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ABSTRACT

THE EFFECT OF WRITTEN PEER FEEDBACK TRAINING ON TURKISH EFL
STUDENTS’ FEEDBACK TYPES AND WRITING PERFORMANCE

Esma CAN
Department of Foreign Language Education
MA in English Language Teaching Program
Anadolu University, Graduate School of Educational Sciences, February 2019
Advisor: Asst.Prof.Dr. Gonca SUBASI

Peer feedback has become really popular over the years as a result of the rise of the
process approach. Nonetheless, there have not been many studies conducted to explore
written peer feedback training. With this in mind, this study focuses on written peer
feedback training. Conducted with 34 EFL pre-intermediate students who were divided
into two groups as the experimental group and the control group from Kiitahya
Dumlupinar University, the aim of the present study is to investigate the effect of a written
peer feedback training program on students’ feedback types as global and local and
additionally on their writing performance improvement. In order to understand the effect
of written peer feedback training, the experimental group received peer feedback training
while the control group did not have the same chance. Furthermore, an interview was
carried out with some students from both of the aforementioned groups to reveal their
opinions about peer feedback training and peer feedback. According to the results, the
experimental group produced more comments for the essays of their peers compared to
the control group. Moreover, most of those comments were on global issues and relevant.
In terms of writing performance improvement, the experimental group was found out to
gain more improvement as a result of peer feedback. Finally, the interview results
indicated that while the experimental group students enjoyed peer feedback training and
peer feedback practice, the control group experienced some problems that stemmed from

the the lack of training.

Keywords: Written peer feedback training, Peer feedback, Writing performance, Peer

Revision, Peer feedback types, Global feedback, Local Feedback.



OZET

YAZILI AKRAN DONUT VERME EGITIMININ YABANCI DiL OLARAK
INGILiZCE OGRENEN TURK OGRENCILERIN VERDIGI DONUTUN
TURUNE VE YAZMA BECERILERININ GELISIMINE ETKISI

Esma CAN
Yabanci Diller Egitimi Anabilim Dali
Ingilizce Ogretmenligi Programi
Anadolu Universitesi, Egitim Bilimleri Enstitiisii, Subat 2019
Danisman: Dr. Ogretim Uyesi Gonca SUBASI

Yazmada siire¢ odakli yaklagimin yiikselmesi ile beraber akran doniitii popiiler
bir hale gelmistir. Bununla birlikte, yazili akran doniitii egitimi hakkinda yeterli sayida
calisma yapilmamistir. Bu nedenle, bu ¢alismanin odak noktasi yazili akran doniiti
egitimidir. Deney grubu ve kontrol grubu olarak ikiye ayrilan Bl seviye 34 adet
Hazirhk sinifi 8grencisi ile Kiitahya Dumlupinar Universite’sinde yiiriitiilen bu
calismanin amaci bir yazili akran doniitii egitimi uygulamasinin 6grencilerin verdikleri
doniit tiirleri ve yazma becerisi gelisimi tizerindeki etkisini arastirmaktir. Deney grubu
yazili akran doniitii e8itimi almistir, ancak kontrol grubu bu egitimi almamustir.
Ayrica, 6grencilerin akran doniitii hakkindaki diistincelerini 6grenmek amaciyla her
iki gruptan da Ogrencilerle goriismeler gerceklestirilmistir. Calismanin sonuglarina
gore, kontrol grubu ile karsilastirildiginda, deney grubu arkadaslarinin yazdiklar
komposizyonlar i¢in daha fazla sayida doniit vermistir. Bu doniitlerin bir¢ogunun
anlam ve organizasyonla ilgili dogru ve tutarli doniitler olduklar1 tespit edilmistir.
Yazma becerisinin gelisimi agisindan bakildiginda, deney grubunun basarisinin
kontrol grubundan daha yiiksek oldugu ve bunun nedeninin verilen akran doniitii
egitimi ve akran doniitii oldugu bulunmustur. Son olarak, goriisme bulgulari
incelendiginde, deney grubunun yazili doniit verme egitimi ve akran doniitii
uygulamasindan keyif aldig1 ortaya ¢ikarken kontrol grubunun da yazili akran doniitii

egitiminin eksikliginden kaynaklanan sorunlar yasadigi tespit edilmistir.

Anahtar Sozciikler: Akran doniitli, Yazili akran doniitii, Yazili akran doniitii egitimi,

Yazma becerisinin gelisimi, Akran doniitii tiirleri.
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CHAPTER 1

1.INTRODUCTION

1.1.Background to the Problem

It cannot be denied that writing is an essential skill not only in the classroom,
but also in every part of life as it is a part of human life in various forms. Hence,
learning how to write is utterly important in the native language and in foreign
languages to be able to establish a good communication. With that being said, writing
cannot be defined with just one or two sentences as there are different approaches to
writing. Hedge (2000) defines writing as a social and interactive skill, which is the
result of making use of strategies such as thinking, discovering and planning to handle
the composing process to come up with a written product and Hedge (2000) claims
that writing is a complex process that is difficult and time consuming for many second
and foreign language learners. Obviously, this definition of writing looks at the term
writing from the perspective of the process-oriented approach as it mentions making
the writing process interactive, thinking, discovering and planning, which are vital
elements of process-oriented writing approach. Therefore, the process-oriented
approach of writing forms the base of the present study.

However, even today, in most of the EFL writing classrooms, process approach
is something that is not preferred by the teachers for various reasons such as lack of
time, school schedule restrictions, exams and teachers’ heavy workload (Lee, 2008;
Baker, 2014). Instead of the process, the product takes the spotlight in the writing
classrooms most of the time. Product oriented approach can be identified as the
opposite of process-oriented approach in the sense that it does not focus on the process.
There is only one draft that is written by students as this approach views the product
as the most important thing. Hence, writing outlines, drafts or editing are not the parts
of the classrooms that use the product-oriented approach. As the name suggests, the
main point of writing is the product the students produce and the grade they get for
this.

Needless to say, getting feedback is essential for students to improve their writing
ability. Process oriented approach of writing offers the students a lot of opportunities

to get feedback and edit their work using this feedback before they finalize their work.



However, the product-oriented approach of writing takes this opportunity out of the
students’ hands as it only provides feedback in the form of error correction for the final
draft. Lee (2008) puts forward that feedback that just focuses on to error correction,
which is mostly the case in product-oriented writing classes, do not have intentionality,
a sense of purpose and direction. This, in return, causes students to become passive
students who do not have a sense of achievement as a result of writing because they
tend to judge their writing proficiency by counting the number of the red marks that
their teachers left on their papers. Unfortunately, this perfectly sums up the state of
product-oriented approach in the writing classrooms. For these reasons, a change in
the writing classrooms is needed, especially in the EFL classrooms.

Process approach of writing was born as an answer to the product-oriented
writing classrooms in the L1 writing classrooms. Process approach sees writing as a
mental process that also requires students to use mediation and negotiation skills. It is
both collaborative and constructive as student writers are aware of the fact that they
have a target audience and they have to create something that would be understandable
(Diab, 2011). According to the mentality of the process-oriented approach of writing,
students are given a task and they get ready for the task, write the task in as many
drafts as needed and edit the task to turn it into the best form possible. All through the
writing process, students are exposed to feedback and have the chance to edit their
pieces of writing using this feedback.

As mentioned above, process approach of writing pays attention to the students’
experience while they are writing, and it is very important for students to be able to
get feedback at any point of the process. Considering the state of the writing
classrooms and teachers’ already heavy workload, it could be quite challenging for a
teacher to give feedback to the students effectively on every part of their writing
process. However, this should not be considered as a drawback of process approach
since peer feedback can be as effective as teacher feedback during the writing process
and help students to edit their work. Moreover, Paulus (1999) and Hu (2005) state that
peer feedback is really suitable with process approach because it fits perfectly with
writing cycles, multiple drafting, extensive revision and collaborative learning. With
the help of these mentioned factors, peer feedback enables students to improve their
writing skills while turning them into more motivated writers (Hyland, 2000; Zhao,
2014; Hojeij and Baroudi, 2018).



Villamil and de Guerrero (1996) explain the idea of peer feedback as a great
opportunity for students to discuss and formulate ideas about their content as well as
helping each other with their writing skill and discourse strategies. They also state that
it is only possible for students to improve their writing skill as a result of this exchange
between them and their peers because interaction and exchange of information are
actually really important factors in learning writing. In this way, students stop being
passive recipients who only wait to count the red marks on their papers, and they turn
into an audience and collaborators, as well as being writers (Villamil and de Guerrero,
1996; Hyland, 2010; Lee, 2017).

Apart from helping students to become better and more motivated writers, peer
feedback has the possibility of becoming more successful than the teacher feedback as
it causes uncertainty for the students (Gielen, Peeters, Dochy, Onghena and Struvyen,
2010). To put it in another way, since students are used to getting feedback from a
superior figure all the time, they do not question the feedback they get even if they
have some doubts in their minds. This situation might lead to some misunderstandings
and miscommunication and even cause students to learn some things incorrectly.
However, they can freely question their peers’ feedback and discuss if it is necessary
as they may feel more comfortable stating their doubts and opinions to their peers.

Having the chance to question and discuss the feedback that they receive with
the source of the feedback enables the students to actively think about their writing
process. When they talk about the peer feedback that they received with their peers
and negotiate, they gain more than academic skills (Rollinson, 2005; Kennette and
Frank, 2013; Lee, 2017). They gain critical thinking, analyzing, debating and
questioning skills, which are quite essential to become good writers who have a critical
eye. Also, the act of giving peer feedback causes students to think critically and think
about their own learning (Yang, Badger and Yu, 2006).

However, when presented with the idea of peer feedback, there have always been
some teachers, academics and students who are opposed to the idea, claiming that
students cannot give quality feedback like the teachers because they are not experts
and they are not competent enough to give feedback. Nonetheless, these drawbacks
can easily be amended by applying a written peer feedback training program that can
help students to give correct and relevant peer feedback. As mentioned before, peer

feedback changes students’ roles in the classroom in a positive way and it also helps



students to take control of their own learning. That is why, training the students is
worth trying (Rollinson, 2005; Diab, 2011).

Lee (2017) also points out that it is very important to teach students how to give
peer feedback and make them feel empowered so that they can be autonomous students
who do not solely depend on the teacher feedback, mentioning the saying, “Give a man
a fish and you feed him for a day. Teach a man to fish and you feed him for a lifetime.”
This summarizes why training is an essential part of peer feedback since by giving
training, one educates the students to help their friends as well as being critical of their
own writing and progress (Lee, 2017). In other words, giving students a written peer
feedback training contributes to their writing skill in the long haul.

Another factor that makes training a must is the fact that it leads students to look
at higher level issues such as organization or content of a piece of writing (Stanley,
1992; Subasi, 2002; Min, 2005; Rahimi, 2013). With the help of a training, students
can notice global issues like content and organization, and they do not linger on local
and visible issues of a piece of writing like grammar, vocabulary or mechanics. In
other words, written peer feedback training provides students with the necessary
knowledge and strategies to give effective peer feedback that covers more than visible
ISSues.

In short, process approach of writing supports peer feedback as a healthy and
solid feedback source and peer feedback is something that should be given more time
and more place in the classroom considering its benefits for the students. Besides, with
the help of written peer feedback training, giving and receiving peer feedback can turn
out to be really lucrative for students. With these things in mind, the present study
investigated the effect of written peer feedback training on the revision types the
students make and the writing performance improvement of the students with the help
of peer feedback at the end of the writing process. The opinions of the students
regarding written peer feedback training and peer feedback practice were also explored

in the present study.

1.2. Statement of the Problem
As important as it is, writing is not very popular among the students in language
classrooms for some reasons. Also, teaching writing comes with a few problems that

are not very easy to solve. Considering the fact that the product-oriented approach,



which is an outdated method, is still widely used in the writing classrooms, students’
hesitance towards writing and the source of the problems can be understood. The
limitations of the product-oriented approach cause some problems that turn the writing
activity into something undesired for the students. (Hyland, 2010; Lee, 2017)

Nowadays, one of the reasons why students do not give writing the value it
deserves because with the rise of the technology, writing has started to be seen as an
old fashioned and unnecessary skill by most of the students. Fromkin, Rodman and
Hyams (2003) show the electronic means of communication like cameras, films and
television as the reason why students think writing is obsolete.

Moreover, considering that becoming a good writer requires for students to put
a lot of effort even in their own native language, it goes without saying that being able
to read and write in a foreign language takes a lot of time and determination. For this
reason, the way teachers teach writing should provoke motivation and willingness.
Yet, because of the atmosphere of the traditional writing classrooms that views writing
as a piece of homework or as a part of an exam, students’ motivation level decreases
instead of increasing (Harmer, 2004).

Hedge (2000) mentions that writing is often just seen as homework as a result of
some problems like time and syllabus and it takes place in environments where
learning is not actually supported, stating that this causes poor writers to suffer alone
while better writers do not get the chance to improve themselves. Most of the time,
writing just turns into something that is done to get a good grade and the teacher is
viewed as someone who gives the verdict. When teachers just give feedback to the
final product, like simple error correction, this feedback is less about teaching students
something and more about just giving them grades (Lee, Leong and Song, 2017). As
a result, the process of writing is ignored, and students are evaluated based on just one
performance. This situation pushes students to focus on local issues just to get good
grades, not paying attention to content and organization as much as they should.

The participants of the present study had never taken a writing class before they
started prep class at university. During the first quarter of their first semester at prep
class, they had a Reading and Writing course. During this course, they learned how to
write paragraphs and they were graded on those paragraphs. However, there were no
definite rules of this course regarding the approach to use or the way to give feedback

for the instructors. In other words, the instructors were free to use any approach and



any method to give feedback that they wanted as long as they made the students write
their portfolios. While a few of the instructors chose process approach and multi
drafting, most of the instructors tend to choose product approach, made students write
one draft and graded it. Hence, the students saw writing as something that should be
done to get a good grade in the classrooms and in the exams. As a result, most of the
time, it was observed that they were passive and unmotivated when it came to write.

Besides the state of writing as homework or as an assessment tool for other skills,
teachers’ workload is another problem in the writing classrooms. Baker (2014)
conducted a case study with three writing teachers and all of the findings pointed out
to the fact that writing teachers’ workload is often higher than the other teachers and
this causes teachers not to have enough time to prepare for the class and not to be able
to pay individual attention to the students who need it. This reflects the case that the
setting of the present study is in as the writing teachers have other classes that they
need to teach, and they have to teach for about 25 hours in a week. Apart from this,
they have to keep up with the busy teaching schedule and exams, which have a writing
section that gives students no chance to prepare or create an outline before writing.
These are factors they run their writing classrooms. Considering these facts, using the
process-oriented approach, multi drafting process and giving constant feedback to
student drafts might be quite challenging for the writing teachers on top of all of their
heavy workload.

On the one hand, teachers’ hesitance towards the process-oriented approach can
be understood with the help of the factors mentioned above. On the other hand, writing
just one draft and getting feedback in the form of error correction can make students
lazy. When students do not experience the drafting process and build their ability to
write by trying again and again, they do not have the chance to improve their capacity
to write better. That is why, applying a multi drafting process in the writing classroom
and giving students constant feedback are essential factors to have a functional writing
classroom.

Considering the aforementioned things, teachers do not have to be the only
source of feedback during the process of writing. A very good alternative to teacher
feedback is peer feedback. Peer feedback has the potential to be the answer of a lot of
the stated problems above as it makes students take responsibility, become critical

thinkers, become active writers, become active readers and enjoy the writing process



(Harmer, 2004; Rollinson, 2005; Min, 2005; Rahimi, 2013). When a teacher gives
feedback to 20 students in a row, it is perfectly normal for her to miss some things or
become repetitive in terms of feedback after a while, but when a student evaluates
another student’s paper, there is a collaborative relationship between them that is
unique. For these reasons, conducting the present study in this setting is valuable in
order to see what EFL prep school students could do in terms of peer feedback and if
peer feedback could solve the problems that were being experienced.

In order for the peer feedback activity to be effective, giving students a training
is quite important. Before the data collection procedure of this study, a pilot peer
feedback session was carried out with the participants and it was found out that the
students were mostly able to notice visible and local issues such as grammar,
vocabulary, punctuation and spelling on their peers’ papers without receiving a peer
feedback training. These findings suggested that they lacked critical thinking and
analyzing skills related to writing and they were not competent enough to find out
issues related to content and organization. This might be the result of being passive in
the writing classrooms and being used to getting error correction on local issues all the
time. Hence, to make the participants of the present study to turn into critical thinkers
in terms of writing, the need for a written peer feedback training was obvious.

Finally, considering the fact that all of the participants of the present study were
all English Language and Literature students and they needed to make use of their
writing skills both in their academic life and future career, something was needed to
be done in order to change their attitudes towards writing. That is why, process
approach and peer feedback were chosen as the answers to solve the problems.
Nevertheless, a good peer feedback practice cannot be realized without a good training.

For this reason, the departure point for the present study was to investigate the
effect of giving students written peer feedback training. By comparing a group that
received written peer feedback training with another one which did not, the present
study aimed to find out the effect of giving written peer feedback training to the
students on their peer feedback giving skills in terms of the types of feedback that they

give and their writing performance.

1.3.The Purpose of the Study

It is hard to ignore the benefits of peer feedback in terms of making the writing



classes more interesting and effective for students as it can help students to develop
their critical thinking skills, improve their writing ability and help them to develop
their social skills in the feedback giving process.

Peer feedback can be given in various forms such as written peer feedback, oral
peer feedback and online peer feedback. For the present study, written peer feedback
was chosen since students were used to getting written feedback from their teachers.
Furthermore, as all of the participants of this study were going to study English
Language and Literature, being a good writer was quite important for them because
they were going to be responsible for writing essays as homework or during the exams.
In other words, they needed to be proficient writers to be able to graduate from their
department. Hence, they must develop their analytical and critical thinking skills when
it comes to writing.

With the help of written peer feedback training and giving written peer feedback,
they can have the chance to become more efficient at looking at writing from a critical
point of view. Moreover, most of these students were dreaming about becoming
English teachers or editors, so having a good command of writing and being able to
look at writing with a critical eye carry the utmost importance for these students. For
these reasons, written peer feedback was thought to be the answer for these students’
needs related to their academic life and their future career. By making students give
written feedback, observing the improvement of the students throughout the process
can be easier and following the changes in the quality of feedback given could become
a more valid and reliable data collection procedure.

As it was mentioned above, the setting of the present study experienced some
problems related writing. The students were required to keep a writing portfolio on
which they were graded. This portfolio grade was one of the contributors to their final
grade to pass the prep class. Hence, the students were not enjoying the act of writing
because they saw it as a part of their exams. They did not focus on learning as much
as they were focused on getting good grades. Also, there were some differences
between the instructors in terms of the way they conducted their writing classes. While
some of the instructors chose to implement a multi drafting approach, most of the
instructors implemented a product approach and graded students on a single draft.
Teachers’” workload, combined with the exam restrictions and busy schedules, might

have pushed the teachers to choose product-oriented approach of writing most of the



time. That is why, as the students did not get as much feedback as they needed, they
were not able to develop their writing skills and critical thinking skills in their writing
classes.

