmwacess in which peefsvith a questionable
command of English not the teachdiwho knows correct Englighevaluate their
writing, andin which they should read their pe@imperfect and inaccurate texts,

not the passad@n correct English and good itingo as in a booKp. 24)

Al t hough many studies described student s
feedback over peer feedbaeid mentioned possible cultural effects on the
efficacy of peer feedbackhere are other studies in which students shaheid
positive perceptions of peer feedbadacobs et al.,, 1998; Mangelsdorf, 1992;
Saito & Fujita, 2004). For instance, Jacobs et al. (1998) found 93 % of the students
in their study preferred to have peer feedback as one type of feedback. In
Mangelsdords (1992) study55 % of the students fourttle peer review process
valuable in general.

Other studies focused on the differentiated effectiveness of fpedback
compared to teacher feedback. They noticed that peer feedback was more
associated with stlent autonomy than teacher feedback and claimed that peer
feedback plays some role in studémsvisions (Yang et al., 2006; Zhao, 2010;
Cho & Sohn, 2007; Rollinson, 2005). Yang et(2006) contended that students
tendency to distrust the feedback frémeir peers led them to develop their own

ideas for revision. Zhao (2010) revealed #statlents actively accepted or rejected

- 12 -



peer feedback depending on their understandingsomganing and value, but
showed rather passive acceptance of teacher fdediimugh they did not
understand its significanck other wordspeer feedbackan helpwriters with its
own benefits that teacher feedback does not offer.

All the previouslymentionedstudies show that there are conflicting opinions
on the efficacy bpeer feedbackni writing among L2 researchers. More empirical
studies on peer feedback are necessary in order to verify its effectiveness in L2

writing instruction. The present study therefore attempts to address this issue.

2.2 Studies onthe Nature of Peer Feedback

An important issue in peer feedback in L2 writing instruction is what unique
characteristics peer feedbalkklds and whether they can be perceived as useful
for revisions. There areontroversialarguments about the usefulness of peer
feedback among researchers. Rollinson (1998) claims that peer reviewers can
provide useful feedback. In hidudy (1998), Rollinson found 80 of peer
comments we considered valid, and only%/ were potentially damaging.
Similarly, Caulk (1994) demonstratetthat 8%6 of his EFL studets made useful
comments and 88 even made suggestions that the teacher had not made.
Inappropriate comments were tigrfound intheir study.

On the other hand, there are studies which found that peer feedback was less

- 13 -



substanglly helpful for revisions. Hyland (2000) examined the written peer
feedback of ESL writers as well as the written teacher feedback to see if the two
types of feedback focused on similar aspects and compare the effects of them on
student writing. She fowhthat many of the written peer comments were so
fineutrab and finonspecifi®  ( pthat iwag not possible for the comments to
result in any revisions.

Some researchers noticiht peer feedback sexg amore pragmatic function
than linguistic functn, making the effect of peer feedback on student writing
unproductiveln the exploratory study by Wu (2006), the peer comments made by
adult learners iran EFL composition class wellargely concerned with simple
fistatements( e . g . , i T h aondos mea | hadr neverhthinlo abounthis
b e f o, wkich @iyl not pose any questions, requests, or suggestions about the
writing, andfiprais@® andfblessingy, such as fAWell, sounds real
AAnyway, I wish you goode lturcuke !aon.d Wuadkse sytou
usedpeer reviews fito offer mutual support, to show their general agreement, and
to wish good luck to their classmateso (p.
student s 6 omment$ ancfoundphateagaistatementandfipraises
accounted for the majority of the responses, 37% and 29%, respectivaélys Wu
(2006) andrkeseads s(2@ptperpsent studentsd ten
personal opinions instead of specific indication of erlers hei r peer sdé writ
This tendency made their comments have | it
writing.

Another group of studies pointed out that peer feedback tendedus on

- 14 -



local aspect®f writing, such as language uses and grammare than global
aspectssuch asontet, idea development, and unifyaulus, 1999; Cho, 2005;
Ting & Qian, 2010; Villamil & de Guerrero, 1998; Kim, 2008; Kang, 206®)
instance,Cho (2005)found that 76.36 of the commentgrovided by Korean
college students in an English composition clagse concerned with local
aspects of writing, while 23%6 were concerned with global aspects of writing
Paulus (1999hlso observed that 65% dhe total revisions made by her ESL
undergraduate students were considered as surface changes, whichedoncern
altering the surface structure without changing the information from the text,
while 37.5% were considered as meaning changes, whicheaftbetinformation

in the text.Ting and Qian (2010) noticatiatmore than 80 % dhetotal revisions
made by Chiase EFL students were concerned with sufeeel. Villamil and de
Guerrero (1998)found thattheir Spanish ESL collegestudents focused on
grammar the mosapproximately 30 %Organization was the least attended part,
accounting for less than 6%.

Such sudent$ preoccupations with local feedback can be explained by its
relative easinesand straightforwardnesms the part of peer reviewers, compared
to global feedbacK.ike the previous studies mentioned abdvak (2011)found
that his Korean highschml students who enrolled in a TOEFL course focused
more on locafeedbackthan on globafeedback Theinterviews with the students
additionallyrevealed that they found it easier and more convenient to give local
feedback, such as picking out grammaterabrs, than to give global feedback in

which they had to elaborate every bit of detaifter semistructured interviews

- 15 -



with thar students,Tsui and Ng (2000) revealed thaetistudentdelt that peer
comments could not indudbe macrotextbased chareg that teacher comments
did. In their perceptions, their peers could only provide feedback on what is
problematic on the studentsdé text and on
topic, but could not tell them how to make revisions.

In the meantimether e ar e not many studies which
proficiency levels as an important variable affecting the nature of peer feedback.
Very few researchers (Yi, 2010; Lid& Lo, 2012) attempted to see whetipeer
feedback occurdifferently accordingo studentglevels.Yi (2010) examined the
characteristics of Kor e aonEngishlwritiogoShe e ge st uc
divided the students into three groups based on their English writing level,
advanced intermediatg and beginningevel, and hd each student provide
feedback for their group members. The study found that advdemadstudents
gave more feedback than beginnlagel students and all the three groups made
more corrective feedback than formative feedback. It also found thanthealtze
tone of feedback differed according to st
studenté levelswere, the more definite and direct their way of providing feedback
was. The comments from beginniteyel students tended to be too basic and lack
confidence.

Liao and Lo (2012) also explored the differences in peer comments provided
by L2 writers of high and low proficiencies. The results indicated that both high
and lowperforming writers dominantly produced feedback that identified

probl ems raidg byt m@&e woficienw writers tended to provide more
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details when explaining the problems and offering suggestions for revisions.
These studies imply that L2 proficiency level of students may have a differential

effect on the nature diie peer feedbek they preide.

2.3 Studies on the Effects of Peer Feedback on

Student®®Revisions

A growing number of studies in peer feedback have been undertaken in
ESL/EFL contextgYang et al 2006; Tsui & Ng, 2000; Paulus, 1999; Chaudron,
1984; Wu, 2006; Miamil & de Guerrerp 1998; Connor & Asenavage, 1994
Mendorga & Johnson, 1994; Nelson & Murphy, 1993)hey generallyagree
that compared to teacher feedback, almost all of which students usually uptake,
studentdakea selective stance on whether toegiche feedbackom their peers
in their revision.Among the researchersowever, onflicting findings were
presented othe extent to which peer feedback affects revisions.

Some researchec®ntendedhat the roleof peer feedback was quite minimal
in revisions. For example, Connor and Asenavage (1994) investigated the impact
of peer response on subsequent revisions of freshmen ESL students artdgbund
only about 5 percent of the total revisions were made out of peer comments. In
their study,self feedback accounted for 60% of the incorporated revision and

teacher feedback accounted for 33#milarly small proportions of pe@nduced
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revisions were found in Paulu$1999) study. Paulus examined how peer and
teacher feedback aahdf secomnde dfaft eevisiomnse Reers 6 firs
comments resulted in 32.3% of the first revisions but only 1 % of the second
revisions, causing 13.9% tfe total changes. Teacher comments affected 34.3%
of total revisions, in contrast. These results stubthiat studentsverelikely to be
more reliant on teacher comments than peer comments in the revision process.
However, cautions must be exercised before concluding that peer feedback has
little impact on revisions. Most studies that revealed the small changes regulted b
peer comments have conducted their research in the setting in which students
received teacher feedback and peer feedback simultaneously in the writing class.
When they have options to select eithdre acher 6 s commermst or peer
it is quite reasnable for them to prioritizat eacher 6 s comment over p
In this respect, it is no surprise that other studies faumdher acceptance of
peer comments when peer feedback was the only source of feedback or was
completely separated from teacherdiegck in the process of revision. Chinese
EFL students invange t &2D06)Gtady, for instance, were divided by two
groups, one receiving only teacher feedback and the other receiving only peer
feedback. The results found that peer feedback groupgporated 67% of (peer)
comments in rewritesCho (2005) conducted peer feedback activities in Korean
EFL writing classrooms and reported that 67.6% of peer comments were
compl etely incorporated or adapted in the
andde Guerrero (1998) also found thilaé Spanishspeaking ESL college students

who got involved in peer revision incorporated 74% of revisions made in the peer
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sessions in the fi(kO&0)casd stuay of peer feddbaokgn a n d

a Chinese EFMlriting classroom demonstratéthtthe students used a substantial
part of the peer feedback, 85.5%, in their revisions.

Another line of peer feedback research centered on whether peer feedback
contributel to the improvement of thquality of subsequenivritings. Again, the
results revealed mixed finding§ome argued that there was no significant
improvement in essay quality after peer revisions. Chaudron (1984) examined the
differences in scores for a first and a revised draft made by his ESL college
students and found no significant difference between the changes in overall scores
from the original draft to the revised drafthads (2005) study that investigated
first and second drafts made by 44 Korean EFL college students who underwent
peer feedbackativity showed that although the total scores increased from the
first to the second draft, the improvement was not statistically significant.