For these reasons, peer feedback was chosen to be implemented in the present
study. Written peer feedback training is an essential issue in order to make the peer
feedback practice worth its while. Hence, the aim of this present study was to
investigate the effect of written peer feedback training on the types of feedback that
the students give. In order to achieve this aim, 34 EFL students were divided into two
groups as the experimental and the control group. While the experimental group
received written peer feedback training, the control group did not get any training.
Both of the groups were asked to produce two essay types, opinion and narrative,
during the process and they gave peer feedback to their friends’ essays using the peer
feedback sheets that were designed especially for the tasks. After they gave peer
feedback, their feedback was categorized using the taxonomy named “The Coding
Scheme for Students’ Written Comments” (Zhu, 1995, p.521). Moreover, “The Rating
Scale for Students’ Written Comments” was used to find out if students’ revisions
were relevant or not (Zhu, 1995, p. 522).

As for the other aim of the study, whether the students’ writing performance
improved or not was investigated. Comparing the second drafts of the experimental
group and the control group, the effect of training on writing performance was
revealed. Moreover, looking at the third drafts of the students in both of the groups,
the overall improvement of the students as a result of the process was found out. With
the information at hand, the effect of peer feedback and teacher feedback was
compared in order to calculate the effect size. By doing so, the effect of written peer
feedback training was further analyzed. In order to carry out these analyses, paired
samples t-tests, independent samples t-tests and a post hoc analysis were utilized.

Finally, an interview was conducted with six students from the experimental
group and four students from the control group so as to find out their opinions related
to the peer feedback practice and peer feedback training activities. The objective of
conducting the interviews was to see if training had any effect on the experimental
group in terms of leading them to have more positive opinions regarding peer feedback
compared to the control group. In other words, it was aimed to find out if having peer

feedback training caused the experimental group have more positive opinions.



1.4. Research Questions

Considering the aims that are mentioned in the previous part, the present study
was designed to answer the following research questions:
1) Does written peer feedback training have an effect on the type of the peer feedback
that Turkish EFL students give to their peers’ essays?
2) Is there a difference between the trained group and the untrained group in terms of
their writing performance at the end of the process?
3) What are the Turkish EFL students’ thoughts and opinions about the peer feedback

training and peer feedback practice?

1.5. Significance of the Study

In the literature related to writing and peer feedback, there are some studies
which have investigated the effect of peer feedback on students’ writing performance,
writing efficacy or writing anxiety. There are also a lot of studies which compared peer
feedback with teacher feedback in many ways. Another popular research area is
benefiting from technology to make students give peer feedback. Nonetheless, written
peer feedback training has also been the interest area of some researchers, but there
have not been many training related studies in the Turkish context. For this reason, it
is hoped that the results of the present study will contribute to the Turkish setting.

Furthermore, the setting and the participants of the present study are the other
factors that make the present study significant. The participants of this study, who were
EFL pre-intermediate students, were studying at prep school. Before starting to study
at prep class, they did not have any writing classes. Introducing them to the practice
of writing essays with the help of peer feedback practice and giving them peer
feedback training to make them have a more critical eye and professional approach to
writing were very important. The proficiency level of the participants makes the
present study significant in terms of showing that peer feedback practice can be carried
out with pre-intermediate students who did not have many writing experiences with
the help of a good peer feedback training program.

The method and the training program that was used could shed some light into
the peer feedback training area. In order to reach healthy and reliable results, both
qualitative and quantitative methods were utilized while gathering the data of the

present study. The findings that were revealed by analyzing students’ peer feedback
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sheets were supported by the grading their drafts and the findings of the interviews.
Furthermore, a written peer feedback training program that was suitable for the
proficiency level of the students and the nature of the writing class was designed by
the researcher by analyzing the previous training methods and making some
adaptations.

Moreover, considering the fact that all of the participants of this study were
English Language and Literature students, it was intended to motivate these students
by teaching them how to give peer feedback. Also, because most of the participants
stated that they would like to become English teachers or editors in their future,
teaching writing, editing and writing will form the important parts of their future
career, as well. For this reason, the present study was designed to help the students to
become good writers and critical thinkers while giving feedback.

To sum up, it can be stated that the present study can be a significant contribution
to the writing context because it focuses on the effects of written peer feedback
training, which has not been done a lot before. In order to reach this aim, it gathers the
data from a group of pre-intermediate EFL students who did not have many
experiences related to the process approach of writing. Moreover, the present study
collects the data with both qualitative and quantitative methods, using a specially
designed training program for the participants. Hence, the present study and the
findings of it would contribute to the Turkish context in this area and it will be a good
source for the writing teachers and the researchers who are interested in this area. The
results might even be an inspiration for writing teachers who are hesitant about using

peer feedback with novice writers.

1.6. Definition of Terms
Some important terms will be defined in this section in order to make it easier to
read the rest of the chapters.

Process Approach: A multiple draft process which consists of generating ideas (pre-

writing), writing a first draft with emphasis on content (to discover the meaning and
the author’s ideas), second and third (and possibly more drafts) to revise ideas and the
communication of these ideas (Keh, 1990, p. 294).

Feedback: Revisions and suggestions from a reader to a writer in order to improve the

quality of the piece of writing.
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Written Peer Feedback: The act of students reading and evaluating each other’s

essays to give feedback and suggestions.

Opinion Essay: The kind of essay in which the students give their opinions related to

a topic and support their opinion with reasons and examples.

Narrative Essay: The kind of essay in which the students narrate an event considering

the chronological order and tense shifts.

Global Comment: A peer comment that was done on issues related to meaning such

as organization and content (Zhu, 1995, p.521).
Local Comment: A peer comment that was done on issues related to surface issues

such as grammar, vocabulary and mechanics (Zhu, 1995, p.521).
Evaluative Comment: A peer comment that refers to the general overview of the
essay (Zhu, 1995, p.521).
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CHAPTER 2

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. Theoretical Background
This chapter supplies some information related to the literature related to peer
feedback and provides some example studies regarding the positive and the

challenging outcomes of peer feedback and peer feedback training.

2.1.1. Approaches to teaching writing

Writing is one of the most vital and important skills people can make use of in
their life. Without the ability to write, what a person can achieve in their life may
actually be quite limited. However, as vital as writing is, the view towards it is
surprisingly disregarding most of the times. Harmer (2004) starts his book How to
Teach Writing with a quotation from Winnie the Pooh by A.A. Milne that states “This
writing business, pencils and what not, overrated if you ask me” (Eeyore, Winnie the
Pooh by A.A. Milne as cited in Harmer, 2004, p.1). This perfectly summarizes how
some students see writing today.

Even if this is just a sentence that is uttered by a fictional character in a cartoon
series, it perfectly sums up what most of the students still think about learning writing
even today. To make it clearer, it can be said that writing is a skill that is usually seen
as overrated or taken for granted by students. They tend to think that as their grammar,
vocabulary and other skills develop, it is also quite natural for their writing skill to
develop. Moreover, they tend to put more of their focus onto their speaking or
vocabulary, the skills that they can show off with. However, writing, let alone writing
in a foreign language is a skill that needs to be worked on since writing is more than
just putting correct grammar and suitable vocabulary together. Creating meaningful
and coherent content is as important as using correct linguistic features (Hedge, 2000;
Lee, 2017).

With this being said, it cannot be denied that teaching writing is a challenging
and demanding task. In the literature, there are some approaches that can be found
related to teaching writing. Two of the most widespread ones are the product-oriented

writing approach and the process-oriented writing approach. Since the main focus
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point of this study is to investigate written peer feedback training and written peer
feedback, the process approach is discussed thoroughly in this section. Moreover, to

make the process approach more, the product-oriented approach is also explained.

2.1.1.1. Product oriented writing approach

As it was discussed above, students tend to dislike writing and find it as a burden
nowadays. One of the reasons why students may be feeling this way and seeing writing
as this burden that is actually unnecessary might be the extreme popularity of the
product-oriented approach in teaching writing. As the name itself suggests, product-
oriented approach only focuses on the finished product of writing. Drafting, editing
or writing cycle are not the components of the product-oriented approach. In other
words, a student is given a topic and asked to write just one draft about that topic
(Harmer, 2004). How that student writes or what that student goes through while
writing is not very important as long as the student manages to come up with a product
good and presentable enough.

In other words, students write something without going through the process of
writing that includes planning, drafting and editing and the teacher uses the red pen to
correct the errors and grade the piece of writing. Students reach to an idea about their
writing performance just by looking at that grade and if the teacher’s expectations and
the student’s product do not match, the result is usually not very motivating and
encouraging for the student. Lee (2017, p.56) explains this problem by stating that the
product-oriented approach is unable to convey a sense of achievement for the students
and lacks meaning as students just get overwhelming information related to their
mistakes ‘by the flood of red ink.” As a result, they turn into unmotivated writers who
do not see writing as something that would help them. In time, the writing activity
turns into something students do not see as a learning opportunity.

What is more, this product-oriented writing approach makes students see the
teacher as the only authority and as an examiner (Harmer, 2004). The sole authority of
the teacher might be a factor that fosters students’ lack of contribution to the writing
activity as the power gap between the teacher and the students is big and this can be a
source of anxiety for the students. Having the teacher as the highest authority in the
classroom might cause students to abstain from stating their opinions or ask questions.

As a result, students turn into passive recipients and start seeing writing as something
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they just need to bear with to get a good grade and make the teacher happy. Besides,
it can be hard for students to develop their cognitive skills or writing skills when they
just focus on pleasing their teacher. They just write and organize their ideas according
to their teacher, losing all the creativity and fun along the way (Hyland, 2000).

Another factor that has a part in making the product-oriented writing approach
not work is the type of feedback it mostly offers. Because the product is the most
important thing for the product-oriented approach and there is only a single draft that
is written and evaluated or graded, this correction or feedback becomes mostly futile
and irrelevant by the time it returns back the students. Focusing only on to the product
and ignoring the process, it might too late to give feedback to what the students write
after all the errors are made and what is done is done because the students do not get
the chance to write another draft. Moreover, from a student perspective, seeing
corrections and marks on their papers must get old after a while and some of the
students even stop really looking at their papers because they lose their motivation and
do not find it beneficial for them. According to Williams (1996, p.9) “pointing out and
correcting the mistakes in a paper after it was graded is as useful as mentioning to
beginner cooks that their souffles did not rise because they left out the eggs.” That is,
correcting students’ mistakes and not giving them a chance to correct these mistakes
themselves are not as efficient as taking precautions and stopping students from
making that mistake or giving them the opportunity to correct that mistake during the
process.

Another limitation of the product-oriented approach is the fact it might cause
writing to turn into a writing for learning’s sake activity. If writing aims to improve
other skills and serves as a way for students to learn and practice other skills such as
grammar, vocabulary or spelling, it is called writing for learning’s sake and it is quite
different from writing for writing’s sake (Harmer, 2004). Writing for writing’s sake
can be defined as actually teaching how to write in different genres and the writing
process to the students. What most of the teachers do in product-oriented classes is
writing for learning’s sake as stated before and it leads students to view writing as
something boring and not necessary without the other skills. As a result, students tend
to see writing only as a tool that will help them to improve their competence in
vocabulary and grammar. According to Tribble (1996), the dilemma in EFL classes

regarding writing for learning sake or writing for writing sake might be challenging
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since writing is not an easy skill to learn and use, so not everyone needs to be an expert
in writing. In other words, Tribble (1996) hints that it is not easy to teach writing,
especially to EFL students, because there might not be a solid reason for them to learn
how to write in English since they are unlikely to be in social situations that will require
them to make use of this skill (Tribble, 1996). In order for a student to become
motivated to learn writing for writing’s sake, there must be a reason.

When thought about it briefly, a lot of reasons can be found for EFL students to
learn writing for writing’s sake. For example, the Turkish EFL setting, which also
happens to be the setting of this study, offers students a lot of reasons to learn writing
for writing’s sake. Especially at tertiary levels, the medium of instruction can be in
English and this requires students to produce written academic products such as exams,
essays, research papers, reports, homework and presentations. Moreover, the
participants of this study are students of the English Language and Literature
department, so writing for writing’s sake carries a vital importance for them. It might
be true the reason why they need to learn writing for writing’s sake may be different
from an L1 learner, but it is undeniable that they need to learn how to write in English
for writing’s sake.

On the one hand, it cannot be denied that using writing for learning’s sake is very
popular in classrooms as writing gives the students the chance to put what they learn
in terms of grammar and vocabulary into practice in many ways. This is something
absolutely important and needed. On the other hand, though, teaching writing for
writing’s sake puts the spotlight on teaching students how to write in different genres
and for different purposes in the target language. It is also very significant as learning
how to produce written products in the target language is something EFL learners need
to be good at for many reasons as well. For these reasons, the product-oriented

approach is not something that is applied in the present study’s settings.

2.1.1.2. Process oriented writing approach

As stated above, it is crucial to make students see writing as something they can
enjoy and learn from while they are actually producing something, and the process-
oriented writing approach seems to be a good way to achieve this. With the rise of the
process-oriented writing approach, the process of writing became more important than

the product itself. What students do as they write, how they create and generate ideas
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and what they learn in the process gained importance and giving students correct and
healthy feedback became a huge part of teaching writing. Since process approach
comes from the idea that teaching writing in a foreign language should be similar to
teaching writing in a first language, just focusing on the surface errors gave their place
to more meaningful revisions such as peer feedback (Hyland, 2010; Lee, 2015).

According to Hedge (2000), the process approach of writing views writing as
thinking and discovery. Hedge (2000) continues with mentioning that writing is the
result of using strategies to manage the composing process which is quite complex,
difficult and unspontaneous for foreign language learners. However, it is in that
complexity and difficulty that students find themselves as better writers.

Another definition of the process-oriented approach comes from Keh (1990). Keh
describes process approach as “a multiple draft process which consists of generating
ideas (pre-writing), writing a first draft with emphasis on content (to discover the
meaning and the author’s ideas), second and third (and possibly more drafts) to revise
ideas and the communication of these ideas.” (p. 294). Getting feedback in every
single stage and reader involvement are the things that make this approach work.

Even though the process-oriented approach is still not as popular as it should be,
especially in EFL classes, this approach is not something new. According to Keh
(1990), process-oriented writing approach started gaining popularity in the early
1970s. First, it was quite popular and implemented in L1 writing classes and then it
started to be used in ESL and finally in EFL classes. Also, Zhang (1995) and Hyland
(2010) claim that the focus on the process-oriented approach in ESL writing was a
result of its popularity in L1 classes. Furthermore, Tribble (1996) indicates that process
approach in writing was born as an answer to the traditional approach, which is the
product-oriented approach. Tribble (1996) also mentions that process-oriented writing
approach is interested in the whole cycle of writing, not just the final product and
describes the approach like this:

. Pre- writing
. Composing/ drafting
. Revising
. Editing
As one might easily understand from looking at the steps put forward by Tribble

(1996), the writing process enables the writers to get ready, compose their ideas, revise

17



their ideas and make necessary edits when they need to during the process. One can
go back and through the steps as they wish and need, making their writing stronger.

PLANMNING DRAFILING
FINAL VERSION? EDITING
/ e » wheel
FINAL VERSION

Figure 2.1: Harmer’s Process Wheel (Harmer,2004, p.6)

Another good description of the process approach of writing comes from Harmer
(2004). According to the “process wheel” in Figure 2.1, there should be a cycle of
writing, consisting of planning, drafting, editing and the final version. As it can be
easily obtained from the process Wheel in Figure 2.1., writing is definitely not a linear
activity that ends up with a product and a grade. It is actually a recursive activity that
starts with planning, drafting and then editing, but anytime during this cycle, the writer
can go back to re-plan, re-draft or edit something again easily (Harmer, 2004).
Furthermore, Cooper (1986) states writing process is a recursive cognitive activity and
it involves certain universal strategies such as pre-writing, drafting and editing. With
the help of this process cycle, the writing experience has the potential to turn into a
conversation between the writer and the reader, making the whole process more open
to learning from feedback and helping students to get motivated to learn at the same
time.

As Harmer (2004) puts forward, this writing cycle in Figure 2.1. works every
single time we write regardless of what we write. It does not matter whether we write
ashopping list, a love letter, an argumentative essay or a dissertation thesis. How much
focus we put on the different stages of this cycle depends on the task we have at hand,
the medium we are writing in and who our reader is. In other words, as this cycle and
process are such essential elements of writing, it would not be practical to overlook or
ignore the process when writing in a foreign language.

There are a few key elements that students need to be competent at to be efficient
writers. These can be counted as knowledge of content and context, knowledge related

to language and knowledge related to how to proceed and metacognition (Tribble,
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1996; Strijbos et al, 2010) and these key elements can easily be obtained through
implementing process-oriented writing approach. It should be stated that every step in
the writing cycle is equally important as each step enables the writer some information
regarding the key elements mentioned above. For example, it would not be efficient to
start writing without a well implemented pre-writing stage which will enable students
time and chance to brainstorm and come up with ideas for their writing. In pre-writing
stage, students” minds will be busy trying to develop ideas for their writing and trying
to find solutions for the possible problems. During this stage, students can recall old
information and relate what they know with what they have just learnt. Creating mind
maps or lists to guide them is an option that can be used (Lindemann, 1982 as cited in
Bahge,1999). They can also make use of other pre-writing activities such as free
writing, listing, semantic mapping, looping and cubing (Leki,1991). These activities
provide the necessary content and context knowledge for the students. Language
system knowledge is also something that the students can take care of during the
writing process by getting feedback and learning from it. Writing more than one draft
and having their drafts edited can assist the students to become more competent in
terms of language system knowledge. Moreover, of course, knowing the writing
process may help students in a lot of ways such as making them produce well
organized writing pieces, be autonomous, decrease their writing anxiety and
internalize what they are doing.

Of course, with the implementation of the process-oriented approach, teachers’
roles have also changed in a big way. With this in mind that it is worth mentioning that
as Cooper (1986) stated that one of the reasons why the product-oriented approach had
to leave its place for the process-oriented approach in the writing classrooms was the
lack of motivation that the teachers were beginning to experience. In other words, the
product-oriented approach can even be unbearable and demotivating for teachers, let
alone students. In the light of this information, it goes without saying that the tasks of
the teacher have changed in a way that can also make teachers feel more beneficial
and more motivated as their only job is not just grading anymore. They can edit, help,
response and guide their students through the process (Harmer, 2004; Lee, 2017).

Moreover, Hedge (2000, p. 307) comes up with a few key principles that would
make the teacher’s job easier when applying process approach in their writing

classrooms. These can be counted as “helping students generate ideas, providing
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practice in planning, contextualizing tasks to develop a sense of audience, encouraging
students in revision strategies and supporting students with technology.” All of these
ideas can be implemented in a writing class, making both the teachers’ and the
students’ job easier because of the collaborative and the constructive effect they can
produce. In other words, applying the process approach, as challenging as it might be,
provides a lot of benefits for the students and the teachers as well (Diab, 2011).

2.1.2. Sources of feedback

The term “feedback” can be defined as “information that is provided by an agent
such as a teacher, a peer, self or experience related to the aspects of one’s performance
or understanding (Hattie and Timperly, 2007, p. 81). Feedback is a vital part of
teaching and writing learning as it supplies necessary information to a student for their
development of writing skill. Keh (1990) puts forward that getting feedback helps the
writer to identify issues such as confusing parts, organization issues, wrong vocabulary
usage or grammar mistakes.

According to Nicol and Macfarlane-Dick (2006), feedback practice should have
seven qualities in order to be effective and to lead to some improvement in students.
These qualities can be ordered as helping clarify what good performance is, facilitating
self-assessment, delivering valuable information to the students, encouraging both
teacher and the peer dialogue, fostering motivation and self- esteem, providing
opportunities reach the desired level for the students and providing information to
teachers that will help them to design their teaching activities.

In the light of the issues discussed before, teacher is not the only source that the
students can get feedback from. The sources that the students can get feedback from
can be counted as teacher, peer and self-assessment. Considering the nature of this
study, written peer feedback is the one that is thoroughly explained in this section.
However, to be able to make the distinction between peer feedback and the other
sources get better understood, teacher feedback and self-assessment are briefly

discussed, as well.

2.1.2.1. Teacher feedback in writing
It can be easily said that teacher feedback is the most common way of giving

feedback to the students in all education field. Basically, teacher feedback refers to the
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interaction between the teacher and the students as an effort to make students aware of
their learning and progress. Harmer (2004) expresses that teachers have different roles
when they give feedback and they may go back and forth between these roles. To be
clearer, these roles can be counted as the audience, the assistant, the resource, the
evaluator and the editor.

Most of the time, however, it can be very difficult for teachers to fulfill all of
those roles for many reasons. They tend to see themselves as the evaluator or the editor
sometimes, but mostly they can turn into a grader who just wants to go through the
papers on their stacks (Baker, 2014). Moreover, Lee (2008) mentions that teachers
have the tendency to see giving feedback as error correction and give direct or indirect
feedback to the students. While direct feedback just points out the error for the
students, indirect feedback gives some clues like correction symbols to make the
students think and find the error themselves.

However, giving feedback requires more than just correcting errors in the form
of direct or indirect feedback. Lee (2017) notes some guiding principles for teacher
feedback to be more effective. The first one is selecting some target issues and
focusing on them since less is more. Instead of covering pages after pages with
corrections, selecting areas to focus on can be really beneficial. The second one is
responding to errors selectively, which shares the same logic as the first principle.
Next, Lee (2017) suggests using feedback to diagnose strengths and weaknesses, not
just focusing on the errors. Getting feedback related to a strong point can be really
motivating for a language learner. Adopting a balanced approach, being concrete and
constructive, giving individual feedback to the students according to their needs, using
feedback to motivate students to learn more and integrating feedback to teaching are
other principles that are offered by Lee (2017). However, doing all of these things at
once can be really difficult for a writing teacher who already has a lot of
responsibilities and may cause burn out.

Another thing that should be mentioned is the fact that Zhao (2010) claims that
teacher feedback can turn into something ‘formulaic, arbitrary and confusing’ in
students’ eyes because most of the L2 teachers give similar feedback, focusing only
on linguistic features. It is perfectly understandable how a student can view feedback
like this if there is no communication between the teacher and the student related to

the feedback. Considering the fact that teachers are authority figures, students may be
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hesitant to ask questions to them. Moreover, Hyland (2010, p.179) states that teacher
feedback can turn into a ‘one size fits all” approach of feedback because of the focus
of error correction as Hyland (2000) claims that teachers have a tendency to just fix a
text. This might cause students to lose their individuality and just fit the mould of what
Is wanted from them as they are just corrected without going through the needed
cognitive process that would enable them to learn.

2.1.2.2. Peer feedback in writing

As important as teacher feedback is, it is not just teachers who can provide
feedback to a piece of writing. Peer feedback is a strong alternative for teacher
feedback in process-oriented writing classes since it fits the writing cycle perfectly.
This section explains the term peer feedback, how peer feedback fits in the writing
process and the effects it has on students and their writing performance.

Peer feedback, which happens to be a great alternative to teacher feedback, can
be defined as the use of learners as information and feedback sources by other learners
in a way that would enable them to comment and critique on each other’s drafts
(Hansen and Lui, 2005). Peer feedback can also be described as “an agreement in
which individuals consider the amount, level, value, worth, quality or success of the
products or outcomes of learning of peers of similar status.” (Topping, 1998, p. 250
as cited in Ayar, 1999)

Finally, Villamil and de Guerrero (1996) describes peer feedback as a big
opportunity for students to discuss their content and help each other to develop their
writing skills, by stating that the exchange and the interaction that the students
experience while giving feedback help students to advance their writing. They
conclude by saying that “Peer revision is not only the spark that activates the
collaboration but also the spark that ignites the collaborative process.” (Villamil and
de Guerrero, 1996, p. 70)

When the literature is examined thoroughly, it is impossible to miss the benefits
and advantages of using peer feedback in the writing process. First of all, according to
Rollinson (2005), reading other their peers’ work makes students more critical of their
own writing and this helps them develop their critical thinking skills. Noticing their
peers’ mistakes and the similarities between themselves and their peers in that sense

can help students to approach their writing in a more critical way. In other words,
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giving and getting peer feedback enables students to turn into self-reliant, self-critical
and self-editing students (Liu and Carless, 2006; Thomas, Martin and Pleasants, 2011,
Farrah, 2012; Lee, 2017; Loan, 2017).

Furthermore, as a result of giving and receiving feedback, students can end up
learning skills such as arriving at a consensus, debating, negotiation, questioning,
asserting and defending their ideas and reasons (Keh, 1990; Paulus, 1999; Rollinson,
2005; Liu and Carless, 2006; Farrah, 2012).

Trying to communicate with their peers to relay their ideas, explaining reasons
and defending their arguments might give students plenty of opportunities to work on
these skills and to develop them. Moreover, learning how to use these skills can foster
their critical reading and analysis skills.

It goes without saying that giving and receiving peer feedback definitely gives
students the chance to be autonomous and self-reliant learners (Hansen and Lui, 2005;
Yang, Badger and Yu, 2006; Lui and Carless, 2006; Farrah, 2012; Loan, 2017). Since
their job is actually to respond somebody who is waiting for their feedback, students
tend to take their reviewing job seriously. As it mentioned before, giving feedback to
a peer fosters their critical thinking skills. Moreover, as students have the chance to
communicate with each other while giving and receiving feedback, they can set the
pace and follow their own pace, keeping track of their own writing improvement and
learning. Practicing these skills on their peers’ writing prepares the students to become
self-critical and self-reliant of their own work, as well. Hence, they can become
autonomous with the help of the peer feedback practice.

Another benefit of peer feedback is the fact that it creates a real audience for the
students so that their only reader and judge will not be the teacher (Keh, 1990; Paulus
1999; Harmer, 2004; Rollinson, 2005; Lee 2017). With the help of this real audience,
students start seeing writing as what it is: a communication between the reader and the
writer and it stops just being something that they do to get a grade to pass the class. As
a result of this change in their view towards writing, students can start seeing both their
teachers and the peers as evaluators and feedback givers (Harmer, 2004) and getting
peer feedback might end up making students feel like real writers who is trying to
convey a message to their readers (Darling, 1992 as cited in Ayar, 1999). Jiang and
Yu (2014) also underline some research findings that writing cannot be considered as

an individual task any more. It requires scaffolding that is done by peers. In other
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words, communication between peers and having an audience really helps students to
create better work.

Peer feedback is valuable in the sense that it creates a collaborative and
interactive environment, helping students to scaffold (Villamil and de Guerrero, 1996;
Hyland, 2010; Kennette and Frank, 2013). This opportunity paves the way for a more
active learning environment for students. When a student receives feedback from his
peer, he has the chance to evaluate, think and even disregard this feedback if he wants
to. He can ask his friend to explain what is meant further and they can reach a
consensus. He does not have to obey what the teacher says and follow the red marks.
As a result of this, he can pace his own learning with the help of his friends (Keh,
1990; Harmer, 2004). This also shows that peer feedback is less authoritarian than
teacher feedback in students’ eyes and this might decrease writing anxiety and increase
self-confidence (Jahin, 2012; Kaynak, 2017). As a result of this more relaxed and
confidence boosting environment, even less advanced or low proficiency students can
benefit from peer feedback (Min, 2006; Lundstrom and Baker, 2009).

Peer feedback is also very helpful in terms of getting the burden off from the
teachers’ shoulders and making the writing process more student centered instead of
teacher centered. It saves the teachers’ time and gives the opportunity to have more
chances for better instruction (Keh, 1990; Rollinson, 2005).

Last but not least, peer feedback is a good alternative in terms of making students
see their mistakes without even looking at their own papers. According to Berg (1999),
with the help of peer feedback, students realize their own shortcomings when they are
actually finding out their peers’ shortcomings. This situation makes them realize that
they are not the only ones who make those mistakes. Furthermore, as a result of giving
peer feedback, they can start to have an eye for the commonly made mistakes and
become self-critical. In other words, giving and receiving peer feedback is a learning
opportunity that a teacher cannot give to a student. Only a peer can provide this
opportunity to a peer (Berg, 1999; Min, 2005; Rahimi, 2013).

However, the literature also presents us with some shortcomings and
disadvantages that the peer feedback practice can have. These shortcomings or
disadvantages can be counted as students not being competent enough to give feedback
(Nelson and Murphy, 1993; Hansen and Lui, 2005; Hu, 2005; Min, 2006; Strijbos,
Narciss and Diinnebier, 2010; Wang, 2014; Lei, 2017) and just focusing on superficial
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and local issues as a result of not being knowledgeable enough (Connor and
Asanavage, 1994; Nelson and Carson, 1998; Lei, 2017), teachers not choosing to
implement peer feedback in their classes because of finding it difficult or time
consuming, exam restrictions or the need to hold the power in their hands (Keh,1990;
Rollinson, 2005; Hansen and Lui, 2005; Lui and Carless, 2006; Lee, Mak and Burns,
2015), students not valuing their friends’ feedback as they do not see it as efficient or
important as a teacher’s or a native speaker’s feedback (Harmer, 2004; Rollinson,
2005; Hu, 2005; Strijbos, Narciss and Diinnebier, 2010) and finally students hesitating
or finding it difficult to point out their friends’ mistakes (Nelson and Carson, 1998;
Wang, 2014).

2.1.2.2.1. Peer feedback training

Even if the issues and problems related to peer feedback practice that are
mentioned in the previous part seem like they are hard to tackle, they are actually quite
easy to solve. Firstly, to avoid these problems and complications that might arise, peer
feedback process should be set very carefully and giving a written peer feedback
training beforehand about how to give and receive feedback to the students is a must.
A good training has the potential to overcome all of the difficulties stated above.

Keh (1990) puts forward the importance of training before the peer feedback
process, claiming that the first step of using peer feedback in the writing class is to
train the students for the tasks they are going to give feedback to. Keh (1990) goes on
further to mention that most of the students tend to go for lower order concerns such
as grammar and vocabulary when giving feedback, but the implementation of peer
feedback training moves their attention towards higher order concerns such as the
development of ideas, organization and overall content of the writing (Harmer, 2004;
Min, 2005; Rahimi, 2013; Hovardas, Tsivitanidou and Zacharia, 2014).

Moreover, for a successful peer feedback practice, the need for a training activity
is undeniable as it presents the students with the required knowledge to give feedback
and motivates them to take part in the peer feedback activity (Hu, 2005, Wang, 2014).
When training is absent or lacking, students have difficulties giving feedback, focusing
on incorrect or irrelevant points such as personal qualities or just giving a grade. In
turn, this might cause student to deteriorate their writing performance rather than

improve it (Noroozi, Biemans, and Mulder, 2016).
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Berg (1999) also stated the importance of training for a healthy peer feedback
practice and listed 11 steps that can help teachers who want to give a proper peer
feedback training to their students and the steps can be mentioned as: “creating a
comfortable classroom atmosphere and establishing trust among students ,explaining
the role of peer response in the writing process, mentioning that even professional
writers use peer response, modelling the teacher using peer response, having the whole
class give peer response to a writing, encouraging them to use appropriate vocabulary
and expressions, creating a response sheet together , making students give response to
a collaborative writing project, enabling conversations among student authors, student
responders, and the teacher, having revision guidelines and finally administering
sample peer response sessions.”

Similarly, to Berg (1999), Rollinson (2005) came up with a few training concepts
and ideas that would make peer feedback work efficiently. According to Rollinson
(2005), most of the expected problems regarding peer feedback can be overcome by
properly setting up training groups and giving adequate training to the students because
a good training practice has the potential to stop destructive and inappropriate
comments, help students deal with content and meaning and create a collaborative and
supportive environment instead of a prescriptive and authoritarian classroom
atmosphere that sometimes occurs as a result of the dominance of teacher feedback in
the classes (Rollinson, 2005; Hansen and Lui, 2005).

With this in mind, Rollinson (2005) states pre-training objectives as raising
awareness, productive group interaction and productive response and revision.
Rollinson (2005) also comes up with some pre- training activities, dividing the training
process into five parts. The first phase is the propaganda phase in which the students
are informed about the value of peer feedback and talking about how it will be
beneficial for them. Next, he suggests a class discussion about the role of the responder
and the role of their peers as collaborators not correctors. After this, modelling and
showing authentic peer comments to the class to discuss comes and a small group work
where students write short texts and then respond to other group’s texts follows this
step. Finally, Rollinson (2005) suggests finishing the training process with a discussion
of effective revision and effectively giving peer feedback.

Another effective peer feedback training program comes from Hansen and Lui

(2005). They mention some key principles and divide these principles into three groups
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as things to do “before peer response”, “during peer response” and “after peer
response.” Some of the “before peer response” activities that influenced the training
that was given during the data collection procedure of the present study are planning
when peer response should be introduced in the writing process, discussing students’
prior experiences, creating a comfortable atmosphere and helping students trust their
peers, creating purposeful and suitable peer feedback sheets, modeling the process,
giving students enough time to get used to the idea and setting up a mock peer response
activity.Hansen and Lui (2005) also state two very important “during peer feedback”
activities and these are encouraging students to negotiate meaning and monitoring
students. These were also taken into consideration during the training process of the
present study. Finally, they suggest integrating peer feedback into classroom activities
as a “after peer response” activity.

Last but not least, another effective peer feedback training example from Turkish
context is a study from Subasi (2002). During the training process of Subasi’s study,
students were informed about the concept of peer feedback with the help of some
articles and they were given some guidelines to follow when they worked on giving
peer feedback. Also, students were given some example essays to help them all
through the writing process from the first draft to the third draft. The aim of following
these steps was to familiarize the students with the genres and introducing the task.
Also, all through the process the students were encouraged to use a motivating and
respectful language while giving feedback. All of these steps were adapted into the
present study’s settings and used as steps of written peer feedback training, as well.

These tips and activities to use during training which were suggested by Berg
(1999), Subasi (2002), Rollinson (2005) and Hansen and Lui (2005) might seem time
consuming and difficult to apply in the classroom, but they are quite essential so as to
have an effective peer feedback practice. Moreover, teaching students how to look at
a paper critically and edit it is not as time consuming or difficult as it seems and it is
actually quite rewarding in the end (Lee, 2017).

In short, the positive effect of getting and giving written peer feedback on
students in many areas is undeniable. However, a written peer feedback training must
be given so that the possible problems or shortcomings related to peer feedback
practice may be dealt with and the real merit and the value of the peer feedback can

overshine the problems.
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2.1.2.3. Self-assessment

Another source of feedback that can be found in the literature is self-assessment.
As the name suggests, self-assessment can be described as the students taking control
of their own assessment and making judgements about their own work (Boud, 1991;
Liu and Carless, 2006).

Self-assessment can obviously be very beneficial for students if it is done
properly. Diab (2011) points out that peer feedback may cause some troubles since
students may not always trust their feedback, so self-assessment can be more reliable
for them. However, in order for this to happen students must be trained to focus on
necessary linguistic structures and analyze the organization and content correctly. Lee
(2017) mentions that making students deal with peer feedback first enables them to
manage self-assessment better later since they have a chance to test out and learn
giving feedback with the help of peer feedback. In other words, giving peer feedback
‘builds their capacity to conduct self-assessment.” (Lee, 2017, p. 84)

Even though it is not as widely practiced as teacher feedback or peer feedback,
there have been some studies that investigated the effect of self-assessment on
students’ writing proficiency, mostly comparing it to teacher feedback or peer
feedback. These studies have produced mixed results sometimes in favor of self-
assessment and sometimes in favor of the other sources of feedback. Connor and
Asenavage (1994) compared self-assessment with peer feedback and found out that
self-assessment helped the students more. However, Diab (2011) conducted a similar
study comparing peer feedback and self-assessment and found out that students who
got peer feedback improved themselves more in terms of their content and
organization.

As Diab’s (2011) results suggest, students can experience difficulties about
finding missing points related to their content and organization when they try to
evaluate themselves. Noticing grammar mistakes or vocabulary mishaps can be
achieved, but content can remain lacking. Min (2006) gives the reason for this situation
as the student’s inability to look at their text from an outsider’s perspective, going on
to state that students who do self-assessment miss problems about main ideas,
supporting details, redundant and irrelevant ideas and so on.

For this reason, as mentioned above, self-assessment can be a really good source

of feedback for students only after they are trained to notice both global and local
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issues on their papers. Peer feedback activities can also act as a good training
opportunity for self-assessment. By assessing themselves, learning students can

become autonomous, which is always a desired thing.

2.2. Empirical Studies Done on Peer Feedback

This section puts forward some example studies which have results related to the
effectiveness and the challenging points of peer feedback. Also, the importance of peer
feedback training is established with some example studies that are interested in peer

feedback training.

2.2.1. Empirical studies on the effectiveness of peer feedback

Ever since the idea of the process-oriented approach in writing and peer feedback
has gained importance, there have been a number of studies done in this area that aim
to seek out the benefits of using peer feedback. However, the amount of studies which
focus on training the students is found out to be small compared to the studies which
focus on peer feedback itself. In this section, the studies that produced results in favor
of peer feedback are explained first. Later, the studies that produced negative results
are given as examples. Finally, this section ends by giving examples from the studies
that investigated the effects of training on written peer feedback.