Others maintained, however, that peer feedback did influence the quality
improvement of studer@isvritings. Forexample,Paulus (1999), who examined
the effect of the feedback and revision process on the improvement of her 11 ESL
studentéwriting, found that peer revision resulted in overall essay improvement.
Similarly, ChoandSohn (2007) and Kim (2009) demonsticthat peer feedback
was effective in improving the overall quality of Korean secondary school
studentéwritings. Notably, some abovementioned studies shared a common result
that peer feedback was specifically effective in the improvement of the languag
of studenté drafts (Cho, 2005Cho & Sohn, 2007; Kim, 2009). Except Kisn

(2009) study which also showed the improvement in content, organization, and
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mechanics after peer revisions, Cho (2005) and Cho and Sohn @06d)no
significant improvement ithe content and organization of the writing after peer
influenced revisions.

Very few researchers considered student
variable for revisions. They claimed that students can make revisions differently
according to their L2vels.

Kamimura (2006) compared the improvement of the writing and revisions of
Japanese higproficient- and lowproficient learners in college. The results found
that peer feedback had a moderate effect on the improvement of the essay quality
for studeats with either level. Unlike previously mentioned studies that found
studentséd tendency of gminimal(Cho, Z0@ePdrk,ac k on g
2011; Tsui & Ng, 2000; Kim, 2008), Kamimura found that both the higher
proficiency and the loweproficiency learners were more concerned with
meaningrelated features of writing than forbased features. Both groups
incorporated mosbf the peer comments into their revisions. The qualitative
analysis, however, revealed that more advanced students tenchedkeoglobal
feedback andttempted tanake meanindevel revisions, whereas less advanced
students tended to providentencdevel feedback and make local revisions.

Ki m@Qa08)studyshowedlowerlevel students can benefit more than higher
level studets from peer feedback. She explored the impact of peer feedback on
online writing for Korean EFL middle school learners and found that students
usually gave feedback on language structure regardless of their levels. However,

the study found that studentsithv lower L2 writing proficiency tended to
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incorporate more peer comments in their second drafts than students with higher
L2 writing proficiency. Also, it revealed that students wathower proficiency

level seemed to value and appreciate peer feedbak highly than students with
ahigherproficiencylevel.

A growing body of studies in peer feedback has been undertaken in both ESL
and EFL contexts, but they have presented controversial findings on the nature of
peer feedback and its effect on studémesisions.Therefore, the present study
attempts to probe the nature and effectiveness of peer feedback in Korean EFL
writing classrooms and to suggesffective ways to implement peer feedback

activities.
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CHAPTER 3.
METHODOLOGY

This chaper outlines the methodology of the present study. Section 3.1
provides detail®n the participants. Section 3.2 presents the materials employed in
the present study. Section 3.3 explains the procedures used for this study. Finally,

section 3.4 describes Wadhe data \@sanalyzed.

3.1. Participants

A total of 28 Korean high school studen{seven males and twenty one
females)participated in thetudy The writing classn question vasconducted for
4 weeks after regular classes with an aimtoimprovesl e nt s EFL wri ting
The researcher was also the teacher efctburse. The participants were the
students in thel® grade who voluntidly attended the writing classMost
participants except one student who had stayed in Canada for two yearssiib
was a middle school studemgver took English writing classes previoudlp
determine the participantso L2 writing pr
were scored as the prest using the analytic scoring rubric, adapted from
Hedgcockand Ldkowitz (1992) and modified appropriately for this stu(Bee

Appendix 1). Two raters engaged in the scoring: One was the researcher whose

- 22 -



native languagevas Korean and had morthan 6 years of English teaching
experience. The other was a native English teacher who was from the United
States and majored in English writing. She also had previous expsriémagng
studentsd compositions i n-pBnivssaleemfive The scol
dimensions: content, organization, grammar, vocabulary, and mechanics. The
maximum score was 25 (5 from each dimension), while the minimum score was 5
(2 from each dimension)Yo divide the students into two groups with different
Englishwriting abilities, a higher level grougndalower level group, the students
were listedn descending ordexccording taheir writing scoresandthe first half

of the studentsverearranged into thhigher group and the last half into the lower
group The ttest revealed thathére was a statistically significant difference
between thewriting scores of the higher group and those of the lower group

(t=4.840,df=26, p=.000)Table 31 describes the profile of the participants.

Table 3.1 The Profile of the Participants

Group N Mean Std. Deviation Std.Error Mean
Higher 14 (3M & 11F) 16.71 4.8426 1.2942
Lower 14 (4M & 10F) 9.07 3.3847 0.9046

All the smallgroup works and peer feedback activities in the study were held

within each groupThe students are not informed of how they were grouped

- 23 .



owing to the research@rconcern that it might affect the result of this study.
fact, Hong (2006) asserted thar university studenté perception of their pedis
writing ability had an effect on the amountaquality of feedback and the aspect
of incorporating feedback itheir revisionsHowever, there is gossibility that
the students in this study could guess their @aeniting ability by reading their

writing papers.

3.2. Materials

This section preents materials for the present study. Section 3.2.1 introduces
the writing prompts useth this study. Section 3.2.2 and 3.3.3 describe the peer

feedbackworksheet and student reflectijmirnalrespectively.

3.2.1. Writing Prompts

The writing promptaised in this study were adapted frolhne NEAT Essential
I Writing Level 2(NeungyuleNEAT Research Cente2010) NEAT (National
English Ability Test) is an interndtased tes{IBT) divided into three levels, a
LEVEL 1 test for adults and a LEVEL 2 andL&VEL 3 test for high school
learners. The reason for choosimgting topicsfrom a NEATtextbookis that the

participants were highly interested in the test and willing to take the test in the
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near futureAll the writing promptaused in this studwereto ask students to write
an argumentative essay. A totalDofvriting prompts were chosen and presented
by the researcher during the cour§able 3.2 shows ke writing topics of the

promptsused in this study.

Table 32 The Topics of the Writing Prompts

Writing 1: Your position for/against wearing a school unifdriretest

Writing 2: Your position for/against mandatory student volunteer worl

Writing 3: Your position for/against studying with friends

Writing 4: Advantages/Disadvantages of raisingspet

Writing 5: Advantages/Disadvantages of attending a coed school

For the writing topicscareful consideration was given to determvigether
the topics were familiar tthe participants in the studandthey wererelated to
their everyday lives This was donein order to reduce their anxiety toward
writing andto helpthe student&njoy writing about what they alreadydu or
wereinterested in.

The students were asked to complete a writing task for 40 minutes in each
writing class. They were allowdd use a dictionary when needédl. the writing
tasks required the students to choose their podit&inthencome up with three
supporting arguments for the positicend write an introduction, body, and
conclusion withina 80~120 word limit(See Aopendix 2). The writing prompts

provided to studentalready includedwo possible supporting arguments as the
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actualNEAT writing tess provide but the students in this study were encouraged

to draw up their own argumenispossible.

3.2.2. Peer Feedlack Worksheet

The present study chose to use only written peer feedback over other types of
feedback such as oral peer interactidinitten peer feedback has plenty of merits
not only for students but also for teachers or researchers. As Rollinson (2005)
pointed out, for studentsit gives both readers and writers more time for
collaboration, consideration, and reflection than oral negotiation; it prevents time
from being wasted on unimportant issues and meslymossible friction,
defensiveness, or negatiinteractions; it provides tiveriter with a written record
for later consideration. For teachers and researchers, written peer feedback gives
them a better chaa of looking closely into the relationships betweepeer
comments and revisisthat studentsnadeas opposed toral peerfeedbackMin,
2006)

Peer feedbackvorkshees (See Appendix3) were given to students to help
them provide appropri at e orfgieabddaftsaltoras af t er r ¢
adapted fromyYang et al. (2006)and Kamimura(2006) translated into Korean,
and modified for the present studyhe students were allowed to use their mother
language, Korean, for them to express their meaning with more clarity and

convenience.The worksheet consisted of five categories; Organizafio),
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Content ( ), Grammar, Vocabulary & Mechanics |, Good Points (), and
Suggestions for Revision (). In order to make the peer feedback activity
substantially helpful, the students were told to fill out the peer feedback sheet as

politely andconcreely as possible.

3.2.3. StudentReflective Journal

I n order to examine how the students ut|
revisions more closely, the studegflective journal a modified version oPark
(2012),was provided to students in eyewriting session(See Apendix4). It
asked the participants to note specifically which peer feedback they incorporated
when they revisedheir essayand which peer feedback théigl notincorporate
and why. Also, they were asked to write any feeling&gleas regarding the peer

comments and making revisions.

3.3. Procedures

The writing class was specially conducted for a mdwytthe researcher as one
of the extracurricular classes fthre students. The class met twice a wealh

eachclasslasing one anda half hours. Since most participam®re unfamiliar
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with writing English argumentativeessays, the class began by teaching the
students basic information on what an argumentative ess#doig and how to
write it. Figure 3.1 displays the p@&w point slides that were used in the class to

explain the structure of an essay.

Essay Writing
3

Let’s learn about the structure of an essay.

The Three Essay Parts

3

& Introduction
2 Body

& Conclusion

Body

~7

5

2 The body of the essay if where to add facts and
arguments that support your main idea.

2 In the example introduction, 1stated that computer
games cause problems in society. So, in the body I
need to give facts and arguments to support my
claim.

Purpose of an Essay

3

o Essays are written to describe the author's thoughts
and feelings.

a3 They also express whether a person is for or against
a particular topic.

ax Inaddition, essays try to convince others to join the
side of the author.