First of all, there are many studies that compare teacher feedback with peer
feedback. One important study that compared teacher feedback with peer feedback
came from Miao, Badger and Zhen (2006). In this study, the students were divided
into two groups as the teacher feedback group and the peer feedback group. In peer
feedback group, the teacher modelled how to give peer feedback by going through a
peer feedback sheet beforehand. To gather the data, both of the groups took part in a
multi draft writing process. Apart from this, a questionnaire was used to find out how
useful the students found teacher feedback and peer feedback and which one they
preferred. Lastly, an interview was carried out with some students.

According to the findings, in peer feedback group, 60% of the students found peer
feedback useful while 22% of the students from the teacher feedback group found peer
feedback useful. These numbers indicate that even with a short training session which
only had modelling, peer feedback can be preferred by the students. Next, while 90%

of the revisions that were done in the teacher feedback group was implemented, 67%
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of the peer feedback revisions were used in the peer feedback group. The reason for
this might be the fact that students stated that they found the teacher more professional,
experienced and trustworthy, but they thought the feedback that was given by their
peers seemed incorrect.

However, the rest of the results do not confirm this belief of the students. On the
contrary, it refutes it in an efficient way because it was revealed that 98% of the
revisions that was made as a result of peer feedback was successful while 79% of the
revisions that were made as a result of teacher feedback was successful. In other words,
the changes that students made as a result of peer feedback were more effective and
helpful compared to teacher feedback.

This result may actually support the idea that since students find teachers as a
source of authority, they cannot discuss and negotiate the meaning behind the feedback
given as easily as they can do with their peers. This, in turn, may result in unsuccessful
revisions or revisions that are done without really understanding their aim. As Miao,
Badger and Zhen (2006) state, the oral interaction and the communication between the
students in the peer feedback group helped them to understand almost all of the
revisions.

Another significant point is that peer feedback group made more meaning
changes (27%) compared to teacher feedback group (5%). This again might be a result
of the solid communication between the peers in the peer feedback group, but
according to Miao, Badger and Zhen (2006), this might be because of the low
proficiency of the students as they feel inadequate to give feedback related to grammar
and vocabulary. However, this claim contradicts with Faigley and Witte’s (1981) claim
which stated that inexperienced writers tend to go for surface level changes when they
give peer feedback.

Also, according to the results, teacher feedback caused less self-correction
compared to peer feedback and this shows that students in the teacher feedback group
believed teacher comments without a second thought while the students in the peer
feedback group checked the comments they were presented with and did some thinking
on them. This might be considered as a benefit of using peer feedback since just
correcting a written work by looking at teacher feedback without thinking about it or
doing some research on it may cause students to lose their critical thinking abilities,

creativity, and autonomy. Moreover, 70% of the peer feedback group claimed that
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giving and getting peer feedback enabled them to learn from each other’s strong points
and get better in the areas that they are weak with the help of communicating with each
other, stating that peer feedback strengthened their understanding and motivation to
find better solutions for problems regarding writing.

Furthermore, Ruegg (2015) carried out a study to see the difference between
students who received teacher feedback and students who received peer feedback. To
see the writing improvement of students, a pre-test and a post-test were administered.
The study lasted for one academic year and students wrote eight essays.

According to the results, there were no significant differences between the teacher
feedback and the peer feedback groups in terms of organization, vocabulary, content
and total essay scores. However, the teacher feedback group improved their score more
in terms of grammar, which is a local issue. As the results of this study show, peer
feedback produces the same outcomes as teacher feedback in terms of global issues
such as content and organization even without a proper training. The results might be
much more fruitful in favor of peer feedback with the help of a written peer feedback
training.

There are also some studies that were carried out to investigate the effect of peer
feedback on students’ writing proficiency and linguistic ability. For example,
Lundstrom and Baker (2009) conducted a study to find out if students who give peer
feedback to their friends improve their writing ability as much as the ones who receive
peer feedback and make revisions as a result of this peer feedback. The study also
aimed to reveal if this improvement on writing was about global aspects or local
aspects of writing. The participants were 91 ESL students who were in high beginner
and high intermediate classes. Two high beginner and two high intermediate groups
made the control group which received peer feedback, but they did not give peer
feedback. The remaining two high beginner and high intermediate classes made the
experimental group which gave peer feedback but did not receive any. Before the
process started, all of the participants received a training that was suitable for their
roles. To analyze the data, students in both of the groups were asked to write an essay
both for the pre-test and the post-test. Those essays were evaluated by 7 teachers to
have interrater reliability.

According to the results, the high beginner feedback giving group showed more

improvement than the high beginner feedback receiving group overall and in terms of
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global aspects. However, no significant difference was found between high
intermediate feedback giving and receiving groups. These results are important in the
sense that it shows beginner groups can also reap the benefits of using peer feedback
implementation in the writing classes.

Furthermore, some studies looked at the effect of peer feedback on the affective
factors that influenced the students. One example is from Kaynak (2017) who
conducted a study with Turkish EFL prep school students to see if the implementation
of peer feedback has an effect on the writing anxiety the students experience. The
participants were 120 EFL learners whose proficiency levels were intermediate. These
students were divided into two groups as the experimental group and the control group
and they both had 60 students. While the control group only received teacher feedback,
experimental group were given four weeks of training and five weeks of peer feedback
practice without receiving any teacher feedback. To evaluate the data, Second
Language Writing Anxiety Inventory (SLWAI) and structured interviews were used.
Students competed this inventory in the first and the twelfth week. Moreover, 15
students were chosen for the structured interviews.

According to the results of the study, both the control group and the experimental
group have decreased their writing anxiety significantly. However, the students in the
experimental group showed a greater amount of decrease in their anxiety levels
compared to the students in the control group. It was also found out that the students
had positive attitudes and thoughts about peer feedback. They mentioned that they
enjoyed working with their peers and their grammar, vocabulary and writing skill also
improved as a result of giving and receiving peer feedback. The results of this study
clearly indicate that peer feedback plays a role in decreasing students’ writing anxiety
and gives them the chance to improve their writing skill, as well.

Another area of research regarding the affective factors in peer feedback is about
the stances students have during peer feedback implementation and their attitudes
towards peer feedback implementation. A study related to manners and stances was
done by Mendonca and Johnson (1994). They wanted to reveal the negotiations that
took place among the students during a peer feedback practice. They found out that
students enjoyed giving feedback to their peers, claiming that it helped them to see the
lacking parts in their own writing as well and it also was beneficial about making them

more creative regarding finding new ideas about writing (as cited in Subasi, 2002).
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A summary of the studies mentioned in this section regarding the effectiveness

of peer feedback can be found in Table 2.1. below.

Table 2.1. Empirical studies on the effectiveness of peer feedback

Researchers:

Aim of the Study:

Results:

Mendonca
and Johnson (1994)

Miao,Badger

and Zhen (2006)

Lundstrom and Baker
(2009)

Ruegg (2015)

Kaynak (2017)

to find out students’ stances
and attitudes towards peer
feedback practice

to compare teacher feedback
with peer feedback and to find
out which one students prefer

to find out if students who
give peer feedback improve
their writing proficiency as
much as the ones who get peer
feedback and to find out the
type of the revisions students
make

to compare the writing
proficiency improvement of
the students in the teacher
feedback and peer feedback
group

to see the effect of peer
feedback on students’ writing
anxiety level

It was found out that students enjoyed
giving feedback, noticed the lacking parts
of their own writing and became more
creative.

The peer feedback group preferred peer
feedback and the students in the teacher
feedback group preferred teacher
feedback.

Peer feedback group implemented less
feedback than the teacher feedback group,
but almost all of that feedback was
successful.

Students found teacher feedback more
reliable.

High beginner feedback giving group
gave global feedback.

It was found out that beginner groups can
give feedback.

No significant differences were found
between them in terms of organization,
vocabulary and content.

Teacher feedback group improved more
in grammar.

Both teacher feedback group and the peer
feedback group decreased their anxiety
levels.

Experimental group showed a greater
amount of decrease.

2.2.2. Empirical studies on the challenging effects of peer feedback

There have also been some studies which did not produce a lot of outcomes to
support the effectiveness of implementing peer feedback in the classes. According to
Zhang (1995), even though many possible advantages of using peer feedback in L2
classes could be found written in the literature, there are actually some studies with
findings that would not be helpful in supporting this claim. This section puts forward
examples of a few of these studies and discusses possible improvements.

Wang (2014) conducted a study to see if students’ thoughts about peer feedback
change over time during a peer feedback practice and which factors affect this change.

The study lasted for 36 weeks and the students wrote eight essays and one research
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paper. Data were collected through questionnaires, interviews and students’ reflective
essays. At the end of the study, it was revealed that students’ positive ideas about peer
feedback diminished over the process of peer feedback and there were five factors
contributing to this change. These factors can be given as students’ knowledge of the
essay topics, students’ limited English proficiency, students’ attitudes towards the peer
feedback practice, time constraints of in class peer feedback session and students’
concerns with the interpersonal relationships. However, with the help of a written peer
feedback training, students could be taught about how to use their time more carefully
and time restraints could stop being a problem. Also, a good training can help students
worry less about their relationship with friends since it helps them see the process in a
more professional and collaborative light. Last but not least, a training can make the
students change their attitudes related to peer feedback practice as most of their
negative opinions stem from the fact that they do not know how to give feedback.

The second study which produced mixed results comes from Strijbos, Narciss and
Diinnebier (2010) who conducted a study that aimed to find out the effect that the
content of the peer feedback and the competence of the students who give peer
feedback have on the peer feedback performance and perception in an academic
writing setting. In order to gain data, four experimental groups focusing on feedback
content, concise general feedback, elaborated specific feedback and senders’ writing
competence level and a control group which did not receive any feedback were used.
There was a pretest before the study and a posttest after it ended. The participants were
89 graduate teacher training students who were assigned randomly to the experimental
and the control groups.

According to the results, the participants were mostly able to determine the
competence level of the feedback giver since they matched elaborated specific
feedback with competency in their minds. It was also found out that participants found
feedback from a low competent peer less useful than feedback from a high competent
peer. Also, elaborated specific feedback from a high competent peer was regarded as
the most effective and almost teacher feedback like, but it produced more negative
effect.

These results demonstrate the need for a training as students ignored the
comments from the low-proficiency group while they found the high-proficiency

group threatening. With the help of a training, students can learn the strategies to give
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feedback in a non-threatening way. Moreover, training can be an opportunity for the
low proficiency students to improve their writing and their peer feedback giving skills.

Furthermore, according to the post test results of Strijbos, Narciss and
Diinnebier’s (2010) study, groups with high competent feedback were outperformed
by groups with low competency. This might be due to the fact that students who
received elaborated specific peer feedback became too dependent on it and they did
not do much to correct or search something themselves. This proves that spoon feeding
students with elaborated and specific feedback as most of the teachers do all the time
makes them lazier and less autonomous.

Another study which investigated the effect of peer feedback with not so fruitful
results is in Turkish context. Ayar (1999) tried to implement peer feedback practice
into her writing course with EFL students at Bilkent University, Turkey. However, it
did not turn out to be very effective. The reasons why it failed might be the lack of
training, the students thinking that the teacher was trying to lighten her workload by
making them give each other feedback or students not trusting their peers’ reviews.
Considering all of these implications, Ayar (1999) conducted a qualitative case study
to see how students take part in peer review process and what their roles were during
this process.

According to the results, it was observed that none of the students revised their
papers after the first three sessions and only one student revised his paper after the last
session. The two students who did not revise at all revealed that they did not find their
friends’ review important, so they skipped revising their papers. However, in the
interviews, all of the students stated that they found peer review helpful but mentioned
that teacher feedback was the best and peer review could only be good if it was used
with teacher feedback. In terms of training, two of the students said they did not need
any training before the sessions while the most dominant and active student told the
researcher that the peer review sheets were not enough and, thus, a training before the
session would be better. It is interesting to see that the students who were vague and
did not participate much as the ones who claimed they did not need any training.
However, the results of this study cannot be generalized into the EFL setting because
the participants were just three students.

Another study that was interested in students’ perceptions and attitudes about peer

feedback was carried out by Nelson and Carson (1998). They conducted a study to see
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students’ perceptions regarding the effectiveness of peer response groups. The
participants were 11 ESL students who were divided into three groups according to
their gender and nationality. The data were collected through a 10-week writing class.
Before the process started, students were prepared through a set of role play activities
which showed them how to carry out a discussion with different writer reactions and
different behaviors. The data were collected with videotapes of peer feedback group
sessions, recorded interviews with five chosen participants and transcriptions of
audiotapes.

According to the results, the students in the study preferred getting negative
comments from their peers, thinking that the positive comments were only a thing that
were used to give encouragement or soften the blow before actually giving the negative
comment. It was also revealed that students preferred teachers’ comments. Another
thing which was found out was the fact that students did not find it very useful to talk
about grammar or sentence level details during their peer feedback sessions. According
to students, in order for the sessions to be effective, there needed to be a change in
their writing. Overall, it can be said that the students in this study seemed to turn peer
feedback sessions into criticism since they tend to ignore the positive feedback about
their work.

Turning peer feedback into a thing that is done just to find mistakes and
shortcomings, of course, would result in students finding it less helpful and less
enjoyable. Peer feedback requires students to point out both the strong and the weak
points to each other and grow from that point and it is for both the writer and the reader.
In brief, the results of this study actually do not reflect the notion of peer feedback.

According to Nelson and Carson (1998), the reason why the students prefer
teacher feedback over peer feedback most of the time can be explained by the power
distance between the students and the teacher. Since students see teachers as powerful,
experienced and the holder of the information, it might be hard for them to trust their
peers ‘comments. However, the roles of teachers and students have changed quite a lot
ever since and in our new technology era, teachers are not the only source of
information for students. With this mindset, it cannot be very difficult for students to
accept another source of input and gain from it. Moreover, with the help of a good
training beforehand, students can use peer feedback as much as they use teacher
feedback.
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Last but not least, Zhang (1995) constructed a study to see if using peer feedback
in an ESL class would be as beneficial as using it in an L1 writing class. The
participants of the study were 81 ESL university students who were in three different
proficiency level groups as high proficiency, upper intermediate and lower
intermediate. In all of the classes, students had the opportunity to get teacher feedback
and use peer feedback and self-directed feedback. Nothing extra was done and no
training was given to the students for any of these feedback types during the process.
After that, the students were asked to state which feedback type they preferred.
According to the results, 76 out of 81 students chose teacher feedback and 60%
preferred peer feedback over self-directed feedback when they had to make a choice
between these two.

Zhang (1995) stated that the findings of this study have something in common
with the ones before and it is the fact that ESL students choose teacher feedback over
peer feedback when given a choice between them. However, the key point is that the
students should not have to choose one. If they are forced to make a decision, of course,
they will choose the thing that they are familiar with because it is what they are used
to, and it is safe. It is quite normal for them to disregard peer feedback at first since it
Is a new concept for them.

Zhang (1995) also claimed that since ESL students aspire to reach the level of
native speakers, it is understandable that they chose teacher feedback. However, being
native like cannot exactly be reached without having some practice and hands on
experience. Instead of giving the students the idea that they need someone native-like
to help them to achieve native-like language ability and supporting this idea by making
them sit in teacher centered classes, students must be informed about the need to have
hands on practice so that they can actually understand the importance of it and try to
have more practice using the language. Having students give and receive peer feedback
is a perfect way to practice and get some experience to be able to reach native speaker
levels.

In conclusion, by looking at the results of these example studies given in this
section, one can draw the conclusion that most of the problems or constraints were the
result of lack of planning or not teaching students how to give and receive feedback.
Training students beforehand gives them an idea about what to do when they give

feedback, helping them get better at writing and it also makes them see this writing
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process more professionally. Hence, they take the activity seriously and most of the
problems regarding affective factors can also be dealt with. Table 2.2. below can be

viewed to see a summary of the studies mentioned in this section. The next section

discusses the studies which focused on peer feedback training.

Table 2.2. Empirical studies on the challenging effects of peer feedback

Researchers:

Aim of the Study:

Results:

Zhang (1995)

Nelson and Carson
(1998)

Ayar (1999)

Strijbos, Narciss and
Diinnebier (2010)

Wang (2014)

to see if using peer feedback in an
ESL classroom would be as
efficient as using it in an L1
classroom.

to see the students’ perceptions
regarding the effectiveness of peer
response groups

to see how students take part in the
peer review process

to find out the effect of the content
of the peer feedback and the
competence level of the peer
feedback givers on the peer
feedback performance and
perception

to find out if what students think
about peer feedback changes over
time and why it changes

Most of the students preferred teacher
feedback.

They only preferred peer feedback
when they had to make a choice
between peer feedback and self-
assessment.

Students preferred negative comments
from their peers, thinking that positive
comments were only made to motivate
them, and they were not true.
Students preferred teacher feedback.
Two out of three students did not find
peer feedback useful.

They stated that teacher feedback was
the best.

They thought they did not need any
training.

Students matched elaborate feedback
with high competency in their minds,
but it created a negative effect on
them.

Students found the feedback from a
low competent peer useless.

Students who got elaborate feedback
got too dependent on it and became
lazy.

Students positive ideas related to peer
feedback diminished over time.

The factors that affected that change
were knowledge of the essay topics,
students’ limited English proficiency,
students’ attitudes towards practice,
time constraints and students’
concerns about their relationships with
friends.

2.2.3. Empirical studies that are on peer feedback training

Although the field of the process-oriented approach and the idea of making use
of written peer feedback in writing classrooms have been studied quite a lot, giving
peer feedback training to the students is something that has been largely neglected.
This section gives examples from the studies whose focus was on training the students

to give peer feedback.
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One of the firsts in the field is a study from Stanley (1992) that investigated the
effects of training on peer response interactions and their influence on revision. During
the training sessions which lasted for 7 hours students took part in role plays, analyzed
the genre of the essays they worked on and investigated the rules of effective
communication.

The results showed that having peer feedback training beforehand resulted in a
higher level of student engagement in tasks and it led students to give clearer peer
feedback for their friends’ drafts. It was also found out that the trained group made
more revisions which were directly resulted from peer feedback (as cited in Berg,
1999).

Another important study was carried out by Berg (1999) to see if training
students on giving peer feedback would affect the revision types made by the students
and the writing outcomes. The participants were 46 ESL students from two different
proficiency levels as level 3 and level 4 and then these students were divided into two
groups in each level. While one group from each level received written peer feedback
training, the remaining groups did not. Berg (1999) gave the training following the
“eleven steps” that she put forward herself.

The results of the study revealed that the trained group produced more changes
related to meaning. Moreover, the trained group showed better improvement in their
writing scores between the first draft and the second draft compared to the untrained
group (Berg, 1999). The results of this study are important in the sense that it shows
that training students helps to get better outcomes regardless of the proficiency levels
of the students. It is also a good example because it clearly puts forward that training
students leads them to think more critically and give feedback related to high order
issues such as content and meaning. It can also be concluded that the results prove that
training students is worth spending the time and putting the effort.

An important study about peer feedback training in Turkish setting that is
actually the inspiration behind this study is Subasi’s study. Subas1 (2002) carried out
a study to find out the effect of giving written peer feedback training to students on the
quality of their writing products and written comments. The participants of the study
were 36 intermediate Turkish EFL students who studied in the English Language
Teaching department. Before the data collection procedure started, students were

required to take a pre-test. The participants were chosen according to the pre-test
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results and the students with the highest and the lowest scores were eliminated. Then,
these students were divided into two groups as the experimental group and the control
group.

While the experimental group read articles and received training regarding how
to give peer feedback, the control group only read articles and received no further
training. Both of the groups were required to write three different types of essays and
gave peer feedback to their friends.

In order to assess the results, the Coding Scheme for Students’ Written
Comments, the rating Scale for Students’ Written Comments and the ESL
Composition Profile were used. The comments that were made for the essays were put
into two categories as global and local. While global issues dealt with general things
such as meaning or content, local issues focused on more superficial things like
grammar, spelling or vocabulary. The results showed that while both of the groups
seemed to gain from the implementation of peer feedback, the trained group showed a
greater improvement on their writing outcomes, produce more written comments, and
made more global issue related comments.

Min (2005) carried out a similar study to find out if training students would help
them give more relevant and specific feedback. The participants of the study were 18
EFL students from Taiwan. The training program had two parts which were in class
demonstration and modelling and 30-minute teacher student conferences. During the
training process, the researcher asked the students to focus on four important steps
which can be counted as “clarifying the writer’s intentions, identifying problems,
explaining the nature of the problems and making suggestions by giving examples.”
(Min, 2005)

To gather the data, the researcher compared the feedback which was given before
the training and after the training to see if there were any differences. According to the
results, students produced more revisions after the training compared to the amount
they did before. Also, it was revealed that students paid more attention to global issues
after the training. Moreover, according to students’ journals, students found peer
feedback beneficial in terms of skill improvement, language acquisition, self-
monitoring and confidence building.

The researcher also found two other qualitative changes in students’ comments

after training as language and tone. Training helped them to realize that they were
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supposed to help each other rather than playing the role of the teacher. This shows the
power of training on changing students’ attitudes about peer feedback. Min (2005) also
mentions that this affective side of the training is also beneficial for less advanced
students in terms of making them gain confidence by helping them feel like competent
readers as they read their peers’ papers.

Furthermore, one thing Min (2005) states about global and local issues is the fact
that they should be dealt in an equal amount. That is, one should not take precedence
over the other because deliberately ignoring one of them or focusing one more than
the other might result in undesired situations. As important as global issues are,
completely ignoring local issues might make students think that their grammar,
vocabulary and spelling are not that important as long as their ideas are good enough
and this is not something that would go well in an EFL setting for many reasons. In
short, paying attention to both global and the local issues is very important.

Min (2006) carried out another study to see the how much of their peers’
revisions students really incorporate into their essays as a result of peer feedback, both
before the training and after the training. This study was actually a part of Min’s earlier
study which focused on training and global and local issues (Min, 2005). The
participants were 18 EFL students from Taiwan. After the training process and the
feedback giving process were completed following the four steps that were put forward
by Min (2005), the writers were given a week to revise their drafts and write their
second draft. When they wrote their second draft, they had to state the reasons why
they did not use it for the feedback they chose to ignore.

According to the results, students incorporated more comments into their essays
after they received training. This goes on to show that receiving training on peer
feedback gave students a sense of achievement and trust in their friends’ assessment
of their essays. They started viewing their friends’ feedback more valuable and worth
incorporating. These results clearly indicate the importance of training the students on
written peer feedback.

There are also some studies that focus on online peer feedback, but training the
students is something that is neglected. With this being said, Jiang and Yu (2014)
carried out a study to investigate the effects of using an internet-based peer feedback
training on students’ error correction skills and their writing proficiency improvement.

The participants of the study were 80 Chinese EFL students and they were divided into
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two groups as the less proficient group and the more proficient group by looking at
their pre-test scores. Both of the groups received online peer feedback training that
focused on helping students to diagnose issues and correct those and both global issues
and local issues were covered in the training. After the training, students wrote two
drafts and gave peer feedback.

According to the results, internet-based peer feedback training caused students to
improve their writing skills and the less proficient group improved more than the more
proficient group in terms of error correction skills. Moreover, the less proficient group
was able to correct both local and global issues as a result of the training. However,
when it comes to what students think about peer feedback practice, it was revealed that
the more proficient group did not trust peer feedback because they did not find their
peers competent enough to give feedback.

The reason why the students in the more proficient group thought so might stem
from the form of the training. In today’s world, denying the merits of the technology
is impossible. With this being said, one of the main elements of an effective peer
feedback training is to establish a comfortable and collaborative classroom
environment that would make students respect and trust each other’s feedback. It
could be challenging to achieve this when students receive training with the help of a
computer and not experience this classroom environment. This is one of the reasons
why online peer feedback was not chosen to be implemented in the present study.
Moreover, considering the fact that the participants of the present study may not have
internet connection or a computer to work on, online peer feedback practice was not
implemented in the present study.

Another study Min (2016) conducted was to compare two different types of peer
feedback training and these two models were the mastery model and the coping model.
Mastery model training aimed to teach students giving feedback in a perfect way by
showing them the desired model without any flaws. Meanwhile, the coping model
focused on the possible problems and bumps that the students may come across and
solved them along the way.

The participants of the study were 53 students who were divided into two groups
as the experimental group and the control group. While one of the groups were trained
using a mastery model, the other one was trained with a coping model. Half of each

group received praise for the things they did right in the practice sessions while the
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other half received correction and explanation for the things they did incorrectly.
According to the results of Min’s study (2016), it was revealed that mastery model
training with correction and explanation was the more effective approach in peer
feedback training. This shows that students made use of a step by step and detailed
demonstration of giving feedback in their training and correcting them when they had
any problems fostered their peer feedback giving skills.

Finally, another study was done by Rahimi (2013) to find out if EFL students
can produce more specific and clearer feedback as a result of peer feedback training.
Another aim of the study was to find out if there would be an improvement in students’
writing quality because of peer feedback and training. The participants of the study
were 56 EFL students who were divided into two groups as the trained group and the
untrained group. The revisions that were made by the students in both of these groups
were grouped as formal and global and were analyzed according to this.

The results of this study showed that while the trained group showed no change
in terms of the amount of the formal type of revisions they made, the amount of global
comments they made increased significantly between the first and the fifth task. They
seemed to focus more on global issues. In the trained group, 48% of the comments
were formal and 52% of the comments were global for their fifth paragraph. As for the
amount of comments that the students applied, students applied 35% of the formal
comments while they applied more than 80% of the global comments. This is a big
change considering that these students had more than 80% of their comments formal
in their first paragraph. It shows that training really did have an impact on them.

The situation for the untrained group was entirely different as 89% of their
comments were formal and 11% of them were global for their fifth paragraph and they
applied 80% of these formal comments and 70% of the global comments. The results
of this study further showed that while there was no significant difference between the
trained and the untrained group in terms of the writing quality before the training, it
changed drastically after the training. At the end of the process, the mean score of
paragraph five for the untrained group was 76.51 while the score of the trained group
was 82.38. This shows that the trained group showed more improvement in their
writing quality as a result of feedback training.

Considering the positive outcomes of the studies that focused on peer feedback

training on increasing students’ writing performance, increasing students’ motivation
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to write, decreasing their writing anxiety, leading them to produce more feedback and
helping them to focus on issues related to content and organization, the present study
aims to see the effect of giving students a written peer feedback training on the types
of feedback that they give, their writing performance and their opinion towards peer

feedback training and peer feedback.

Table 2.3. Empirical studies on peer feedback training

Researchers:

Aim of the Study:

Results:

Stanley (1992)

Berg (1999)

Subasg1 (2002)

Min (2005)

Min (2006)

Rahimi (2013)

Jiang and Yu (2014)

Min (2016)

to investigate the effects of
training on peer response

to see if training students would
affect the revision types and
writing outcomes

to find out the effect of training
on the quality of the writing
products in terms of revision
types and writing proficiency
improvement

to see if training students would
help them to give more relevant
and specific feedback

to find out how much of peer
feedback students incorporate
into their essays before and after

training
to find out if students can produce
more  specific and clearer

feedback because of training and
to see if training improves their
writing proficiency

to compare the effect of internet-
based peer feedback training on
low proficient and high proficient
students’ peer feedback types,
writing proficiency improvement
and attitudes towards writing.

to compare the mastery model and
coping model of peer feedback
training

Training results in higher level of
student engagement.

Students gave clearer feedback after
training.

Trained group made more revisions.
Trained group produced more meaning

changes.
Trained group  showed better
improvement in terms of writing
outcomes.

Both the trained group and the untrained
group improved themselves, but the
trained group improved their writing
more.

Trained group produced more global
comments.

Students produced more comments after
the training.

Students paid more attention to the
global comments after training.
Students found peer feedback beneficial
in terms of skill improvement, language
acquisition, self-monitoring and
confidence building.

Students incorporated more comments
into their essays after the training.

Trained group made more global
comments and applied more global
comments. Untrained group made more
formal comments and applied most of

those comments. Trained group
improved their writing proficiency
more.

Low proficiency students showed more
writing proficiency improvement and
made both global and local comments.
High proficiency students did not find
peer feedback useful.

Mastery model training was found out to
be more successful when it was
supported  with  corrections  and
explanations.
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CHAPTER 3

3. METHODOLOGY

This section gives information related to the participants and the setting of the
present study and explains the methodology that is used to conduct the study. It also
puts forward the stages of the written peer feedback training that was carried out in the
experimental group and details the peer feedback giving process for both groups.
Finally, the chapter ends by giving information about the instruments that are used to

analyze the collected data.

3.1. Participants of the Study

The participants of the present study were 34 Turkish EFL students who were
studying in English preparation class at Kiitahya Dumlupiar University. All of the
participants’ departments were English Language and Literature, but they were
required to study one year in English preparation class at School of Foreign Languages
as they were not able to pass the proficiency exam that would enable them to start
studying at their department. They would only be allowed to study at their departments
if they finished the preparation class successfully.

At the outset of the study, there were initially 40 students to be the participants.
Nevertheless, one limitation regarding the participants of the study stemmed from the
fact that some of the students stopped studying at English prep class in the middle of
the semester, making the population of the study smaller than it was intended to. The
reason for this was an exam which is named “YOKDIL”. According to the school
rules, if a student can get a score which is 65 or higher from this exam, they can use
this score to pass prep class. As a result of this, there were some students who had to
be excluded from the population of the study. When those participants were excluded
from the study, the number was reduced to 34. Then, the participants of the present
study were divided into two groups as the experimental group and the control group.
The control group consisted of 16 students while the experimental group consisted of
18 students.

All of the participants of the present study had taken a placement test at the
beginning of the school year before they started studying at the prep class and they

were found out to be pre-intermediate. The placement exam that they had taken
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consisted of grammar, vocabulary, reading and listening sections, yet there was not a
writing section. Moreover, none of the participants had any form of writing class
before they started university, so they experienced their first proper Reading and

Writing class at university.

3.2. The Setting of the Study

As it was stated in the previous section, the present study was conducted at School
of Foreign Languages of Kiitahya Dumlupinar University. The training and the data
collection procedure of this study took place during the first semester of the 2017/2018
academic year. The participants of the present study, who were 34 Turkish EFL
students, were found out to be pre-intermediate level and they were placed into their
classes according to their levels.

Another significant thing to mention is the fact that all of the participants were
going to study at English Language and Literature department when they finished their
year at prep class. Considering that their department would be quite challenging for
these students, a special curriculum which focused on teaching them advanced
grammar and academic skills was created. According to this curriculum, they had 10
hours of Main Course class focusing mainly on grammar, 6 hours of Listening and
Speaking that aimed to help them develop their communicative abilities as well as
listening skills and 6 hours of Reading and Writing which introduced academic writing
and the writing genres to the students. The researcher carried out the Reading and
Writing lessons in both of the classes for the current study in this study. The lesson
was supported with a coursebook named Q: Skills for Success Reading and Writing by
Oxford.

As a school policy, the classes got regrouped in the middle of the semester during
the midterm week, dividing one semester into two halves. During the first half of the
first semester, the students were introduced to the structure of a paragraph such as topic
sentences, supporting sentences and concluding sentences and they were taught to
write several paragraphs, namely, descriptive paragraph, opinion paragraph, response
paragraph and explanatory paragraph. For each paragraph type, students studied the
related unit with their teachers in the classroom and then wrote a paragraph suitable to
the genre. All of the students had to keep a writing portfolio with the paragraphs that

they wrote, and these portfolios were graded. The portfolio grades that they received
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made up 10% of their overall prep school grade, so students saw the activity of writing
as collecting points and grades to pass the prep class. Also, they were asked to write
an opinion paragraph in their first midterm exam.

Having said that, there was not one approach or one method that was decided
on to conduct the writing classes. As long as the students wrote their portfolios and
were graded, all of the instructors were free to conduct their classes however they
wished. Nonetheless, most of the instructors chose to apply a product-oriented
approach and had their students one drafts to be graded.

During the second half of the first semester, after the classes got regrouped, the
students were educated about how to write essays. After they revised how to write
paragraphs, they were taught the structure of essays and started to work on them. As it
was obligatory for instructors to follow the course schedule, the data of the present
study had to be collected from an opinion essay and a narrative essay as they were the
genres that were being taught in the units that were being covered during the data
collection procedure of the present study. The teaching schedule for the semester that
the data of the present study was collected in can be viewed in Appendix A. The
students were required to keep a portfolio and they were graded on those pieces of
writing, as well. In a similar way to the first half of the semester, most of the instructors
chose to apply a product-oriented approach, making students write only one draft.

On the first week after the classes was regrouped, both the experimental and the
control group were required to write an opinion paragraph on “Is it better to repair old
things or buy new ones?” (See Appendix B). This paragraph was used as a pre-test to
determine if there were any differences between the experimental group and the
control group in terms of their writing proficiency. The paragraphs that had been
written by the students in both of the groups were evaluated by the researcher and a
second grader who also taught pre-intermediate level Reading and Writing course at
the same school.

Table 3.1. t-test results comparing the pre-test means of the experimental group and the control group

Group N X S sd t p
control 16 88.72 13.61

32 1.658 0.107
Exp. 18 80.85 14.00
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The interrater reliability of the graders was calculated for both groups and it was
found out to be 0.87 for the control group while it was found out to be 0.83 for the
experimental group. In addition to this, a t-test was conducted to see if there were any
differences between the experimental and the control group. Table 3.1. above shows
the results of the t-test.

According to the t-test results, the mean score of the students in the control group
was 88.72 and the mean score of the students in the experimental group was revealed
to be 80.85. Even though the mean scores seem to differ from each other, there are no
statistically significant differences between the classes according to the t-test results.
t (32)=1,658, p>.05

Finally, as it was mentioned before, the experimental group of the study received
written peer feedback training. When the present study was first designed, the training
and the data collection procedure was intended to be at least 15 weeks long. However,
the fact that the classes was regrouped in the middle of the semester, dividing one
semester into two halves, was a limitation that shortened the data collection procedure
of this study. Taking this fact into consideration, a training program that was suitable
for the students, curriculum and the schedule was designed, and the data collection
procedure started at the second half of the first semester. While coming up with a
suitable training program for the students, the research of Stanley (1992); Berg (1999);
Rollinson (2005) and Hansen and Lui (2005) were analyzed thoroughly.

3.3. The Data Collection Procedure

In order to find out the effect of written feedback training on students’ ability to
give peer feedback, the present study was conducted with pre-intermediate Turkish
EFL students at Kiitahya Dumlupinar University. To be able to investigate the effects
of the written peer feedback training program, a control group and an experimental
group were formed. While the control group received no training, the experimental
group were trained about giving written peer feedback to their friends.

Both the control group and the experimental group covered the same Reading
and Writing book and did the same activities apart from the training that the
experimental group was exposed to. Moreover, both of the groups wrote an opinion
essay and a narrative essay on the same topics and data were collected using those

essays. As the students wrote about the same topics in the same genres, they went
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through the same stages of brainstorming and creating outlines. Also, both of the
groups covered the same reading texts in the classroom, and they gained background
knowledge related to the topic they were going to write about. That is why, genre and
topic familiarity were not thought to be major issues that caused any differences on
students’ writing performance improvement between the control group and the

experimental group.

3.3.1. The data collection procedure for the experimental group

The experimental group of the present study consisted of 18 Turkish EFL
students who were pre-intermediate level English prep class students at Kiitahya
Dumlupinar University. As a part of their prep class curriculum, they had six hours of
Reading and Writing course per week and this course was mostly focused on academic
writing during that time.

The training and the data collection period lasted for about 9 weeks for the
experimental group. The first week after the classes were regrouped, the training
process began for the students. During the first week, the aim was to establish a
comfortable and productive classroom atmosphere which consisted of students who
were ready to collaborate with each other. To be able to create this atmosphere, the
first week was spent with ice-breakers and introduction of the course. The students
were also given information about what peer feedback is and the importance and the
value of the peer feedback practice so that they could get used to the idea of giving
and getting feedback. The notion of peer feedback was explained to them by giving
some examples and then a classroom discussion took place about the potential benefits
of having a peer edit their work.

During the second week of the training, the aim was to make students more
knowledgeable regarding peer feedback and the literature related to it. Subas1 (2002)
made use of articles related to peer feedback to make the participants of her study.
Inspired by that, the same method was aimed to be carried out. However, as the
participants of the present study were pre-intermediate level prep class students,
making them read articles on peer feedback would be futile since those would be too
difficult for them to understand. Hence, a reading text was created by the researcher
and the readability of the text was found suitable for the students and their levels after

it was shown to two other experienced Reading and Writing teachers (See Appendix
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C). The text focused on peer feedback, its advantages, the terms “process approach”
and “drafting” and the differences between peer feedback and teacher feedback. This
reading text was presented with a note taking activity that made students write
important parts and key words.

With the help of the reading text and the notes that the students took, a class
discussion about peer feedback was carried out focusing on process approach, writing
cycle, the importance and the nature of the writing cycle, drafting and how they can
use peer feedback during their writing cycle. At the end of the discussion period, all
of the students became knowledgeable about the drafting process and the notion of
giving and receiving peer feedback. They became aware that they would collaborate
with each other and do something that might be as effective as teacher feedback. Most
importantly, they were eager to start and take part in the procedure.

After these steps were completed, the teacher showed the class two example
paragraphs from previous students without showing their names (See Appendix D).
Using these examples, she started modelling how to give effective feedback and what
to focus on first. While doing this, the main focus was the organization and the content
first. In other words, the teacher focused on content and organization first and talked
about the issues that were find related to content and organization. With that being
said, the local issues were not ignored as they were very important as well. During
these modelling activities, students’ input was also asked, and students were
encouraged to give their opinions or ask questions.