Introduction
3
a2 The introduction is where you introduce the topic of

your essay.

a2 You should also state clearly in the introduction if
vou are for or against a topic.

Supporting Arguments

43

ax Inan essay you usually want to have three main
supporting arguments.

a2 You find the supporting arguments by brain
storming and doing research.

& Remember supporting arguments go in the body.
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Conclusion Summary

&2 The conclusion is where you summarize what you a2 Introduction - Introduce the topic and if you are for
have written. or against

=

& You want to end your essay with a closing statement R Body- Supporting arguments and details that show

that tries to convince the reader you are right. why vou are for our against

=

R® Conclusion- Summary of the text and a closing
statement

Figure 3.1 Power Point Slides for Teaching Essay Structure

Then, they were given the®writing prompt for Writing 1 and asked to

complete it withinr40 minutes. Their drafts for Writing 1 were used as thdgste

to examine studentso English writing abild]i
During the 2% and 3" periods, feedback training sessions were conducted in

order to help students to get familiarized with giving peer faeklland utilizing it

for their revisions. The sessions were divided by two sesssassjon focused

on feedback regarding content and organization, related to global aspects of

writing, andSession Zentered on feedback regarding grammar, vocabulady, a

mechanicspften consideredas local features of writindKamimura, 2006; Cho,

2005) The reason fosuchd i vi si on was to prevent studen:

biased toward vocabulary and language ,uassprevious research demonstrated

(Tsui & Ng, 20@; Cho, 2005; Park, 2011; Kim, 2008)fter the feedback training

sessions, the actual writing sessions followed. Fromdthe the 7' period, the

student writers wrote four argumentative essays, received peer feedimack,

revised their drafts based tive peer comments given.
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3.3.1. Peer Feedback Training Session

None of the participants wefamiliar with giving or receiving peer feedback

in writing classes. Thus, peer feedback training sessions were crucial for them to
effectively produce and lite comments for their writing peers. A number of
researchers stated that systematic, carefldbigned peer feedback trainings
key tosuccessful implementation péer review in writing classroomBéither &
Vipond, 1989;Stanley, 1992 Connor & Aselavage, 1994Berg, 1999; Rollinson,
2005; Min, 2006).

The peer feedback training sessions were adapted from Hu (2005) and revised
appropriately for the present study. The sessions consistefdupfstages:
awarenessaising, demonstration, practieand refection Figure 32 displays the

peer feedback training sessions used in this study.
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Awareness . Wholeclass discussion: benefits, problems
raising solutions of peer feedback

Examples of student writers beitgig from peer
feedback

Demonstration Examples of a sample student essay

Teacher demonstration of giving feedback

Practice . Explanation on how to us¢he peer feedbacl

worksheet

Individual responsgto a sample student essay
Wholec | ass sharing of st
Group revision of e draft and sharingvith the
class

Reflection Group discussion: appropriate and inappropr

peer feedback
Wholeclass sharing of the results of gro
discussion

Teacher  suggestions of appropriate

inappropriate édedback

Figure 3.2 Peer Feedback Training Sessions

Theaimfortheist age was to raise the studentsad
doing apeer feedback activity an help the students realize how they can

benefit from peer feedbackyhich is what Mangelsdorf (1992) considered as
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essentialn training students to become good reviewers. Therefore, as'#iepl

the whole class discussed the benefits, potential problems and solutions of peer
feedback. Then, the teacher showed examplesao$tudent writer whohad
benefitted fr om tih another gaathroughgowsrdpoint e e d b a c k

slides Figure 33 shows the slides that were used in this stage.

Special English Class \/\/hy Peer Feedback?

DECED DDA
TDAININND

Benefits of Peer Feedback Problems of Peer Feedback

‘Real’ readers for your writing No better than me

Active roles of students Hard to understand their comments
Easy to understand Hurt by their negative comments
Fun

Learn from each other SOLUTIONS!

Share the difficulties — [f you learn how to give feedback
appropriately, peer feedback can be
beneficial as much as teacher feedback!
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Sample Student Essay — 1st Draft Sample Student Essay — 2nd Draft

e
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Figure 3.3 Power Point Slidedor the AwarenessRaising Stage

In the demonstration stage, a sample student esdsyy from arother class,
was shown to the studentsrough power point slidedy thinking aloud, the
teacher demonstrated what kind of peer feedback could be given to the problems
that the essay contained, fi@slarly on content and organizatiowhich was the
focus of Session 1During the demonstration, the teacher emphasized that
feedback should be clear and concrete in order to help svniteke effective

revisions Figure 34 provides how the demonstratiavent.
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All of schools wearing a school uniform. Most of students want to express themselves.

That's because it spends less money on clothes But, wearing a school uniform prevent them

22 UO| AL ST JYOIM AleiH J012 MO HUEFX|
8. 50| OfEA Mo Bl S WalsH=A| FAHL AS 50| &

and builds a sense of unity and pride. However, from expressing individuality. Secondly, it is not
PH 7ES Yatel 813 20
| think it gives some negative effects.

M Z0IA| BAS| QM2 =efLiL} =4 20| =& |'m against wearing a school
uniform} 20| Hatpt Apple| FHo| FYCE EofU o FS X,

First of all, students cannot express individuality.

store with it on weekend. Finally, we just According to these reasons, they appears

QBT HEB I HZ0| OfM Bt 012101 S M s ALBSIM L.
wearing it for 5 days.
wearing a school uniform is not useful indeed.

Last of all, it interupts seniors from being

So | think we don’t need to wear it.
friendly. School uniform appears the school

o] shaa 0 ZZ0IAlE Qo LIBSS 7 R°Fs1D RIS FHOS 0pPRIE 2
7

level. So, it makes more widen gap for them.

Figure 34 Power Point Slidesfor the Demonstration Stage

During the practice stage, a peer feedbackksheetwas given to each
student and how to use it was explained. A sample student essay, whieh was
different one from what the ¢acher used in the demonstration stage, was
distributed to the studen{See Appendix 5and they were required to respond to
the essay individuallyfocusing on content and organizati@asically, they were
asked to provide feedback by filling in the pésedback worksheet buterealso
encouraged to write comments on the margin of the writing paper if necessary.

Table 33 showsthe focus of the training this session
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Table 33 The Focus of Peer Feedback Training Session 1

(Content and Organization)

Content Relevance of supporting arguments to the thesis statement

Logicalness and validity of ideas

Clarity of ideas

Detailed explanations of ideas

Organization Clear thesis statement

Clear structuralorganization consisting an introduction, three

supportingargumentsanda conclusion

Logical and cohesive sequencing

Definite conclusion

When they finished providing feedback, the whole class shared hgw the
responded to the essahe studentshenrevised the essay togetheithin small
groupsand shared their revised version of the draft with the class.

Session 2 focused on giving feedback regarding grammar, vocabulary, and
mechanicsAn error correction activity sheet was distributed to the students to
help them practice correctirggudent®common mistakes (Appendix 6). Then the
whole class shared the correction results. Except this error correction adiwity, t
procedures of demonstrating and practicing feeddadkg that sessiowere the

same as those of SessioMable 34 displays the focus of Session 2.
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Table 34 The Focus of Peer Feedback Training Session 2

(Grammar, Vocabulary, and Mechanics)

Grammar Errors in verb tense and verb form

SubjectVerb agreement

Article errors

Errors in noun ending

Wrong word order

Vocabulary  Wrong word form

Wrong word choice

Mechanics  Spelling error

Capitalization

Punctuation

Finally, in the reflection stage, each group discussed which types of peer
feedback could be appropriate or inappropriate and shared their disswgision
the whole class.Then the teacher suggested samples of appropriate and
inappropriate expressions that can be used for feedback. The expressions were
referred toin Kim& (2010) and Hansen and B&u(2005) study. Table 3.

represents the sample expression
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Table 35 Samples of Appropriate and Inappropriate Expressions

for Peer Feedback

InappropriateéExpressions AppropriateExpressions

- This wrong! - | am not sure if this isght.

- Change this word/expression. - Could you please clarify thi
sentencebecause it makes no ser word/expression/sentence?
here.

- Why did you use this word/senten - Can you use another wol
again and again? here?

- You use this word/sentence
lot. Maybe use a differer
word/ sentence like ~.

- Your paper is pedct! - Very good! You could ~.
- Well done. But this pape
could be better if you ~.

- How could you write this pape - | afraid that | caé find
without a main idea? your main idea.
- Your main idea is not clear t
me.

3.3.2. Writing Session

The actual writing sessions were conducted during four periods. Each period
required the students to write one essay, thus total four essays were written and
analyzed for the present study. In a writing session, the studertes awraessay
within 40 minutesThey exchanged their paper with their assigned partner in their
group, which was divided in advance into the higher and the lower group

according to their scores on the est, and they providefeedback using the
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peer feedbackvorksheet. The learners andifferent partnersn each writing
sessionHow to assign feedback partners is an important aspect that can have a
significant effect orthe results othe study Mangelsdorf (1992yecommended
arrangingstudents with similar ability levels in the sameups, claiming that
Awhen students vary a great deal in abili
feedback to the weaker studentg bat little feedback in retuin(p. 282).Kim
(2008) also mentioned the disadvantagek groupinghigherlevel studeats with
lower-level students in a groughe foundhat studentstended to incorporate
more peer comments in revisions when the peer revivand writets levels
were similar. In this respect, the present study grouped the students with similar
levels n the same groupDuring peer feedback sessionthe researcher
encouraged students to pelite, supportive and collaborativas Cho (2006) and
Lockhart and Ng (1995) suggestedho @006) pointed out the importance of
training to provide feedback in app pri at e and polite manner
review activities could sometimes jeopardize peer relatipssh{p. 228).
Lockhart and Ng (1995) also emphasized udent s6 colrhtkebor ati ve
than interpretative or authoritative stance, for effectieraction of peer response
groups.
When the T peer feedbackessiorwas finished, thevriting paper was passed
to the 2% feedback partner and he or she also left comments for their paiteer.
reason for Avingtwo feedback partnerser writerwastha comments from only
one peer partner would not be enough for the wsieevision and having three

partners would be impossible due to time constraifithe for each feedback
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giving was limited within 15 minutes, thus it took 30 minutes to firek peer
feedback session each class. Afterwards, both the original draft and the peer
feedbackworksheets were returned to the writers for revismmhomework The
students were encouraged to use their peeraments for revisions as actively as
they could but at the same timeere told to try to make revisions on their own
rather tharto depend only on the peer commentier getting their revisin done,
they were told tavrite in the student reflectiv@urnalandto note which feedback
they utilizedfot hei r revision and which they didno
they handed in their original draft and revised draft, the peer feedlmakkheets,
and the student reflectijeurnal to the researchein the following classThe
same procedures werelfaled in the next rounds of composing and revising.