During the third week, the teacher brought more examples to the classroom and
turned giving feedback into a whole class activity this time. Guiding the students, the
teacher helped them focus on the important parts and give efficient feedback. There
were two examples that were worked on as a whole classroom. Again, the main focus
of the activity was content and organization, followed by local issues such as grammar
and vocabulary.

Then, the students were left alone to respond to a piece of writing without the
teacher’s interference. They were assigned some time to read the text and give
feedback to the issues that they wanted. After they finished this step, they received
feedback from their teacher related to how they had done. All through this activity,
they were encouraged to focus on content and organization first and then grammar and

vocabulary.
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As the final step in the third week, the students in the experimental group were
divided into 5 groups and were given some time to write a story (See Appendix E). In
order to make the activity fun and motivating, the students were asked to choose a
popular fairy tale and wrote it from a different character’s perspective. Once each
group finished writing their story, their work was evaluated by another group. While
reading their friends’ stories, the students followed the same steps that they saw during
teacher modelling and focused on content and organization first and local issues later.
With the help of this activity, each group had the chance to receive and give peer
feedback. Not only did it help them to get accustomed to giving feedback, but it also
enabled them to experience receiving feedback from their peers for the first time.
Another benefit of this activity was the fact that it enabled students to create an
authentic discussion among themselves about peer feedback and reach a consensus.

In the fourth week, a discussion of peer revision and process writing approach
was established to make an effective revision. Students were given two more sample
paragraphs to revise everything they had done so far. They worked on these samples
individually, and later they shared their ideas with their classmates and teacher. In sum,
this week was mostly used for revision.

With the arrival of the fifth week, the students were finally introduced to the
notion of the essay for the first time. As following the units of the book was an essential
issue for the curriculum, the students had to be taught how to write an opinion essay.
During the first half of the first semester, they learned how to write a paragraph, but
they had never written an essay before. For this reason, firstly, they were informed
about the organization of an essay, thesis statements, introductory paragraphs, body
paragraphs and concluding paragraphs. After this, the participants started to learn
about opinion essays. After discussing the structure of an opinion essay, they were
given the chance to observe some example essays which were written by previous
students. As they were going through these examples, they were encouraged to focus
on the organization and meaning first and then other minor issues like grammar and
vocabulary. The students were also given time to respond to some example essays by
themselves and later their responses were discussed in the classroom.

After they learned how to write an opinion essay and worked on some samples,
they were asked to create an outline for the topic “Do advertisements help us or harm

us?” This topic had to be used as it was the topic that the book offered. Before the
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students started their outlines, a brainstorming activity which helped them to list the
negative and positive sides of advertising was carried out to make the outline creating
process easier for them. Once the outline was ready, they wrote a first draft on the
topic (See Appendix G).

This first draft was then given to their peers to be analyzed with the help of a
peer review sheet (See Appendix F). This peer review sheet that was specially designed
for this task had been given and explained to the students before they attempted to give
feedback. The questions that the students had to answer mostly focused on content and
organization as an attempt to make students focus on those issues. However, students
were also asked to look for local issues such as grammar, vocabulary and mechanics.
The questions of the peer review sheets were in English to encourage the students carry
out the activity in English. Nonetheless, as Yu and Lee (2014) and Lee (2017) stated
when students are permitted to give feedback in their L1, they are found to make more
meaning and organization related comments because they feel more comfortable. For
this reason, to make the students more comfortable and to encourage them to give
feedback, they were allowed to respond to these peer review sheets in Turkish.

In the sixth week, when the students in the experimental group completed giving
each other peer feedback, they were asked to write a second draft using the feedback
they had received from their friends in their peer feedback sheets (See Appendix H).
Following this step, these second drafts were evaluated by the teacher using some
correction symbols. The correction symbols covered both global issues and the local
issues, giving feedback to both of them. The reason behind choosing correction codes
for the second drafts was to make students think and analyze the feedback on their
papers (See Appendix J). Since one of the aims of this study is to make students play
an active part in evaluating their own and their friends’ writing, it would not be
reasonable to turn them into passive recipients of teacher feedback when they wrote
their third drafts (Lee, 2017). This teacher feedback focused mostly on any
organizational or content related issues and paid attention to local issues such as
grammar, vocabulary and mechanics, as well. Students were provided with the
correction codes that the teacher used with their meanings and were educated about
what they meant. After this, the students wrote their third draft making use of the
feedback they received for their second drafts and the process for the opinion essay

was completed at the end of the sixth week (See Appendix I). The third drafts of the
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students were graded by the teacher using the ESL Composition Profile. This was done
as a part of the data analysis process. Also, it was compulsory for the writing
instructors to grade their students work at the school since the writing grades were a
part of the assessment criteria of the students as mentioned before.

At the beginning of their seventh week, the students were informed about the
nature of the narrative essays and they were taught the steps of writing one. The same
procedure was carried out as the opinion essay. That is, they were given some example
narrative essays to work on to make them practice what to focus on when giving
feedback to a narrative essay. During these activities, they were encouraged to focus
on the content and the organization of the essays. Time and logical order of the events
were other things that the students were warned to look for in their peers’ essays.
Besides, they had the opportunity to give feedback to some samples individually and
their responses were discussed in the classroom.

Once this was established, they were given the topic “Write about a risk you
have taken.” This topic had to be chosen as it was the writing topic of the unit that was
covered on that week according to the curriculum. Before the students wrote their first
drafts, they created an outline for this topic considering their experiences. When they
successfully completed their outlines and became ready to write, they penned their
first drafts (See Appendix L). After they finished their first drafts, it was the time for
giving and receiving peer feedback. With the help of a peer feedback sheet that was
designed for this task by the researcher, they gave their friends’ first drafts feedback.
The peer review sheet mostly focused on content and organization of the essay, paying
some attention to local issues as well (Appendix K). Similarly, to the opinion essay,
the students were allowed to give feedback in Turkish if they wanted to.

In the eighth week, all of the students in the experimental group wrote a second
draft taking the peer feedback they received into consideration (See Appendix M).
Finally, these second drafts were evaluated by the teacher using correction symbols
and these correction symbols were given and explained to the students. The whole
process ended when the students wrote their third drafts at the end of the eighth week
(See Appendix N). Once more, the third drafts of the students were graded by the
teacher using the ESL Composition Profile.

As a final step, an interview was conducted to be able to understand students’

opinions related to written peer feedback training and peer feedback practice. Since
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the population of the experimental group was already small to begin with, 6 students
were chosen to be interviewed. Creswell (2014) indicated that in interviews the sample
size could be from 4 participants to 8, that is why, the sample size for the interviews
seems to be adequate. While choosing the students, the third draft scores of the students
were looked at and two students with high writing scores, two students with average
writing scores and two students with low writing scores were picked so as to hear every

side’s opinion.

Table 3.2. The training process for the experimental group

WEEKS EXPERIMENTAL GROUP

Week 1 e Establishing a comfortable and productive classroom environment
e Mentioning the role of peer feedback in writing process
Week 2 e Having students work on a text related to peer feedback

e Class discussion about the term peer feedback, the role of peer feedback in
process approach and drafting.
e  Teacher modelling giving feedback for the whole class
Week 3 e  Showing students some example written products a
e Responding to a paragraph as a whole class
Having students write a story in groups and have groups give feedback to each
other
Responding to a paragraph individually and getting feedback about their response
Discussion of effective revision
Discussion of effective peer revision
Having students give peer feedback to two sample paragraphs
Learning how to write an opinion essay
Working on sample opinion essays to establish the steps of giving feedback
Giving feedback to sample opinion essays
Creating an outline and writing the first draft of the opinion essay
Giving peer feedback to their friends’ first drafts

Writing the second drafts of the opinion essays

Getting teacher feedback to the second drafts with correction codes.
Writing third drafts of the opinion essays

Learning how to write a narrative essay

Working on sample narrative essays to establish the steps of giving feedback
Giving feedback to sample narrative essays

Creating an outline and writing the first draft of the narrative essay
Giving peer feedback to their friends’ first drafts

Writing the second drafts of the narrative essay

Getting teacher feedback to the second drafts with correction codes
Writing the third drafts of the narrative essays

Interviews

Week 4

Week 5

Week 6

Week 7

Week 8

Week 9

The semi-structured interviews were conducted in week nine (See Appendix O).
The questions were constructed by looking at related studies from the literature and
asking expert opinion from two experienced Reading and Writing teachers.
Furthermore, one pilot interview was conducted beforehand to be able to see any
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missing or lacking parts related to the interview questions. This allowed the researcher
to make the questions more understandable and the interviews to go smoother. With
the completion of the interviews, the data collection procedure for the experimental

group was finished.

3.2.2. The data collection procedure for the control group

The control group of the present study consisted of 16 pre-intermediate Turkish
EFL students who were studying in English preparation class at Kiitahya Dumlupinar
University. Just like the students in the experimental group, these students had a
Reading and Writing class which focused on academic writing for six hours a week as
a part of their curriculum. Nonetheless, differently from the experimental group, the
control group was not given any sort of written peer feedback training.

As it was previously stated, the classes were conducted with the help of Q:Skills
for Success, Reading and Writing. The students had six hours of Reading and Writing
class per week and they were taught academic writing. As a part of the lesson, the
students had to keep a portfolio with the paragraphs and compositions that they wrote,
and this made up 10% of their overall prep school grade.

During the first week of the data collection process, the control group was given
the same reading text as the experimental group and a classroom discussion was
carried out to make students familiar with terms such as peer feedback, drafting,
process writing and writing cycle. Because the students received no written peer
feedback training, the second, third and the fourth weeks of the data collection
procedure were not spent doing something related to peer feedback. The courses were
carried out as they would normally be done.

During the first half of their first semester, before the data collection of the present
study started, they were educated on the structure of a paragraph and wrote some
paragraphs in the same genres that the experimental group wrote. In the second half of
the semester, during which the data of the present study were collected, they were
introduced to essays. Opinion essay was the first one as it was in the unit that was
being covered in the book that week. However, the students in the control group did
not get any training about how to respond to one like the students in experimental
group did. At the beginning of the fifth week of the data collection procedure, the

students in the control group were taught how to write an opinion essay.
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After learning the steps of writing an essay, they created an outline. The topic of
the opinion essay they were supposed to write was the same as the topic of the
experimental group’s opinion essay, “Do advertisements help us or harm us?” \When
they completed writing their first drafts, each student gave their friends peer feedback
using the peer feedback sheet that was designed for this task. The peer feedback sheets
were the same sheets that were used in the experimental group. Once again, the
students were given permission to respond in Turkish if they wanted to. Following this
step, they wrote their second drafts making use of the peer feedback they received. The
second drafts they wrote were then evaluated by the teacher with correction symbols
which were the same symbols that were used in the experimental group.

The process for the opinion essay ended at the end of the sixth week with students
writing a third draft with the help of the feedback that they got for their second drafts.
The third drafts of the students were graded using The ESL Composition Profile as a

part of the data analysis process.

Table 3.3. The peer feedback process for the control group

WEEKS CONTROL GROUP

Week 1 Establishing a comfortable and productive classroom environment
Introducing Process Approach and Peer Feedback

Mentioning the role of peer feedback in writing process

Giving professional authors as examples

Learning how to write an opinion essay

Creating an outline and writing the first draft of the opinion essay
Giving peer feedback to their friends’ first drafts

Completing the writing process for the opinion essay with second drafts and third
drafts

Learning how to write a narrative essay

e Creating an outline and writing the first draft of the narrative essay
e Giving peer feedback to their friends’ first drafts

Week 5

Week 6

Week 7

Week 8 e Completing the writing process for the narrative essay with second drafts and
third drafts
Week 9 e Interviews

As the seventh week began, the same process started for the narrative essay. The
students learned how to write a narrative essay and followed this with creating an
outline that they would use for their first draft. Again, they received no further
explanation about how to give feedback to a narrative essay. Their topic was the same
topic that the experimental group wrote about, which was about writing about the
biggest risk they had taken. The students wrote their first drafts and then they gave
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their peers’ essays feedback using the peer feedback sheet that was designed for this
task and this sheet was the same as the one which was used in the experimental group.
After they got peer feedback for their first draft, they went on to create their second
draft and then finally they produced their final drafts with the help of the teacher
feedback they received for their second drafts. Once again, the teacher feedback was
given with correction codes that were explained to the students.

After the writing process was completed, four students were chosen for the
interviews by looking at the results they got for their third drafts. Among these four
students, two of them had high writing scores, one of them had average writing scores
and the remaining one had low writing scores. This method was used in order to get a
healthy idea about students’ opinion regardless of their writing performance (Creswell,
2014). The interviews aimed to find out students’ opinions related to the peer feedback
process. Once the interviews were finished, the data collection procedure came to an
end for the control group. Table 3.3. can be seen to see a summary of the peer feedback

procedure for the control group.

3.4. Instruments and Materials

The present study made use of three different instruments to analyze the data
collected and these can be counted as “the Coding Scheme for Students’ Written
Comments”, “the Rating Scale for Students’ Written Comments” and “the ESL

Composition Profile.”

3.4.1. The coding scheme for students’ written comments

Developed by Zhu (1995, p. 521), this taxonomy categorizes students’ feedback
as global, local and evaluative (See Appendix P). First of all, global feedback focuses
on issues related to the meaning and the organization such as main idea, supporting
idea development and the content. In other words, global feedback requires students
to look at the big picture.

On the other hand, local feedback deals with minor issues such as grammar,
vocabulary and punctuation, so it can be stated that it is more about details. Lastly,
evaluative feedback focuses on students’ opinion, evaluative comments and the overall

thoughts about the writing such as “good job”, “well done” or “I liked your essay.

(Subasi, 2002).
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3.4.2. The rating scale for students’ written comments

With the help of this scale, the relevancy of student comments is categorized.
After analyzing students’ comments and grouping them, this scale is used to group
them in terms of their relevancy (Zhu, 1995, p. 522). There are 3 categories in this
scale as “3”, “2” and “1”. While “3” means the student’s comment is relevant and
specific enough, “2” means it is relevant but it is also too general. However, a “1”
means the comments that the student made is completely irrelevant or inaccurate
(Subasi, 2002).

3.4.3. The ESL composition profile

This writing rubric was used to assess all of the drafts that were written by
students in both of the groups (See Appendix Q). This instrument consists of five
points to consider and these can be counted as content, organization, vocabulary,
language use and mechanics (Hughey, 1983).

According to this rubric, the total score a student can get is 100, yet, the score is
not divided equally among each section. Namely, each category has their own score in
themselves. For example, while the maximum score is 30 for content, maybe the most
important issue to look at, organization and vocabulary are scored out of 25 each. This
leaves 20 points to language use and 5 points to mechanics, being the least focused
one.

Moreover, each of these categories are divided into four levels inside as
“excellent to very good”, “good to average”, “fair to poor” and “very poor.”

Using this instrument, the first, second and the third drafts of the students in both
of the groups were graded by the researcher and a second grader. The reason behind
this was to compare the writing performance improvement of the students in the

trained and the untrained group.

3.5. Data Analysis

As mentioned above, a paragraph which was written by the students in both of
the groups were used as a pre-test. These paragraphs were evaluated by the researcher
and a second grader. In order to find out the interrater reliability, the low score was
divided by the high score and it was multiplied by 100 (Subasi, 2002). This formula

was used for every single student if there was a difference between the researcher’s
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and the second grader’s grade. As a result of this, the interrater reliability was revealed
to be 0.87 for the control group while it was 0.83 for the experimental group.

Secondly, to be able to find out the differences between the first drafts and the
second drafts of both groups in terms of writing performance improvement that
resulted from training, a paired samples t-test was conducted. Moreover, to better
understand the effect of training, the second drafts of both groups were compared
running independent samples t-tests.

Next, the second drafts and the third drafts of the control group and the
experimental group were compared to understand the overall writing performance
improvement of the students at the end of the process. The main objective of doing
this was to understand the effect of training and peer feedback on their writing
proficiency improvement more clearly.

Moreover, since writing is a process, the effect of teacher feedback was also
required to be observed and compared to the effect of peer feedback with and without
training. The third drafts of the students in both groups were analyzed using
independent samples t-tests to finish this section. Finally, a post hoc analysis was
carried out to find out and compare the effect size of peer feedback and teacher
feedback.

In both of the groups, every single draft of every single student was graded by
two graders using The ESL Composition Profile. Other than the researcher, an
experienced Reading and Writing teacher graded the papers and interrater reliability
was calculated for every single draft for both essay types in both the experimental
group and the control group. Table 3.4. shows the interrater reliability of each draft for
both essay types.

Table 3.4. Interrater reliability for drafts of opinion essays and narrative essays of both groups

Experimental Group Control Group
Opinion Essay Narrative Essay Opinion Essay Narrative Essay
1st Draft 94% 1st Draft 88% 1st Draft 87,5% 1st Draft 87,5%
2nd Draft  89% 2nd Draft  94% 2nd Draft  87,5% 2nd Draft  87,5%

3rd Draft 89% 3rd Draft 100% 3rd Draft 87,5% 3rd Draft 81,25%

Other than this analysis, on the peer feedback sheets that students used to give
feedback to their friends, a qualitative analysis was conducted. The comments that the

students made were counted and then divided into categories using the “Coding
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Scheme for Students’ Written Comments.” When grouping the feedback that the
students gave, only the global and the local feedback examples were analyzed, and the
evaluative comments were left out of the data analysis. The reason behind doing this
is the fact that evaluative comments are the students’ overall opinion about their peers’
work such as “good job, well done”. Since these types of comments display students’
personal opinion, it was not possible to group them in terms of their relevance.

Also, the feedback that the students gave were rated in terms of their relevancy
with the help of the “Rating Scale of Students’ Comments.” These steps were
completed by the researcher and also a second grader who was knowledgeable about
qualitative analysis analyzed the comments and the interrater reliability was found out
to be 98% initially. However, when talked with the second grader, the different
answers were discussed, and an agreement was reached for every single comment.
Finally, in next chapter of the present study, the results of this analysis are going to be
presented in percentages and numbers to be clearer and more concise. Some global,
local and evaluative feedback examples can be found in Appendix R. As a last step,
the interviews that were carried out with students were transcribed and translated to
English by the researcher (See Appendix S). After that, the transcriptions were
analyzed thoroughly and the findings that emerged were put into categories by
considering their similarities (Creswell, 2014). An independent second grader went
through the same procedure to make sure that the categories and the themes that were
found out were reliable. On the instances that there were differences between the
researcher and the second grader, they discussed, and an agreement was established.
For this reason, a high level of interrater reliability was reached. Once the analysis of
the interviews was done, the qualitative data analysis of the present study was
completed.

Last but not least, it should be stated that before the data collection procedure
started, all the necessary permissions were taken from Anadolu University and
Kiitahya Dumlupinar University to conduct the present study (See Appendix T and
Appendix U).
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CHAPTER 4

4 RESULTS

4.1. Results

This section puts forward the results of the present study, which was conducted
in order to find out if getting written peer feedback training would improve the
feedback giving skills of the students and would help them to give more meaningful
and relevant feedback to their friends’ essays. Another point that the present study
looked into was investigating if there was a difference between the trained and the
untrained group in terms of their writing performance. Finally, the present study also
aimed to find out students’ thoughts and opinions regarding the written peer feedback
training and the peer feedback practice.