Figure 35 illustratesa diagrammatic representation of thgerimental design

of the present study
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Writing 1 T Pre-test

Orientation

Peer Feedback Training
Session

Session 1

(Focusing on content and

organization)

Session 2
(Focusing on grammar, vocabulary,
and mechanics)

Writing Session
(Total 4 Sessions)

Writing first draft

Peer feedback session
(First peer feedback +

second peer feedback)

Revision of first draft

Submission of the revised draft

Figure 3.5 The Experimental Design
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3.4. Data Analysis

This sectionillustrateshow the data was analyzed for the present study
Section 3.4.1 llows how ke written peer comments on the peer feedback
worksheets over four writing sessions were analyaaéerms of types and quality
Section 3.4.2 describé®w this study analyzetie effects of the peer feedback on
student s& r e vhe wrdteh peer camintests,h eu ssitnugd etnt s6 r ev i
made to the original and revised drafts, and the comments on the séiigetive

journas.

3.4.1. The Characteristics of the Peer Feedback

Peer feedback worksheets were used to identify and anélgztypdes and
quality of peer feedback the students provided for their peers. To ensure reliability
of the data analysi$llowing Hyland (1998)andYang eta. (2006), all remarks
and comments in the worksheets were independielathyified and categorizdy
the researcher andn English teacter who did not teach the clasé&ny
disagreement between the two was discussed until consensus was achieved. Each
comment that focused on a different aspect of the text by each peer reviewer was
coded as one separatemment. The students in the study received peer feedback
from two other reviewerfor each writing independentland mostfeedback was

not writtenonthe st udent sé or i g isepaaate peabr faedhdack b u t i n

- 41 -



worksheet Therefore there might have beechances for the peer comments to
overlap betweethe reviewes. For examplewhen a student writer wrote in his or
her text,iStudents doeghlike to work collaboratively, peer reviewer A and
another reviewer B botbould pointout the subjeeterb ageement error in their
peer feedback worksheet after reading the taxtuch cases where two students
gave similar feedback, this was counted as just one feedback in this Btedy.
reason for this is that tHecus of this researavasto seehow manygualitatively
different comments each studewriter wasgiven by peers, rather than to see how
many comments each peer reviewer provided for wrikgsn the writer§ point
of view, receiving similar comments froeach feedback partneould mean the
sameasreceiving just one feedback for their paper.

The characteristic®f the peer feedback ®refirst analyzed in terms of types
and quality. Peer feedback was classified intotiypes global and local feedback
following Chas (2005) and Pads (2011) teminology. If the students gave
comments on the problems such @mtents, appropriateness of supporting
argumentsand organizational aspects such as unity, lack of support, logical
sequencing, the comments were cenked as 06gl
were given to grammatical errors such as suljedi agreement, verb tenses,
article usageor word choicandme c hani c al problems, they we
f e e d bFardhle analysis, the number of peer comments indicated on the peer
feedback workheet by feedback types was counted for the students in theihigher
and the lower group. Next, the percentages of global feedback and local feedback

found withthe two groups were calculated and compared with each other.

- 42 -



For the analysis ofthe quality & feedback two aspectswere considered:
validity and concreteness. The reason for analyzing feediadicity is due to the
resear cher 6s cmuchivalidfeetiback tadermswcan priovider and
how the validity affects their revisions. livo teaters who got involved in the
coding process agreed thastadent gave grammatically or mechanically correct
feedback,or feedback that clarified problems clearly or suggested effective
alternatives that could help improve the quality of writing, it was eod valics 06
f e e d b a c kdiher hand, ithe keachersjudged that gpeer comment as
grammatically or mechanically incorrect, unnecessary, vague or ambiguous in
meaning, or suggexd alternatives that would not help improve the quality of
writing, the commentvasc o d e thvaledd$ e édbackdé. When both t ea
it difficult to make a judgment oifthe peer comment is valid for revision or not,
they excluded the comment in the analysis for more accurate findings and
interpretations. Thereforahis study only analyzegeer comments that were
clearly identified awalid or invalidin the agreement dhe two teachersFor the
analysis, the number of valid and invalid feedbackswounted and the
percentage®r them were calculated and comparedMeen the higher group and
the lower group.

In addition, peer feedback was analyaedording to its concretenedsased
onKim (2010) If the feedback contained concretiirectalternatives or solutions
that the writer could use by substituting or addmgheir revisions, it was coded
as Ofeedback with alternatives©o. I f the f

the writing without giving any alternatiyv
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alternative@ The number and percentages of feedback witarradtives and
feedback without alternatives were compared between the two groups for the

analysis.

342. The Effects of the Peer Feedback

The present study examuhéhe effect of peer feedback on studémevisions
in responsdo the second research questidor the analysis,hts study used
studenté original and revised drafts, peer feedback workshemtd studenés
reflective journalsFirst, the presentstudyexaming the extent of incorporatiorf o
peer feedback into resions Parlé (2012)taxonomy was modified in éhpresent
study.She used incorporation, no incorporation, andrssfision for analysis, but
the present studyad to excludself-revision sincet was found thatlmost allof
the participants revised tihedraftsby r el yi ng sol ely on their p
although they weralsoencouraged teevise on their own as much as tleewld
Thus, this study analyzed only incorporation and no incorporation.

If the participantsused peer comments irrevision aml made changes
according to the comments, even if the changes were not successful in improving
the quality of the writing,they were ¢ o0 d e d incaporaedd feedback
Incorporatedcomments includ both casesvhen students accepted the peer
comments as tlyewere and when thefpllowed peefs advicebut adaptedt to

some extentin their text However, if the students left their original draft
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unchanged regardless ofeth r peer$ the coronmes waretcoded as
ainincorporated feedba@k The number andatios of the incorporated and
unincorporatedeedbackor the two groups were compared.
In addition to the extent of peer feedback incorporation, the quality of revision
was analyzeth a manner similar tPark(2012)wh o cl assi fi ed student
int o two categories such as Osioncwaessful 6
coded as ibtkewtudemssrevised théir original text based on the peer
comment, which improved the quality of the text in terms of content, organization,
grammar, vodaulary,or mechanics. On the other hand, if the participants revised
their text marked by the peer comment but the result failed to improve the quality
of the text, the revi $orthaanahsisthecnamdberd as O u
and percentages ofatessful revisions anghsuccessfulevisions were calculated
and compared between the highand the lower group.
Finally, the relationshipetweenfeedback quality and revision quality was
examined. First, how feedback validity can affect revisiotityuaas investigated
by comparing the percentages of successful, unsuccessful, and no revisions due to
valid and invalid feedback between the two groups. Then, the relationship
betweenfeedback concreteness and revision qualigs analyzedusing the
comprison of the percentages of successful, unsuccessful, and no revisions after

feedback with alternatives and feedback without alternatives.
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CHAPTER 4.
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

This chapterpresents the research results and discussion regarding the two
research questionSection 4.1 reports and discusses the results of analysis on the
characteristics of the peer feedback. Section 4.2 provides the results and

di scussion of the effects of the peer

41. Characteristics of Peer Feedback

This section presents the findings with regardhe first research question
fWhat are the characteristics of peer feedback given by Korean high school
students in EFL writingd Section 4.1.1 explains the types of the feedback made
by stulents with higher and lower L2 proficiency levels and section 4.1.2
presents the quality of the feedback provided by students with hgyhedower

levels.

41.1. Types of Peer Feedback

Table 4.1 compareghe frequencyof global and local feedbagbrovided by

the higher group anthe lower group during théour writing sessionsAs seen in
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Table4.1, the more proficient studentsade243 peer comment84c17.36) while

the less proficierstudentsnadel60 peer comment$/E11.43).Each reviewer in

the higher group made 4.34 peer comments on average in response to each
writerds draft, whil e each revi paver i n

draft

Table4.1The Frequency of Peer Feedback by Types

Highergroup (n=14) Lower group (n=14)
Types
F M MPD F M MPD
Global
68(28) 4.86 1.21 70(43.7) 5 1.25
feedback
Local
17572) 12.5 3.12 90(56.3) 6.43 1.61
feedback
Total
243(100) 17.36 4.34 160(100) 11.43 2.86
feedback

Note F: frequency M: mean fregency MPD: mean frequency per draftflumbersin

parentheses indicate the percentage.

Both groups produced more local feedback than global feedbaekigher
group = 175/s 68,the lower group = 9Ws 70). This measithat regardless of L2
writing proficiency,the peer reviewers were more conaaairwith language uses
than gl obal meaning and organization of
previous studigsfindings that learners did not pay attentioritte global aspects

of writing as nuch as they did tthe linguistic aspect$Tsui & Ng, 2000; Villamil
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& de Guerrero, 1998aulus, 1999Cho, 200%.