To be able to find out the answers of the questions mentioned above, the
participants of the present study were divided into two groups which were the
experimental and the control group. The experimental group consisted of 18 students
and this group received an intensive written peer feedback training before they started
giving each other feedback. On the other hand, the control group consisted of 16
students and they did not receive any training about giving written peer feedback.

In this section, the results of the present are presented in three parts. The first
part focuses on the feedback the students gave and tries to compare the types of the
feedback that were put forward by the experimental group and the control group. The
Coding Scheme for Students’ Written Comments and The Rating Scale for Students’
Written Comments are the instruments that are utilized to compare the experimental
group and the control group in terms of the types of feedback they gave. Moreover, a
second grader checked the feedback type categorization and interrater reliability was
established.

The second part has a look at the writing performance of the students in both
groups and discusses the differences between the experimental group and the control
group. In order to compare these groups, some statistical tests were run. At the third
and the final part, students’ thoughts and opinions related to written peer feedback
training and the peer feedback practice are presented. Before interviewing the students,

a pilot interview was carried out with a student so as to test the questions and after the
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interview findings were grouped, a second grader went through the same grouping
process to have interrater reliability.

4.1.1. Type and quality of the feedback that is given

As it was mentioned in the previous section, there were two groups in the present
study and while one of them got written peer feedback training about how to give
feedback, the other one did not get any sort of training. In order to see if training had
an effect on the type of the feedback that the students give, the feedback that was given
by the students in both of the groups were categorized and analyzed using “The Coding
Scheme for Students’ Written Comments” (Zhu, 1995, p.521). This taxonomy was
chosen for this purpose as there is no other rubric or taxonomy that serves this purpose
as efficiently as this one.

This taxonomy divides the feedback types into three categories as global, local
and evaluative. Global feedback refers to the types of feedback that focus on the big
picture such as issues related to organization, content, logical arrangement of the ideas
and so on. Local feedback, however, focuses on more visible issues like grammar,
vocabulary, punctuation and spelling. Lastly, an evaluative comment just focuses on
the piece of writing as a whole and makes a general assessment about the writing.

After grouping the student feedback as global, local and evaluative, “The Rating
Scale for Students” Written Comments” was used in order to find out the relevancy of
the feedback that the students gave. According to this scale, if a comment points out a
strong side or a weak side correctly and provides correct advice, it is in number “3”
category. Meanwhile, if a comment points out a strong or a weak side, but in a vague
way, it is in number “2” category. Finally, if a comment is completely irrelevant and
not correct, it is in number “1” category. In other words, “3” means the comment is
“specific and relevant”, “2” means the comment is “general but relevant” and “1”

means the comment is “irrelevant or inaccurate.” (Subasi, 2002).

4.1.1.1. The analysis of the peer feedback given by the control group

The control group in the present study consisted of 16 students whose departments
were English Language and Literature. Before they started giving peer feedback, they
were informed about the notion of the peer feedback, but they were not given any

written peer feedback training. Like the experimental group, they were given peer
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feedback sheets which had some questions that were created related to the content and
the organization of the essay genre they were looking at and the students gave their

friends feedback using those peer feedback sheets.

4.1.1.1.1. Peer feedback that was given for the opinion essay by the control group
The students in the control group were asked to write an opinion essay about the
topic “Do advertisements help us or harm us?”” and they wrote three drafts for this
essay. They received peer feedback to their first drafts and this peer feedback was
discussed in this section. As this topic was in their Q:Skills Reading and Writing book,
they were able to do quite a lot of reading and brainstorming about it before they started
writing. Moreover, they were given the time to create an outline for their first draft.
Those first drafts received peer feedback and paved the way for the rest of the process.

Firstly, the feedback that was given for the opinion essay is presented.

Table 4.1. Written feedback types control group made for the opinion essay

Type “3” «“2” “1” Total
Global 6 (26.08%) 11 (47.82%) 6 (26.08%) 23
Local 26 (54.16%) 12 (25%) 10 (20.83%) 48
Evaluative 5
32 23 16 76

When the comments that were made by the students in the control group were
counted and categorized, it was found out that the students made a total number of 76
comments for the opinion essay. As it can be seen in Table 4.1, while 23 of those
comments were about global issues making up the 30.26% of the comments, 48 of
them were about local issues, making up the 63.15% of the comments. Also, there
were 5 evaluative comments that made up the 6.57% of the total comments.

Among the 23 comments related to global issues, 6 of them could be counted as
“specific and relevant”, in other words as number “3”. The comments that were
“relevant but general” or number “2” were counted as 11. Lastly, there were 6
comments that were considered as number “1” or “irrelevant or inaccurate.”

To sum up, among the 23 global comments that were made, 26.08% of them were
specific and relevant, 47,82% of them were relevant but general and 26.08% of them
were neither relevant nor correct.

As it can be understood from Table 4.1 above, the control group gave more local
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feedback. Having a look at the 48 comments that were made about the local issues, it
was found out that 26 of them were “specific and relevant” and 12 of these comments
were “relevant but general”. Finally, the number that made up the irrelevant or
inaccurate, number “1”, comments was 10. Hence, among the 48 comments about local
issues, 54.16% were specific and relevant while 25% of them were relevant but

general. However, 20.83% of the comments were irrelevant and inaccurate.

4.1.1.1.2. Peer feedback that was given for the narrative essay by the control group

The second type of essay that the control group was asked to write was a narrative
essay and their topic was “The biggest risk I have ever taken in my life.” As in the case
with the opinion essay, the topic was from the unit that was being covered in their
Q:Skills Reading and Writing book, giving them the opportunity to read about the
topic and then create an outline.

Table 4.2. Written feedback types control group made for the narrative essay

Type = «“” “1% Total
Global 4 (15.38%) 16 (61.53%) 6 (23.07%) 26
Local 31 (65.95%) 3 (6.38%) 13 (27.65%) 47
Evaluative 3
35 19 19 76

As a result of the grouping and categorizing process, it was revealed that the
students in the control group made a total number of 76 comments for the narrative
essay. Table 4.2. shows the results of the categorization of students’ feedback. Among
the feedback that the students gave to their peers for their narrative essays, 26 of them
were about global issues, 47 of them were about local issues and 3 of them were
evaluative. To put it in another way, 34.21% of the comments were related to global
issues while 61.84% of them were about local issues. Finally, 3.94% of the feedback
were evaluative.

Among 26 global comments, only 4 of them were “specific and relevant” making
up 15.86% of the total number while 16 of them were “relevant but general”, making
up the 61.53% of the total number. Lastly, 6 of these comments were “irrelevant or
inaccurate” and this was the 23.07% of the total number of 26.

When it comes to the 47 comments that were made related to the local issues, it

was found out that 31 of them were “relevant and specific”, in other words number
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“3”. It was also found out that 3 of the comments were “relevant but general”, namely

number “2” and 13 of these comments were number “1”, “irrelevant or inaccurate”

Some examples feedback put forward by the control group can be viewed in Table 4.3.

Table 4.3. Examples of feedback types from the control group

Comment  Specific and Relevant (3)  General but Relevant (2) Incorrect or Irrelevant (1)

Type:

Global e Your thesis e The background e You should get
statement looks information you into more detail.
like a supporting gave is weak. (to a narrative
statement. e There is no order essay which has

of events. everything
detailed.)
e  The composition is
too short.

Local e Have a look at e Choose  better e Be careful while
nouns. You use linkers. writing verbs.
nouns instead of e Be more careful e There are some
verbs. Look at about grammar. sentences  which
plural nouns. e There are some are too

e Instead of later, wrong words. complicated  to
use after. understand.

Evaluative  The content is good, the essay is strong

4.1.1.2. The analysis of the peer feedback given by the experimental group

The experimental group consisted of 18 students whose departments were
English Language and Literature. Before they started giving feedback to their friends,
they received written peer feedback training. This training process supplied them a lot
of example essays and they were taught to focus on content and organization. After
that, they wrote two different types of essays, giving and receiving peer feedback for
both of the genres. This section starts with the findings related to the opinion essay.

4.1.1.2.1. Peer feedback that was given for the opinion essay by the experimental
group

The opinion essay that the students in the experimental group were asked to write
was the same as the one the students in the control group wrote about. The topic was
“Do advertisements help us or harm us?” Also, like the control group, the students in
the experimental group covered the unit that was about advertising in their Q:Skills
Reading & Writing book, so they did some reading and took part in some discussions
related to the effects of advertisements. In other words, the students had some ideas

and some background knowledge regarding the topic.
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However, differently from the control group, the students in the experimental
group received written peer feedback training and learned how to give feedback before
they wrote anything or evaluated anything. They saw different examples and they
learned to focus on content and organization of an essay. The numbers that emerged
as a result of grouping and categorizing the peer feedback that the students gave show
that training was an influential factor in students’ feedback types and comment

numbers.

Table 4.4. Written feedback types experimental group made for the opinion essay

Type “3” «“2” “1” Total
Global 25 (39.68%) 34 (53.96%) 4 (6.34%) 63
Local 18 (41.86%) 7 (16.27%) 18 (41.86%) 43
Evaluative 9
43 41 22 115

Analyzing the peer feedback that the students in the experimental group gave for
their friends’ opinion essays, a total number of 115 comments were counted.
According to Table 4.4., while 63 of those comments were about global issues, 43 of
them were related to local issues and 9 of them were evaluative. In short, looking at
the numbers, it is easy to understand that more than half of the comments were about
global issues (54.78%). Comments related to local issues follow that number with
37.39% and finally evaluative comments make up the 7.82% of all comments.

Looking at the 63 global comments in Table 4.4., it can be said that 25 of them
were both specific and relevant, number “3”. It should also be noted that 34 of them
were “relevant but general”, falling into number “2” category. Lastly, only 4 of them
were inaccurate or irrelevant, in other words, number “1”. With that being said, it can
be summarized as out of all the 63 comments related to global issues, 39.68% of them
were “relevant and specific”, 53.96% of them were “relevant but general” and 6.34%
of them were not relevant or correct.

Among 43 comments that were about local issues, 18 of them were “specific and
relevant”, 7 of them were “relevant but general” and 18 of them were irrelevant or
inaccurate. With these results in mind, it can be deducted that out of all 43 local
comments, 41.86% of them fall into number “3” category and 16.27% of them are in

number “2” category. Last but not least, 41.86% of them are in number “1” category.
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4.1.1.2.2. Peer feedback that was given for the narrative essay by the experimental
group

Similarly, to the control group, the students in the experimental group were asked
to write a narrative essay about the biggest risk they had taken in their life. Before they
started writing, they covered the related unit from their Reading and Writing book. As
a result, they had some background information related to the topic. In addition, they
received written peer feedback training and learned to focus on content and

organization.

Table 4.5. Written feedback types experimental group made for the narrative essay

Type “3” «“2” “1” Total
Global 27 (54%) 18 (36%) 5 (10%) 50
Local 25 (69.44%) 5 (13.88%) 6 (16.66%) 36
Evaluative 3
52 23 11 89

The number of comments that were put forward for the narrative essay is smaller
compared to opinion essay. As it can be seen in Table 4.5., the students in the
experimental group made 89 comments for their peers’ narrative essays. However,
among these 89 comments, 50 of them were related to global issues, which is a high
number. It was also found out that 36 of these comments were local and only 3 of them
were evaluative. This shows us that, out of all 89 comments, 56.17% of them were
global, 40.44% of them were local and finally 3.37% of them were evaluative
comments.

It was also revealed that among 50 comments that were about global issues, 27
of them were “relevant and specific”, falling into number “3” category and this makes
the 54% of all of the comments. Next, 18 of them were “relevant but general”, going
into number “2” category and making 36% of all 50 global comments. Lastly, 5 of
those comments were grouped in “1”, being irrelevant or inaccurate, making up 10%
of all the global comments. Also, according to Table 4.5., out of all the 36 local
comments, 25 of them were in category “3” which represents “specific and relevant”
feedback, 5 of the comments were in category “2” which represents “relevant but
general” feedback and lastly 6 of them were in category “1” which means that the
comment was “inaccurate or irrelevant.” In other words, out of all the comments that
were about local issues, 69.44% were “specific and relevant”, 13.88% were “relevant

but general” and 16.66% of them were “irrelevant or inaccurate.”
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Table 4.6. can be seen to view examples of global, local and evaluative feedback
that were giveby the experimental group. It also categorizes the comments made by
the experimental group’s students as number “17, “2”, and “3”, indicating whether
they are specific and relevant, general but relevant or incorrect or irrelevant. As the
students in the experimental group mostly gave global feedback, Table 4.6 mostly
consists of global feedback types.

Table 4.6. Examples of feedback types from the experimental group

Comment Specific and Relevant (3) General but Relevant (2) Incorrect
Type: or Irrelevant (1)
Global e Your thesis e Youneedtoadd e | think your
statement is not more  detailed supporting
clear. You said ads examples. details are
help us, but you also e | think your not
said ads mislead us. thesis statement connected to
Pick a side. is not clear each other.
e Your body enough. | can (the
paragraphs,  your find it but be examples
examples and your clear. were
opinions are well e The connected to
stated and fluent. organization is each other)
e Your concluding okay, but you
paragraph does not should add a
look like few more
conclusion. It looks details  when
like a body you tell the
paragraph. story
Local e  Be careful when you e You have some e The
use passive voice grammar sentences
mistakes all that you
through the formed are
text. not  good
enough.
Evaluative Good job, congrats, I like the essay, | learned new things

4.1.1.3. Comparison of the control and the experimental group in terms of the type
of feedback they gave

Having a look at Table 4.7, one can easily say that the experimental group made
more comments compared to the control group for both types of essays. While the
experimental group made a total of 115 comments for the opinion essay, the control
group made 76. The situation is quite similar for the narrative essay as well because
while the experimental group resulted in 89 comments, the control group made 76
comments. In other words, the experimental group surpassed the control group by

making 204 revisions when the control group made 152 for both of the essays. Looking
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at these numbers, it can be easily said that peer feedback training helped the students
in the experimental group to have a more critical eye on the essays compared to the
control group.

With that being said, there is also a difference between the groups in terms of the
comments related to global issues. The control group made 23 global comments for
the opinion essay and 26 comments for the narrative essay, making the number 49 in
total. On the other hand, the experimental group made 63 comments related to global
issues for the opinion essay and 50 comments for the narrative essay, resulting in 113
in total. These numbers clearly indicate that the experimental group focused more on
global issues like organization and content compared to the control group. This also
indicates the effectiveness of the training that the experimental group received as it
shows that the students in the experimental group were able to focus on big and deep
issues such as content and organization. Meanwhile, compared to the experimental
group, the control group remained superficial and mechanic in terms of the feedback
they gave as they mostly focused on local issues.

In addition to this, among the 113 global comments that were made by the
experimental group, only 9 of them were counted as irrelevant or inaccurate. In other
words, only 7.93% of the global revisions were incorrect or irrelevant and this shows
that the students in the experimental group were able to give correct and relevant
feedback most of the time. However, having a look at the control group, one cannot
say the same. Out of the 49 global comments that they made, 24% was found out to be
irrelevant. Keeping in mind that the number of the global comments was already low
to begin with, this percentage shows that they had difficulties in giving correct and
relevant feedback related to global issues. These results show us that getting peer
feedback training before writing affected students’ feedback giving skills significantly.
Written peer feedback training not only helped the experimental group’s students to
produce more global comments, it enabled students to come up with relevant and
correct comments. It can be easily observed that written peer feedback training was
very effective for the students to improve their competence to give accurate and
relevant feedback.

When it comes to comments related to local issues, the control group turns out to
be the one with the more comments, making 95 local comments in total for both the

opinion essay and the narrative essay. Meanwhile, the experimental group is seen to
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make 79 comments related to local issues for both of the essays. Looking at the
relevancy of these comments made by the control group, it can be revealed that 23 of
these comments (24.21%) were counted as irrelevant or inaccurate while 24 of the
comments that were made by the experimental group were considered as invalid or
inaccurate, making it 30% out of 79 comments.

This shows that the control group focused more on local and visible issues like
grammar, vocabulary, punctuation and so on. Once again, this could be explained by
the fact that they were not trained like the experimental group, so they did not have
any idea about how to look at issues like organization or content. It did not occur to
them to have a look at the big picture, in short. That’s why, they just focused on what

they could see and what they could see was local issues.

Table 4.7. The comparison of the control group and the experimental group in terms of written feedback

types

CONTROL GROTP EXPERIMENTAL GROUP

OPINION ESSAY NARRATIVE ESSAY OPINIONESSAY NARRATIVEESSAY

TY'PES “3” “2” “1” Total “3!! “2” “1” Total “3!! SEZH “1” Total “3” SEZH “1” Total

Glohal § 11 § A 16 § % B H 4 6 18 § R
(26.08%) (47.82%) (26.08%) (1583%) (61.53%) (23.07%) (39.68%) (33.96%) (6.34%) (M%) (36%)  (10%)

Local 2 1 10 8 3 ] 13 i 1 7 18 4 N 5 § 3}
(4.16%) (25%)  (2083%) (65.95%) (6.38%) (L7.63%) (41.86%) (16.27%) (41.86%) (69.44%) (13.88%) (16.66%)

Evaluative 5 ] y ]

76 T6 115 )]

4.1.2. The difference between the experimental and the control group in terms of
their writing performance

After finding out the effect of getting written peer feedback training on the types
feedback that the students give, another aim of this study was to analyze if written peer
feedback training had any effect on students’ writing performance improvement in
both of the groups.

In order to find out the answer of this question, three different statistical tests
were carried out in three stages. As the first step, a paired samples t-test was conducted
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for both essay types the groups wrote to find out the difference between their first
drafts and the second drafts. By doing this, it was aimed to investigate whether the
writing performance improvement of the experimental group was better as a result of
the written peer feedback training they got. In other words, the effect of written peer
feedback training on the writing performance of the students was aimed to be
investigated. Moreover, an independent samples t-test was carried out in order to
compare the second drafts of both the experimental group and the control group for
both essay types.

Apart from this analysis, another paired samples t-test that compared the second
and the third drafts of both essay types in both of the groups was carried out. The main
objective of doing this was to see the role of teacher feedback in students’ writing
performance development throughout the drafting process and compare it with the
effect of peer feedback. Naturally, as a process-oriented approach was used in the
writing class, teacher feedback was a part of the cycle, as well. That is why, the effect
of teacher feedback on the overall writing performance improvement of the students
was investigated. Furthermore, an independent samples t-test was carried out in order
to compare the third drafts of the experimental group and the control group both for
the opinion essay and the narrative essay. Moreover, a post hoc analysis that measured
the effect of teacher feedback and peer feedback was carried out. By doing so, the
effect of peer feedback and teacher feedback on the overall writing proficiency

improvement was compared.