Why did the peer feedback mided by the participants lean towartbcal
aspects, although thdyad received the training that asked them to focus on
content and organization as equally asabatary, mechanics, and grammar? One
possible explanatiois that students were merely much more used to fiogus
grammati cal errors than suggesting major
due to the traditional forroriented language instructiohat they had received at
school. Whersimilar results were found, Villamiand de Guerrer¢1998) also
interpretedt h astudenfis simply followed their habitual tendency to focus on
grammar, as probably learned throughout much of their quevianguage
instructiord (p. 504).Another explanatiois that although students were coached
to review their peersod6 draftsfeatunest er ms of
they still might not be accustomed to até@gdto meaning because making
meaning changeseaxe perceivedas more cognitively demanding than correcting
grammatical and mechanical errqfBsui & Ng, 2000 Park, 2011l A third
explanation is that due to the fundamental limitations of research design, the
results were likely to be that local feedkbadways exceeetl global feedbackas
Villamil and de Guerrero (1998) asserteBor example, suggesting the
rearrangement of the order of a paragraph for better flow of meaning is counted
only as one global feedback, while within a paragraph, there issibpity that it
included five or six grammatical mistakes, each of which is counted as one local
feedback. Thus, global feedback might be, depending on the research design,

al ways fil ess numerouso t ha& delGoererg type of
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1998 p. 509.

One noticeable result is that even higpssficiency students attended more to
local aspects than to global, discodieeel (F=175vs 68). Such a finding is
contrary t @O0O&rasuithatumora pyadicient learnetesncedto make
global comments, while less proficient learndended to provide specific
sentential comments and local revisions. This contradiigidue to the difference
oftheparti ci pant s 6 L éntspnthe studywiere in h8ytearinT he st ud
high schoolwhile thosein Ka mi mur a6s study were of wunive
words, the students who werelassified into higheproficiency studentsn the
present studymay bestill | ess profi ci ent -proficemcy Kami mur a
students Thus, it is not surming thatthe still novice EFL writers in this study,
despite belonging ta higherproficiency group, foased on local areas of writing,

just liketheless proficientounterparts.

41.2. Quality of Peer Feedback

Table4.2 compares the frequency ofgpecomments that are perceived to be
valid andinvalidf or t he studentsd subsequent revis
lower group. Both groups produced mewdid peer comments thanvalid peer
comments (81.5%s 18.5% for tle higher group, and 75%. 2%% for the lower
group).The result is consistent with Ca@k(1994) and Rollinsda (1998) study

that found approximately 80 % obmments made by students valid.
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Table 4.2 The Frequency of Validand Invalid Peer Feedback by

Typesof Feedback
Highergroup (n=14) Lower group (n=14)
Valid Invalid Total Valid Invalid Total
feedback feedback feedback feedback feedback feedback

Global 56 12 68 61 9 70
feedback (82.4) (17.6) (100) (87.1) (12.9) (100)
Local 142 33 175 59 31 90
feedback (81.1) (18.9) (100) (65.6) (34.4) (100)
Total 198 45 243 120 40 160
feedback (81.5) (18.5) (1200) (75.0) (25.0) (100)

Note Numbers in parentheses indicate the percentage.

The resultsuggests that regardless of different English writing proficiethey,
writerswerecapable of making comments thetreusefulfor theimprovement of
thequaltyof t heir peersd drafts.

Specifically, more than 80 % of the global comments by both the higher group
(82.4%) and the lower group (87.1%) were perceived todiid for revisims.
Meanwhile, the proportion dhe invalidcomments of the lower group on local
areaswas relatively higher (34.4%) than that of the higher group (18.9%). This
suggests that less proficient learners ¢ghtd leave more incorrect amhelpful
feedbackon language usethan more proficient learners due to their limited
grammatical knowledgéiowever,the fact thaf75% of the total comments liye
lower groupwere regarded as useful and corregplies that even the lower

proficiency wr i bneerextént, cao bema usefd ,sourde ofor s
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revisions, just as tommentcangher proficiency

Table4.3The Frequeny of Feedback with Alternatives and
Feedback without Alternatives by Types of Feedback

Highergroup (n=14) Lower group (n=14)
Feedback Feedback Total Feedback Feedback  Total
with without valid with without valid

alternatives alternatives feedback alternatives alternatives feedback

Global 22 34 56 11 50 61
feedback  (39.3) (60.7) (100) (18.0) (82.0)  (100)
Local 134 8 142 50 9 59
feedback  (94.4) (5.6) (100) (84.7) (15.3)  (100)
Total 156 42 198 61 59 120
feedback  (78.8) (21.2) (100) (50.8) (49.2)  (100)

Note Numbers in parentheses indicate the percentage.

Table4.3 describes th&equencyof feedback with alternativesd feedback
without alternatives amongalid comments bythe two groups. Theinvalid
feedback was excluded in this analysis since examining feedback concreteness
only among valid comments would be meaningful arftklp prevent the
incorrectness of feedbackdm interfeing with the accurate analysis of this study.

For the higher group, mostalid comments (78.8%) included concrete
alternatives and 21.2% whlid comments dichot, while for the lower grouphe
percentages of feedback with alternatives andbfaek without alternatives were
almost equal (50.8%s 49.2%). This result suggests that more advanced learners

tenced to providerelatively more peer comments including concrete alternatives
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than less proficient learners.

The proportion between feedbagkith alternatives and feedback without
alternatives differed depending on the types of feedback. Global feedback tended
to be comments without alternatives for both the higher group (60.7%) and the
lower group (82.0%), while local feedback tended to ssiggéternativestke
higher groupi 94.4%,the lower groupi 84.7%). This means that regardless of
language proficiency, peer reviewéda terdency to provide more concreaed
specific feedback in terms of local areas such as grammar, vocabulary, and
mechanics, while they teed to end up pointing out problematic areas without
making suggestions on how to revise them in terms of global meaning and

organization.

4.2 The Effects of the Peer Feedback on Students

Revisions

This section reports ardiscusses the findings of the effects of the feedback on
revisions made by students with highand lower L2 writing proficiency to
answer the second research questifiHow do peer comments affect the
subsequent revisions of Korean EFL wri@Section4.2.1 presents the analysis
of the extent of Il ncorporation of t he

section 4.2 provides the findings of the analysis of revision quality. Sectio 4.2.
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illustrates the results of the analysis of the relationbbiveen feedback quality

and revision quality.

4.2.1.The Extent of Incorporation of Peer Feedback

Table 44 summarizesthe frequencyof peer commentsncorporatedand
unincorporatedby the two groups The higher groupincorporated177 peer
comments oubf the 243 comments (72.8%) in revision, while the lower group
incorporatedB9 out of 160 comments (55.6%) in revision. Thus, it can be argued
that the EFL learners with higher English writing abilities t&htb accept
relatively more peer comments fohdir revisiors than the EFL learners with

lower English writing level.
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Table 4.4 The Frequency ofincorporated and Unincorporated
Feedbackby Types of Feedback

Higher group (n=14) Lower group (n=14)

IF UF Total IF UF Total
Global 43 25 68 25 45 70
feedback (63.2) (36.8) (100) (35.7) (64.3) (200)
Local 134 41 175 64 26 90
feedback (76.6) (23.4) (100) (71.1) (28.9) (200)
Total 177 66 243 89 71 160
feedback (72.8) (27.2) (100) (55.6) (44.4) (200)

Note IF: incorporated feedback; UF: wmaiorporated feedbacumbers in parentheses

indicate the percentage.

The resuls show thastudents selectively accepted or rejected peer comments.
This finding is similar with the observations irprevious studiegNelson &
Murphy, 1993 Villamil & de Guerrerq 1998; Mendoga & Johnson, 199%Cho,
2005. Villamil and de Guerrerfl998), for instance, found that 74% of comments
made in peer sessions were incorporategtudentsd rewrites Cho (2005) also
identified that students implemented 67.5% of peenments into their revised
drafts.

Meanwhile the students tended tncorporatdocal feedbaclsubstantially(the
higher groupi 76.6%,the lower groupi 71.1%), but the incorporation ratio of
global feedback turned out to be different between the twapg; the higher
group incorporatedd3 peer comments on content and organization (63.2%) and

left 25 comments uncorporated (36.8%), while the lower group only
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incorporated 25 global comments (35.7%) and refused to incorporate more than
half of the globd commentsgiven (64.3%). It is an interesting result when
compared toChads (2005) that found her Englishmajoring university students
accepted as much global feedback as local feedbaekresult of this study, thus,
reveals that studer@k2 writing proficiency might affecthe acceptance of global
feedback in revisionslhis suggests that L2 writing proficiency should be taken
into consideration when it comes to inducing global meaning chamgegisions

throughpeer feedback.

4.22. Revision Qualty

Table 45 describes thérequencyof successful and unsuccessful revisions
ma d e i n firaltdafts ynthe figher and lower grauut of 177revisions
the higher group made 148 successhyisions (83.6%) and 29 unsuccessful
revisions(16.4%9. The lower group madedGuccessful revisions out of 89 total

revisions(71.9%) and 25 unsuccessfalisions(28.1%).
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Table 4.5 The Frequency of Successful andJnsuccessful
Revisionshy Types of Feedback

Higher group (n=14) Lower group (n=14)
Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total
revisions revisions revisions revisions revisions revisions

Global 31 12 43 19 6 25
feedback (72.1) (27.9) (100) (76.0) (24.0) (100)
Local 117 17 134 45 19 64
feedback (87.3) (22.7) (100) (70.3) (29.7) (100)
Total 148 29 177 64 25 89
feedback (83.6) (16.4) (100) (71.9) (28.1) (100)

Note Numbers in parentheses indicate the percentage.

This result indicates thahe student writers used the majority of feedback
given by their peers sucatslly in their revisions.

For both groups, more than 70% of revisions were successful regardless of
whether the feedback typeasglobal orlocal. This means that the students were
capable ofeffectively ut i | i z i n g feedbaeki regarding eonterénd
organization aswell as grammar, vocabulary, and mechanidfe following
examples show how peer comments helpggher and lowerlevel student

writersto make successful revisions in terms of grammar.

- 56 -



Example (1)

ExamplelA | think having a pet is a good thing. Firsg) (*provide

(original) good companionshid. é And (b) people who live in

lone that they can feel lonely

Peer comment @ 6 rTehei s no s ubPutéleyin faohttofe
the sentence.

() 6 You shouly@d omit Ot hat

ExamplelB | think having a pet is a good thing. Firsg) fthey

(revised provide good companionshig. € And (b) people who

live in alone can feel lonely

(S17; Higher group;2period

Example (2)

Example2A Study @) require concentration. But if you studyk) with
(original) friendthen you cannotcf possibly studying

Secondly, easy to waste time. If you have to study
your friends, youd) ¢ o u | dd angthing €) beingin the

talking to your friends.

Peercomments | (a) 6 r e qrequireg

! Italicized parts in studerdsriginal drafts indicate the specific points to which the peer

comments refeed.

I'talicized part s indtatesthe acual revisoods thatehe iritee dadedim a f t s
response to the peer comments
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(b) 6 wi t _h withraifriend dr with friends
(0 6 possi hl posstoly studlyy i n g
(d 6 coulcamadtt
(e 6 b, e torbe
Example2B Study @) requiresconcentration. But if you study) with

(revised friendsthen you cannotcf possbly study

Secondly, easy to waste time. If you have to study
your friends, you ) ¢ a ndé anything €) to bein the

talking to your friends.

(S19; Lower group; 3 period)

In example(1), thepeer reviewer pointed out)p the nonexistencef a subject
and suggested)6 the omission ofgrammaticallyunnecessary parts. After the
acceptance of the peesraments, the rewritten versioexample1B, came to be
grammatically more accurate.

Example(2) shows how a less proficient learner revisesl driaft in terms of
grammar based on peer feedback. The problems pointed out by the reviewer were
all local in nature(a@)6subjectverb agreementpjdsingular/plural forms of nouns,
(c)6verb errors, )0 verb errors (tense), ané)@ word form. S19 coud reduce
many grammatical errors by incorporating all the comments from the reviewer

into the revised draft.
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4.2 3. The Relationship of Feedback Quality and Revision Quality

This section reports the findings of the analysis of the relationship betwee
feedback quality and revision quality. Section 32examines the relationship
between feedback validity and revision quality and sectior8.2.Zhows the

relationship between feedback concreteness and the quality of revision.
4.23.1.FeedbackValidity and RevisionQuality
Table 4.6 displays the relationship between feedbaakdity and revision

quality for the two groups.The higher andhe lower groups shoed similar

patternsm their reactions towanehlid andinvalid comments from their peers
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Table 4.6 The Relationship of the Validity of Feedback and
the Quality of Revisions

Quality of revisionsafter receiving

Feedback  Number of peer feedback
validity feedback  syccessful  Unsuccessful No
revisions revisions revisions
) Valid
Higher teedback 198(100) 145(73.2) 10(5.1) 43(21.7)
group Invalid
(n=14) teedback 45(100) 3(6.7) 19(42.2) 23(51.1)
L valid 12(0(100) 62(51.7) 9(7.5) 49(40.8)
ower feedback ' ' '
group Invalid
(n=14) teedback 40(100) 2(5.0) 16(40.0) 22(55.0)

Note Numbersn parentheses indicate the percentage.

For the higher group, when 19@lid comments were provided, they made
145 successful (73.2%) and 10 unsuccessuisions(5.1%) and rejected 43
comments (21.7%). Of 12@lid commentsthe lower group made 62 scessful
(51.7%) and 9 unsuccessfalisions(7.5%) and left 49 comments unincorporated
(40.8%). However, when students receivedalid peer comments, the higher
group rejected 23 comments (51.1%), made 19 unsuccessfsions (42.2%)
and only 3 succeid revisions(6.7%), while the lower group left 22 comments
unrevised (55.0%), made 16 unsuccessful revisions (40.0%) and 2 successful
revisions (5.0%).In short, valid peer comments tended to lead to successful
revisions while invalid peer comments teed to resulin unsuccessfutevisions

or no revisions This result shows that feedbaghklidity is closely related to
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whetherrevisionsmadethroughpeer feedback can be successful or not.
Students tended to rejentvalid peer reviews regardless of thé&R2 writing
levels. This suggesthatthe studentiad the potential to make judgmenin the
appropriateness of peer feedback on their.avine following examples show how
the writersrejected the use dhe incorrect andinnecessarfeedbackfrom their

peers

Example (3)

Example3A They need enough time to study, becaweaufiversities

(original) preferstudents who have good grades.

Peer comment @ ni ver sipteferes o6 ar ed

WriteroO0s Nope. lh i d & n &shmiversities prefer It 0 S

(inthe student . ong comment.

reflectivejournal

(S2; Higher group; " period
Example (4)
Example4A If you study with friends, youaj get todo unimportant
(original)

things.

Peer comment (@ 6hange oO0get tobd to O6car

Writerds|The comment was about us

(in the student but d&éget t @riateinthe serdence | vaqiep

reflectivejournal

(S13; Lower group; "8 period
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In examples (3) and (4), the writers @ and 33 clearly rejected their pees 6
invalid commens, which can be inferred btheir responses in thiestudent
reflective journals This confirms the result of previous studisfiowing that
studentsreaetlt o peer comments actively by
comments accordg to their own judgment (Zhao, 2010; Yaegal, 2006; Cho
2005).

Additionally, examples (5) and (6) display the cases whewriters made no
revisionsbecause they did not know how to revise after receimmgspecific

peer comments.

Example (5)

Exampe 5A I think having a meSecondly, it

(original) keeps the house safe when a thief infest. Pets give a
Furthermore, thiefs are not infestation a home which
in house.

Peer comment @ o6 Verbs, n o un & awkvam dn thae
sentences.

Writer 6s || dtikmbw ldow to fix the problems.

(in  the student

reflectivejournal)

(S9; Higher group; @period
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Example (6)

Example6A @l agree that we have t.o
(original)

Peer comment @6 | agree with the i deg
Writero6s|l dono6ét know hew ahdawghe
(in  the student of 6.

reflectivejournal

(S18; Lower group;? period

The reviewer irexample(5) tried to point out problematic areasn S 9 6s dr af t
but did not explain explicitlyvhy the verbs,nouns andadjectivesvere awkward
in the sentencedn example (6), the peer reviewer only suggested alternative
expressions withothc oncr et e explanation of the prob
With respect to these commentse student writers notified in their reflective
journalsthat they could not incorporate those comments into revisions because
they had no idea of how to revise their diaitamples (3) through (6) suggest that
no revisiors can occuwhen the student writers considered their pessiments
as inappropriateand when they were unaware of how to fix their problems
becaus¢he peer comments were not explicit or specific enough.
One thing to notice is the relatively high rafeunsuccessfulevisionscaused
by invalid peer comments. Unsuccessftgvisions after invalid feedback
accounted for 42.2% for the higher growmd 40.0% for the lower group.
Examples (7) and @) show how inappropriate peer commerda leado studerdd

unsuccessful revisions.
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Example (7)

Example7A
(original)

I am in favor of the idea of raising pet8. ) In the first, it
provides good companionship. (H)you keep a pet ¢

home, you played with your pets.

Peer comment

() You needbecauséin front ofdfa

Example7B | am in favor of the idea of raising pet® ) First, it
(reviseq provides good companionship. @Bgcause if you keep
pet at home, you played with your pets.
(S19; Highergroup;4™ period
Example (8)
Example8A | against raising pets.
(original)

First, @ cats cost a lot of money

Peer comment

@ 6 According to whthdt spend

Example8B

(revised

| against raising pets.

First, @ people cost a lot of money

The peer reviewer iexample ) unnecessarily advised the writer to insert

(S13; Lower group; 4tperiod

decauséin front of thesentenceln example 8), the reviewer probably did not

know the correct usage of the védosband gave an unnecessary comment to the

writer. The writers S19 and S13 accepted these comments, consequently ending
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up producing awkward sentences.

The @ses discussed above show that studenability to provide useful
feedback can result in unsuccessful revisiofserefore,L2 writing teachers
should keep in mind thatelying solely on peer feedback for studémessisions
cansometimegproduceundesirable resulté&s Yang et al. (200§)roposedusing
L2 teacher8feedbackon final draftsafter undergoing peer feedbaaktivities
maybe one wayo supplement talimitations of peer feedback.

Another interesting result is that a few students made successful changes even
after invalid feedbackilfreefor the higher group antivo for the lower group).
Example (9) and (10)show how studentssuccesiilly made use ofinvalid

feedback irtheirrewrites.

Example (9)

Example9A Last but not least, students can make foreign friends.
(original) much more easy and fun to make friends in fore
countries than making friends in internets. Mak
foreign friends can help the student to understas)d

other countries

Peer comment @ 06 (word c¢chthdrce) ot her

Example9B Last but not least, students can make foreign friends.

(revised much more easy and fun to make friends in fore

countries than making friends in internets. Mak
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foreign friends can help the student to understanddw

cultures and languages more easily.

(S2; Higher group; 5th peridd

Example (10)

Example DA | dond think it is necessary to force students to

(original) volunteer work. (a)First, give a bad impression ¢

volunteering

Peer comment (8 GirsH givéd, irst, that givé There is no subjeg

in the sentence.

Example DB | dond think it is necessary to force students to

(revised volunteer work. (a)First, it gives a bad impression

volunteering

(S16; Lower group; 2" period

In example @), the peer reviewer gave a misleading comment that seggest
replacing the wordther with their, when the wriusagewss oOri gi na
appropriate in thgiven context.The reviewer oexample (0) correctly informed
the writer that the sentence didtnleave a subject but suggested a wrong
alternativedrirst, that givé The studentérevisions,examplesOB and DB, reveal
that the peer commentthat were perceived invalid still affected studénts

revisions positively This shows that although studertan provide invalid
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feedback due to their limitelthguistic competencethe invalid feedback could

still be helpful for writerssometimesbhy giving them chances teritically read

theirtextagain and think over other ways to contiegir meaning more chaly.
Noteworthy is the result that sometimes valid feedback resulted in

unsuccessful revisions or no revisions. 10 revisions were made unsuccessfully for

more proficient writers (5.1%) amdnerevisions for less proficient writers (7.5%)

after valid peecomments. 43 valid feedbackmments wer@ot incorporated in

revisions for the higher group (21.7%) and 49 for the lower group (40\8%).

did student writers make unsuccessful revisions or no revisions even when they

received valid comments from th@ieers?These cases may have relevance to the

concreteness of the feedback; whether the feedback given by peers was concrete

and specific enough, despite being valid, could affect stullextzrporation of

the feedback in revisions. Therefore, the caseseaamined in the following

section, which investigates the relationship between feedback concreteness and

revision quality, with specific examples and analyses.

4.2.3.2 Feedback Concreteness angevision Quality

Table 4.7 shows the relationship betare feedback concreteness and the

quality ofrevisions made bthetwo groups
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Table 4.7 The Relationship of the Concreteness of Feedback and
the Quality of Revisions

Quiality of revisionsafter receiving

Feedback IZEI peerfeedback
concreteness feedback Successful Unsuccessful No
revisions revisions revisions
. Feedback with
Higher dlternatives 156(100) 132(84.6) 3(1.9) 21(13.5)
group Feedback without
n=14 . . .
( ) alternatives 42(100) 13(31.0) 7(16.6) 22(52.4)
Feedback with
L ) 61(100 46(75.4 5(8.2 10(16.4
g?xeg dlternatives (100) ( ) (82) ( )
Feedback withoul
n=14 ) 59(100 16(27.1 4(6.8 39(66.1
( ) dlternatives (100) ( ) (6.8) ( )

Note Numbers in parentheses indicate the percentage.

Most of thevalid peer comments with alternatives resulted in successful
revisions(the higher groupi 84.6% the lower groupi 75.4%). In addition, the
proportions of unsuccessfuevisions and norevisions due to feedback with
alternatives for both groups accounted for less than 3Blddvever,when peer
comments did not suggest specifieattative ways to revise the drafts, more than
half of them were rejected in the revision procaftbough they were considered
valid (the higher groug’ 52.4%,the lower groug 66.1%). It echoes withlu and
Chods (2011)observation that students seemedgnore peer comments when
they had no concrete explanation or strategy to revise.

The resultsabove suggest thatvhen students give feedback to their peers,

offering alternative expressions or ideas as well as clarifying problems in the

- 68 -



wr i t e rlayssonte eobe in th@ quality of revision. Tldan bemore evidenof
novice EFL writers, like the participants in the study, since due to their lack of
linguistic and textural knowledge, they may find it difficult and overwhelming to
come up with solutios or other ways to express their meaning on their own
without direct guidance from others. To m
revisions, therefore, it seems necessary for EFL writing teachers to consider
studentsé L2 pr of iuwagerevewers toegprowde sotanlpd t o en
useful and clear feedback but also direct suggestions for the improvement of
content and language usgsheir peer8writing. Also, to maximize the beneficial
effect of peer feedback on revisiomdlowing students tdvave oral peeto-peer
conferences along with written peer feedbacklmaanother way thelp students
to make good revisions, as several researchers proposed (Tang, 1999; Tsui & Ng,
2000; Swain et al., 2002; Yang et al., 20@al conferences betweemitgrs and
reviewers can helthe writersmake their intended meaning clearly understopd
their partner by conversing with each other and estatdjsin environment of
working together to come up with solutions to the problentise writing

Noticeableare the cases of unsuccess@yisionsand norevisionsaftervalid
feedback with alternatives. In response to feedback with alternatieekigher
group made 3 unsuccessfalisions(1.9%)and the lower group made(8.2%),
respectively.The frequeng of rejecedvalid feedback with alternatives wasen
higher 21 comments by the higher grop3.5%)and 10 by the lower group
(16.4%)were rejected

One possible interpretation for this is that students did not trust theibpeers
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feedback completelyn®ugh to incorporate it in their revisiorishe following

examples showhe cases.

Example (12)

ExamplellA | disagree with the idea of raising pets.

(original) First, @ cost a lot of moneyf you buy pets, you shoul
buy their food, clothes, housesdaso on. Secondp)
need a lot of care

Peer comment (@ 6 T h eTheredsmasubjece)

() 6 T h eT®heramien® dubjé€dt.

ExamplellB | disagree with the idea of raising pets.

(reviseq First, @ you cost a lot of moneylf you buy pets, yo
should buy their food, clothehouses and so on. Seco
(b) youneed a lot of care

(S15; Higher group; 4th peripd

Example (12

Examplel2A For these reasons, (&m mandatory student volunte

(original) work.

Peer comment (8 léagree withmandatory ~.

Examplel2B For these reasonEm (a) agree withmandatory studer

(reviseq volunteer work.

(S5; Lower group;2™ period
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In example (11), the writer made grammatical mistakes by merting
subjects in the beginning of the two sewies. The peer comments @and (bp
told the writer to addtheydin front of the sentenceS15however did not accept
the feedback and add a wrong subjealyoud for the verls &cosb and theed
instead dusing the recommended subjétteyd This exanple indicates thathe
peer feedback giveto example 11A indeed helped the writer raise grammatical
awareness that there should be a subject in each sentence but failed to convince
the writer to use the appropriate subject.

S5 had a similar reaction the peer comment @n example (2). The peer
reviewer appropriately suggested that the writerduagree witldinstead ofdémg
but it wasdém agreé that was actually useih the revised texby the writer,
which made the sentence still grammatjcadaccurate.

Suchstudenté distrust of their peeésability to evaluate their textalso led
them to persist in their ways of expression, although in fact they needed revisions.
Examples (13) and (4) are the cases when students made no revisions giithou

they received valid and concrete feedbatk alternativesrom their peers.

Example (13)
Examplel3A First, we can get distracted easily. @¢cause we ar
(original) friends. So we can talk or play with friends

- 71 -



Peer comments

(@ ®Wou shouldchange the sentence fiBecause we ar

friends, we can talk or play with frienals

Writeros
(in  the student

(a) My sentence was not wrong.

reflectivejournal
(S1; Highergroup;3“ period
Example (14)
Examplel4A | agree with stdying abroad.€ )
(original)

First, It can learn a foreign language quickly.

Peer comments

(@ at . people or students. The subject is

appropriate.

Writeros
(in the student
reflectivejournal

(a) dtbis also correct.

(S9; Lower group;5™ period

The peer comment made axtample (3) was grammarelated, mentioing

that the writer should change her sentences as the suggested way. The writer did

not accept the comment since she thought her way of expression had no problem,

but in fact it did lave a grammaticarror. The writer inexample (4) also insisted

that her use of the subjeitdwas not wrong and rejected to use the peer comment

in her revision.
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The cases abovmdicate that students distrust of their peegsability to
critique theér texts can have a negative effect on studeetdsions.Hong (2006)
found that the more the students perceived their plesr as high, the more peer
feedback they accepted in revisiofitierefore, m order toincrease thegositive
effect of peer fedback activitiesgiving the students chances to meet with
partners whose ability they fee superior to theirs duringhe peer fedback
sessions seems necessary.

Furthermore, eame s$udents showed limitedunderstanding of why they
performed a peer feedack activity inthe writing class which resued in no
revisions after valid andoncrete feedbacKhe following examplés relevant to

the case

Example (15)

Examplel5A | Against mandatory student volunteer work.
(original) First @ Teachers give adu impression of volunteerin
because If they are forced to do volunteb}. $tudents
get an comfortable.

Second, students take a way time from studying.

(owhen they have exams t

grades dondét i mprove.

Peer comments | (a) &hat makes you say thatit eacher s 0

impression?
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() 6 What adlyogbudmmtec e mfigett {
(c) What makes you certain that bad grades are du

volunteer work?

Wr i ter 0s |(a It isbecauseteachers give pressures to student

(inthe student s, these days.

reflectivejournal
(b) |t doesnot mean t hatit
means thawoluntary worktakes away timefor me to
study

(© I donot mean t hat attalhne

the tests, bul mean tlatt hey ¢ a hetduse ®

volunteer work.

(S7; Lower group; ¥ period

The peer reviewer expressed his incomprehensidhexfontentsn the S7é
text, but the writer did not attempt to s
original draft, but rather ended up explaining her position indtedentreflective
journal Thisis due to her lack of awareness that peer feedback serves to help the
writer see their t belptmake revisibrdrethertexttod er sd eye
readerd better unérstanding This case implies thaEFL teachersshould
constantly remind students of the purpose and lisr#fpeer feedback activities
to help students develop proper attitudes towards the pedagogiisdty aas
previous researchersuch asPaulus (1999), Stanley (1992), andHu (2005)

suggested.
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CHAPTER 5.
CONCLUSION

This chapter concludes the present study. Section 5.1 summarizes major
findings of the study an8&ection 5.2discussepedagogicalmplications drawn
from the findings. Section 3 provides some limitations of the present study and

suggestions for further research.

5.1. Summary of the Findings

This studyattemptsto investigate the characteristics of peer feedback and its
effects on subsequent revisions in a Korean EFL writing clagsnty-eight high
school students participated in the class and were divided into two groups, the
higher group and the lower group, based on their L2 writing le&xelstal of two
peer feedback training sessions, focusing on content and organizatienfirstth
session and then grammar, vocabulary, and mechanitiseirothersessionwere
conducted prior to writing sessions in order to maximize the eféeessof a
peer feedback activity on studentsdo revi s
involved in writing sessions which osistedof writing, a peerfeedbacksession,
and students revision The major findings of the study can be summarized as

follows.
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The frst research question examined the characterisfigeeer feedbackn
terms of types anduality. With respect to the types of peer feedback, the results
revealed that peer reviewers in both groups produced more local feedback than
global feedback. This means students ¢elid be more concerned with linguistic
problems than global meaningdan or gani zati on of their
regardless of their L2 writing levels.

With respect tdhe quality of peer feedback, peer comments were analyzed in
two respects: feedbadlalidity and feedback concreteness. Both groups produced
more valid commaets thaninvalid peer comments. More than 70 % of peer
commentgnadeby the two groups were foundlid. This suggests thatudents,
regardless of their levelvere capable of making useful comments for their peers
revisions. Specifially, the study alsdound thatmore than 80 % of the global
feedback was perceived wslid for both groupswhile when it comes to local
feedback, the proportion dghvalid feedbackmade bythe lower group was
relatively higher than thadf invalid feedback made bie higter group. This
revealsthat due totheir limited grammatical knowledge, less advanced writers
seem to be somewhat less accurate when they give feedback on language uses
such as grammar d@h more advancewriters However, considering 75% of the
total commats by the lower group turned out to \mdid, it seems thagven less
proficient reviewesdbcomments can exert a useful source for revisions.

When it comes to feedback concreteness, the higher group produced much
more valid peer comments with alternatvethan valid comments without

alternatives, while the lower group produced alnanstqual amount ofalid peer
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comments with and without alternativ@is result represents that more advanced
learners tenedd to makerelatively more concrete comments thkess advanced
learners Meanwhile, the types of peer feedback segtm havesomeassociations

with feedback concreteness. For both groups, global feedback tended to have no
alternatives, whereas local feedback tended to suggest alternatives.

The ®condresearchquestion investigated how students responded to peer
feedback in revisions in terms of three respestgent of incorporation, revision
quality, andthe relationship between feedback quality and revision qudlitg
present studyfound thatstucents incorporateda substantial amount of peer
feedback for their revisian but he higher grougended tancorporaterelatively
more peer comments in their subsequent revisions than the lower group. Also,
studentsin both groupstended to incorporate rablocal feedback but reacted to
global feedback differentlyaccording to their levelMore advanced learners
accepted more than 60 % of global feedback, but less advanced learners
incorporated only about 35%.

In addition, the revisions made by bogrous were mostly successful
successful revisionaccountedor more than 70%f revisions Specifically, more
than 70% of successful revisions were made for both groups in terms of content
and organization as well as grammar, vocabulary, and mechanicshthyeag
feedback.This suggests thahe students had the capability to incorporaeer
feedbacleffectively that required them to maketh global meaning changes and
surfacelevel, linguistic changes itheir revisions.

With respect to the relationshigetween feedback quality and revision quality,
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similar patterns werebserved n st udent s Ovalidendinvalidpeers t owar d
comments between the two groupgalid peer feedback tended to lead to
successfutevisions while invalid peer feedback teed to result imo revisions or
unsuccessful revisiongExamples showed that students made no revisions when
they perceived their pe@feedback as inappropriate or when they did not know
how to fix their problems due to the nerplicit peer commentther student
examples demonstrated tivehenpeer reviewergailed to give valid or concrete
feedback, then students hddficulty in incorporaing this feedback into their
revisions successfully However, the cases when students made successful
revisions even after receiving invalid feedbadtom their peerssugget that
invalid feedback carstill be useful for student writers by allowing them to
critically look over their text again and to come up with better ways to express
their meaning.

In the meantira, when peer feedback included alternatives, students tended to
make more successfrgvisionsand less unsuccessidvisionsthan when it did
not. On the contrarywhen peer comments did not suggest specific alternatives,
more than half of them tended h® rejected despitéheir helpfulness.This
suggests that feedback concreteness can directly affect studentessful
incorporation of peer comments in revisiokkreover, a few examples revealed
that studentdistrust of their peeésability to provude feedback can lead to
unsuccessful revisions or no revisions, although the feedback lgneir peers
was in fact appropriat&urthermore, other examples showed that studkzis of

understanding of the purpose of a peer feedback activity cdhiresa revisions
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after valid feedback.

5.2. Pedagogical Implications

The findings of the study suggest that Korean high school students can provide
usefuland concrete peer feedback, while centering more on grammar, vocabulary,
and mechanics than m@nt and organizatiorit also revealshat they carbenefit
from pee feedback in revisingbut the way the peer commerdee given can
greatly influene how writers respond to them and how successfully they make
revisions. In order to maximize the effecof peer feedback on successful
revisions, several implications can be drawn from these suggestions.

First, EFL teachers should carefully plan peer feedback training programs
prior to implementing peer feedback in writing classroosimmve all, they shald
help students have a cleawarenessf the purpose of peer feedback activities and
their beneficial effects on the studdinsvisions. As previous research revealed,
students tend to underestimate their ability to give useful feedback for other
learrers (Park, 2011) or tend to undervalue their [@egodity to critique their
texts (Mangelsdorf, 1992; Lee, 2011). Realizing Hosipful peers carbe for
revising their texts can help students to keep motivated in engaging in the peer
feedback proces$n addition,he¢ udent s6 tendency to attend

writing more than global meaning and organization raises the need for peer
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feedback training specifically focusing giving global feedback. AKim (2010)
proposed, meaningentered feedbadkaining can help lead peer reviewénsbe
conceredwith meaning delivery and organizational matters such as cohesion and
unity. The present study did conduct peer feedback sessions focusing both on
meaningbasedfeedback and forAbasedfeedback with arqual amount of time

prior to writing sessions but, neverthelabg resultsof this studyseem to show

that Korean writers need more exercises in ordgrévent them from leaning
towards giving local feedback.Encouraging students to provide concrete
alternatives as well as indicating the wriégusoblemsduring the trainings also
essential for studerimore active utilization of peer comments.

Second, EFL writing instructors should t
into consideration whegrouping students for peer feedback activitiess study
revealed that studentso u |l d d i st rabilgytto ptovide valid feedback, s 0
which resuled in rejectingor misusingthe peer commentdn order to help
students to have trust in pegebility, teacheramay give them opportunities to
match withthe learners whose ability they feel superior to theiusing feedback
sessions

Third, teachers should not believe that peer feedback always works in every
EFL writing class even though the pregestudy found beneficial aspects of peer
feedback for studer@sevisions The results of the study showed that there is a
possibility that students could make invalid feedback and such feedback could
lead to unsuccessful revisiorgherefore teacher fedoack followed by studertis

peer feedback can work iaverconing the limitations of peer feedback and
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maximizng the benefitgo writing (Yang et al., 2006)mplementing oral peeo-
peer conferences along with written peer feedback during feedback sesmon
also help students negotiate their ideas and discuss possible ways to enhance their
writing together(Tsui & Ng, 2000; Yang et al., 2006

The present study attempted to explore how Korean EFL learners make peer
comments and how they ue peer cooments n t heir revisions. Al
L2 writing proficiency was considered to see if students make peer reviews and
revisions differently according to their level$he results revealed that peer
feedbackcontributed tothe studentd successful reviens regardless of their
proficiency levels Aside from the positive effect orevisions peer feedbacks
found to have other educational values as well. By engagiagpier feedback
activity, students became more active learners who abtheg parhers how to
write better, doulgtd the validity of the peer comments, and dadheir own
decisions on whether to accept or reject them in their revisions. This student
autonomy is not easy to be found in tradit
commers arethe one and only typef feedback and students, as passive learners,
seem to agr ee wswhblehdaredycandkaccem thempwithout o n
guestioning thie adequacy (Yangt al, 2006; Zhao, 2010). Lightening writing
t eac her thdtthdy haveltegvef eedback t o al l student sé
another merit of peer review activity. Thus, petedbackshould be seen as an

important source of feedback in the writing classroom.
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5.3. Limitations and Suggestions for Further Researc

There are some limitations of the present study. First, the experiment was
conducted as a supplementary class after s
not reflected in their grades. If lhad beenimplemented in regular classes,
st ud e n tpatidn imptlerfaedback and writing sessiomght have occurred
differently. In fact, a few students confessbdy hadess interest ithe revision
of their draft because thagok the writing and revising less seriously. Therefore,
future studies mighbe conducted in regular writing classrooms in order to
i ncrease st ud e indersaftitude towardwitingiamdmevigon.d s

Second, the findings of the present study may not be generalized due to
sampling of the participants. Although the studivided the participants into
higherlevel and lowetevel groups;the L2 writing proficiency of mostof the
participantsvasconsidered low intermediate. Therefore, more various L2 writing
proficiency levels should be included in future studies to aehgeneralizability.
Replications of this study targeted for intermediate or more advanced staents
suggested.

Third, the students in the present study met their feedback partners only within
their groups, either the higher group or the lower grood, sance the feedback
partners were randomly assigned by the researcher, the students did not have a
chance to choose their partners on their olme present study could have

produceddifferent results if it had matched students with peers with different
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levels or had given students freedom to select their parthgge studies might
replicate this studysing different ways of grouping students.

Fourth the experiment of the study was conducted only in the shortlteng.
term studieswould produce ifferent results from this study. It would be
interesting, therefore, to conduct comparative experimental studies to examine the

long-term effect ofa peer feedback activity in EFL writingasses.
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