4.1.2.1. The effect of training on students’ writing performance improvement

As it was mentioned above, the main aim of this study was to see the effect of
written peer feedback training on students’ feedback giving skills as well as their
writing performance improvement. In order to find out the effect of written peer
feedback training on students writing performance, the first drafts and the second
drafts of the students in both of the groups were compared using paired samples t-tests.

Besides comparing the first drafts and the second drafts of the students in each
group itself, the opinion essay second drafts of both groups and the narrative essay
second drafts of both groups were compared using independent samples t-tests in order
to be able to identify the effect of written peer feedback training on students’ writing

performance better.
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4.1.2.1.1. The comparison of the first drafts and the second drafts of the students in
the control group

The control group, which consisted of 16 Turkish EFL students, had never written
any types of essays before this study. During their first quarter of their first semester
at Prep School, they were taught how to write paragraphs first. Later on, they were
introduced to Opinion Essay. Hence, the process was difficult and challenging for
them. Furthermore, they were not exposed to a written peer feedback training.

After they were taught how to write an opinion essay, they were asked to write
about the topic “Do advertisements help us or harm us?” They had the time to create
an outline before they started, and this was their only preparation. Creating their
outline, they wrote their first drafts and then received peer feedback for their first
drafts. Lastly, with the help of the peer feedback that they got, they created a second
draft.

Table 4.8. t-test results showing the mean scores of the first and second drafts of the control group for
the opinion essay

N X df SD t P
Opinion Essay First D. 16 72,19 8,35
15 -0,405 ,691
Opinion Essay Second D. 16 72,63 8,64

As it can be clearly seen from Table 4.8 above, the mean score of the opinion
essay first drafts of the control group is revealed to be 72.19. Interestingly, it can be
also seen that the mean score of their second drafts of the opinion essay is found out
to be 72.63. This is almost the same as their first drafts mean score, which means they
did not really improve their writing performance between writing the first draft and
the second draft of their opinion essays.

Furthermore, looking at Table 4.8. above, it can be easily stated that there is not
a statistically significant difference between the mean scores of the first drafts and the
second drafts of the control group in terms of their writing performance improvement
for the opinion essay (t(15)= -0,405; p > 0.05). In other words, it can be said that
getting peer feedback did not have a significant effect on helping students create better
opinion essay second drafts in the control group. This indicates that the peer feedback

they received did not lead them to make successful revisions.
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After they wrote and gave peer feedback to the opinion essay, the control group
students were required to write a narrative essay. As easy as it looks, understanding
the narrative genre and writing a narrative essay was not an easy concept for the
students in the control group because they had to be careful about the chronological
order of the events while paying attention to the tense shifts at the same time.

Like they did with the opinion essay, they were given time to create an outline.
Then, they wrote their first drafts and then received peer feedback to their first drafts.
Finally, with the help of the peer feedback that they got, they penned their second
drafts.

Table 4.9. t-test results showing the mean scores of the first and second drafts of the control group for

the narrative essay

N X df SD t P
Narrative Essay First Draft 16 69,13 12,66
15 -2,174 ,046*
Narrative Essay Second Draft 16 72,63 8,70

As it can be seen from Table 4.9, the mean score of the first drafts of the narrative
essays was 69,13 while the mean score of their second drafts was found out to be 72.63,
indicating a small rise between the first draft mean score and the second draft mean
score. This small rise indicates the lack of written peer feedback training in the control
group as it shows that they were not able to make use of peer feedback in an efficient
way. Moreover, having a look at Table 4.9, it can be concluded that there is a difference
between the first draft and second draft mean scores of the students in the control group
in terms of their narrative essays, but it is not a statistically significant difference. To
put it in another way, the control group students barely improved themselves in terms
of their writing performance between their first and second drafts of narrative essays.
(t(15)=-2,174; p< 0.05).

4.1.2.1.2. The comparison of the first drafts and the second drafts of the students in
the experimental group
The experimental group in the present study was exposed to an intensive written

peer feedback training before they started giving and receiving peer feedback. After
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their training was completed, they wrote three different drafts for two types of essays
and received peer feedback for their second drafts. Like the control group, they had
never written an essay before they took Reading and Writing class at Prep School.
While they were getting peer feedback training, they were informed about the
organization about the opinion essay by looking at different examples and exercises.
Not only were they taught the notion of opinion essay, but they were also educated
about how to check or evaluate an opinion by focusing on global issues like content

and organization.

Table 4.10. t-test results showing the mean scores of the first and second drafts of the experimental

group for the opinion essay

N X df SD t P

Opinion Essay First Draft 18 74,67 17 6,14
Opinion Essay Second Draft 18 83,89 3,76

-8,285 0,000**

The experimental group was asked to write about the same topic as the control
group, which is “Do advertisements help us or harm us?” After they finished their
training, they created their outlines and wrote their first drafts of the opinion essays.
As Table 4.8 suggests, the mean score of their first drafts is 74.67. Following that, they
received peer feedback and wrote their second drafts using the peer feedback that they
were given. As a result, the mean score of their second drafts is found out to be 83.89.

By having a look at Table 4.10, it can be safely assumed that the written peer
feedback training played an important role on the experimental group students in terms
of improving their writing performance while writing their opinion essays. That is to
say, there is a statistically significant difference between the first drafts mean score
and the second drafts mean score of the students in the experimental group. (t(17)=-
8,285; p<0.01).

Table 4.11. t-test results showing the mean scores of the first and second drafts of the experimental

group for the narrative essay

N X df SD t P
Narrative Essay First Draft 18 74,00 7,34
17 -12,004 ,000**
Narrative Essay Second Draft 18 82,89 6,97
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The narrative essay was more difficult for the students to write compared to the
opinion essay as keeping the chronological order while establishing a good flow was
quite challenging. However, with the help of the written peer feedback training they
received and the outlines they created, they managed to come up with their first drafts

As the Table 4.11 suggests, the mean score of the first drafts of the narrative
essay is revealed to be 74.00 while the mean score of their second drafts of the narrative
essay is 82.89. Moreover, looking at Table 4.11, it can be easily concluded that there
is a statistically significant difference between the first drafts mean scores and the
second drafts mean scores of the experimental group (t(17)=-12.004; p<0.01). Once
again, it shows that getting written peer feedback training was really efficient in

making students improve their writing performance.

4.1.2.1.3. The comparison of the second drafts of the experimental group and the
control group

After analyzing the difference between the first drafts and the second drafts of
the students in both the control and the experimental groups for both essay types,
another analysis was carried out that looked deeply into the difference between their
second drafts of opinion essays and narrative essays.

In order to understand this, two independent samples t-tests were run that looked
at the mean scores of the second drafts of both essay types. The reason behind this step
was to understand the effect of written peer feedback training on students writing
performance more clearly. Firstly, both of the groups were compared in terms of their
second drafts of the opinion essays that they produced. After that, narrative essay
second drafts were compared. Table 4.12. below shows the mean scores of both groups

in terms of their opinion essay second draft mean scores.

Table 4.12. The comparison of the mean scores of the opinion essay for the second draft in both groups

Group N X df SD t P
Ex_pe:*rlmental 18 83,89 3,76

opinion 19,97 4,825 ,000**
Control opinion 16 72,63 8,64

Looking at Table 4.12 above, it can be clearly seen that there is a difference

between the second draft mean scores of the experimental group and the control group
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in terms of their opinion essays. While the mean score of the experimental group is
83.89, the mean score of the control group is 72.63, which is quite lower than the mean
score of the experimental group students.

Furthermore, this difference between the mean scores means the effect of written
peer feedback training was really important in determining their writing performance.
As Table 4.12 suggests, there is a statistically significant difference between the mean
scores of the second drafts of the control group and the experimental group. (t(19.97)=
4.825; p<0.01)

Table 4.13. The comparison of the mean scores of the narrative essay for the second draft in both

groups
Group N X df SD t P
e 18 2
Control 32 3,814 ,001**
. 16 72,63 8,71
narrative

The second drafts of the narrative essays of both groups were also compared to
investigate the difference between the groups in terms of their writing performance.
As Table 4.13 above indicates the mean score of the second drafts of the control group
is 72.63. However, the mean score of the second drafts of the experimental group is
82.89. This means that the experimental group gained more from the peer feedback
that they were given and created more improved second drafts compared to the control
group.

Moreover, looking at Table 4.13, it can be concluded that there is a statistically
significant difference between the mean scores of the second drafts of the experimental
group and the control group in terms of their narrative essays (t(32)=3.814; p<0.01).
This statistical finding further proves the effect of written peer feedback training on
helping students give better peer feedback and improving students’ writing
performance as a result of the peer feedback.

Overall, the analyses of the second drafts of the opinion essays and the narrative
essays of the control group and the experimental group put forward a significant
difference. It can be easily said that getting written peer feedback training before
giving and receiving peer feedback really helped the experimental group to produce
more accurate and relevant feedback. This, in turn, contributed to their writing

performance as they were able to come up with better second drafts than the control
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group. This clearly shows the strong effect of the written peer feedback training on
making peer feedback practice something worthwhile and influential.

4.1.2.2. The overall writing performance improvement of the students in both of the
groups

In both the experimental group and the control group, the students were required
to write a third draft after their second draft. They created these third drafts with the
help of the teacher feedback that they received on their second drafts. In order to see
the effect of teacher feedback and compare the effect of peer feedback with teacher
feedback on students overall writing performance improvement, paired samples t-tests
were run to analyze the differences between students’ second drafts and third drafts
for both of the groups for both essay types that the students wrote.

As it was explained in the previous section, the experimental group was able to
create better second drafts compared to the control group with the help of the peer
feedback that they received, and this peer feedback was a result of the written peer
feedback training. By looking at the improvement between the second and the third
drafts, it is aimed to see how much of the students’ overall writing performance
improvement was a result of peer feedback and how much of it was a result of teacher
feedback at the end of the drafting process in both groups.

4.1.2.2.1. The comparison of the second drafts and the third drafts of the students in
the control group

The control group in this study did not receive any written peer feedback training
before they started giving peer feedback and the lack of training was a factor that made
an effect on their second drafts. Unlike the experimental group, they did not show a
significant improvement that resulted from peer feedback between the first drafts and
the second drafts of neither the opinion essay nor the narrative essay that they wrote.

Table 4.14. t-test results showing the mean scores of the second and third drafts of the control group

for the opinion essay

N X df SD t P
Opinion Essay Second Draft 16 72,63 8,64
15 -4,226 ,001**
Opinion Essay Third Draft 16 77,63 7,56

77



It is obvious from Table 4.14 above that the teacher feedback they received for
their second drafts made more impact on their writing performance improvement of
their opinion essays as while the mean score of their second drafts is 72.63, the mean
score of the third drafts, the drafts that were created as a result of teacher feedback, is
77.63. This clearly shows an improvement which is a result of teacher feedback.
Moreover, the difference between the second draft mean score and the third draft mean
score is found out to be statistically significant (t(15)=-4,226; p<0.01).

When it comes to the narrative essay, the situation was not quite different than
the opinion essay. As it was discussed in the previous section related to the effect of
training on students’ writing performance improvement, the control group showed a
small improvement between their first drafts and second drafts of the narrative essay,
but it was not a statistically significant improvement. In other words, peer feedback

did not assist them in terms of writing better second drafts.

Table 4.15. t-test results showing the mean scores of the second and third drafts of the control group

for the narrative essay

N X df SD t P
Narrative Essay Second Draft 16 72,63 8,70
15 -7,447 ,000%**
Narrative Essay Third Draft 16 79,94 7,62

As Table 4.15 indicates, the mean score of the second drafts of the narrative
essays was 72.63. Meanwhile, after they were given teacher feedback to their second
drafts, the mean score of their third draft rose up to 79.94, showing once again that
teacher feedback was more beneficial for the students in the control group to improve
their writing performance of their narrative essays.

Furthermore, this rise between the second draft mean score and the third draft
mean score is found out to be statistically significant. In other words, there is a
statistically significant difference between the mean score of the second drafts and the
mean scores of the third drafts of the students in the control group in their narrative
essays (t(15)=-7.447; p<0.01).
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4.1.2.2.2. The comparison of the second drafts and the third drafts of the students in
the experimental group

Unlike the control group, the experimental group showed great improvement in
terms of their writing performance between their first drafts and second drafts. This
was because of the good peer feedback that they gave each other, and the source of
this good peer feedback was written peer feedback training. With that being said, it
was also aimed to find out if the effect of teacher feedback was bigger than peer
feedback or peer feedback still prevailed when it came to the overall writing
performance improvement.

To be able to see that, first of all, the second draft mean score and the third draft
mean score of the opinion essays that the students wrote were compared. As it can be
seen in Table 4.16, while the mean score of the second drafts is 83.89, the mean score
of the third drafts is found out to be 87.50.

Table 4.16. t-test results showing the mean scores of the second and third drafts of the experimental
group for the opinion essay

N X df SD t P
Opinion Essay Second Draft 18 83,89 3,76
17 -3,993  0,001**
Opinion Essay Third Draft 18 87,50 5,03

Looking at Table 4.16 above, it can be said that there is a statistically significant
difference between the second drafts and the third drafts of the opinion essays of the
experimental group (t(17)= -3,993; p<0.01). In other words, teacher feedback also
helped the students in the experimental group to improve their writing. However, the
effect of peer feedback was much stronger as it can be understood from the difference
between their first draft mean score and the second draft mean score.

The case with the narrative essays that the students in the experimental group
wrote is quite similar to the opinion essay. That is, they showed a significant
improvement in terms of their writing performance between their first and second
drafts. It can be stated that the reason for that improvement was the written peer
feedback training they received before they started giving peer feedback considering
that it enabled them to give accurate and relevant peer feedback. However, the

experimental group also showed improvement between their second and third drafts.
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Table 4.17. t-test results showing the mean scores of the second and third drafts of the experimental

group for the narrative essay

N X df SD t P
Narrative Essay Second Draft 18 82,89 6,97
17 -4,240 ,001**
Narrative Essay Third Draft 18 85,94 573

When it comes to comparing their second and third drafts of narrative essays, as
it can be viewed in Table 4.17, the mean score of their second drafts was 82.89 and
the mean score of their third drafts was found out as 85.94. It can be easily stated that
there is a statistically significant difference between the narrative essay second draft
mean scores and the third draft mean scores of the students in the experimental group
(t(17)= -4,240; p<0.01). Once again, teacher feedback also played a role in
experimental group’s writing performance improvement although it was a smaller role

than the peer feedback’s role.

4.1.2.2.3. The comparison of the third drafts of the experimental group and the
control group

As the last step, the final drafts of the students in both the experimental group
and the control group were compared both for the opinion essay and the narrative essay
so as to see the overall writing performance improvement of the students. In order to
do that, two independent samples t-tests were administered for each essay type that the
students wrote and the results of these are discussed in this part.

First of all, the results related to the third drafts of the opinion essays of both
groups are handled. Following this, the narrative essay third drafts of both groups are
going to be compared. As mentioned above, the aim of doing so is to analyse the

writing performance improvement of the students in both groups.

Table 4.18. The comparison of the mean scores of the opinion essay for the third draft in both groups

Group N X df SD t P
E;‘Oplf”me”ta' 18 87,50 5,03

group 32 4530  ,000%*
Cantrol 16 77.63 756

grOUp
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According to Table 4.18, the mean score of the control group reached up to 77.63
at the end of the writing process. However, the mean score of the experimental group
went up a lot higher, which is 87.50. This shows that the writing process that they went
through was more beneficial for the experimental group as they experienced a very big
peer feedback effect as well as a teacher feedback effect. The situation was not the
same for the control group as it looked like they were only able to improve themselves
with the help of teacher feedback.

Moreover, as Table 4.18 shows clearly, it can be easily asserted that there is a
statistically significant difference between the mean scores of the control group and
the experimental group in terms of their opinion essays (t(32)= 4,530; p<0.01).

Table. 4.19. The comparison of the mean scores of the narrative essay for the third draft in both groups

Group N X df SD t P
Experimental 18 85,94 5,73

32 2,615 ,013*
Control 16 79,94 7,62

Next, the third drafts of the narrative essays of the students were compared. The
aim was again to see the overall writing performance improvement of the students and
it indicated similar results to the opinion essay. Namely, the experimental group
reached up to a higher mean score which is found out to as 85,94 while the mean score
of the control group was 79,94

The mean score comparison of the third drafts of the narrative essays clearly
showed a difference between the experimental group and the control group and this
difference was in favor of the experimental group. To put it in another way, there is a
statistically significant difference between the experimental group and the control
group in terms of their narrative essay final drafts (t(32)= 2.615; p<0.05). This
demonstrated the fact that experimental group students made use of peer feedback
more efficiently than the control group students and made use of both peer feedback
and teacher feedback, improving themselves more in the end.

Moreover, a post hoc analysis was done to be able to see the effect of peer
feedback and teacher feedback more thoroughly. Table 4.20 shows the comparison of
the differences in the second and the third draft scores in both opinion essay and

narrative essay between the experimental group and the control group by means of the
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effect size analyses. The effect size indicators presented is Cohen’s d, which is
calculated with the spreadsheet provided by Lakens (2013).

Table 4.20. Comparison of the second and third draft scores on both types of essays between the

experimental and the control group by means of effect size analyses

Effect 95% Confidence Interval

Type of Comparison Mean difference Size

High Low
Opinion Essay Second Draft 11.26 1.73 2,51 0,92
Opinion Essay Third Draft 9.87 1.56 2,31 0,77
Narrative Essay Second Draft 10.26 1.31 2,04 0,55
Narrative Essay Third Draft 6.00 0.90 1,59 0,18

Cohen’s d is calculated to measure the magnitude of the mean differences
(Cohen, 1988) when there is a statistically significant difference. The calculated d is
interpreted as small, medium and large in terms of the reference values of 0.2, 0.5 and
0.8 respectively. As can be seen in Table 4.20, the effect sizes in all the comparisons
are above 0.8, which indicates a large effect.

It should be noted that the effect sizes of the comparisons of second drafts in both
opinion and narrative essay (ESopinion_second=1.73; ESnarrative_secona=1.31) are higher than
those in the comparisons of third drafts (ESopinion_thira=1.56; ESnarrative_thira=0.90), which
might be attributed to the peer feedback given by the students. On the other hand, the
effect sizes for the third draft comparisons in opinion and narrative essay
(ESopinion_third=1.56; ESnarrative_thira=0.90 respectively) were found to be less than the
second drafts. This finding also suggests a favorable outcome for the effectiveness of
peer feedback since the students in both the experimental group and the control group
received teacher’s feedback before the third drafts, which seems to have caused a lower
difference when compared to peer feedback.

To sum up, looking at the comparisons of second drafts and third drafts of the
students, one can easily understand that both the experimental group and the control
group created better work at the end of the writing process that they experienced.
Considering that writing is a process, it is perfectly understandable that they both
experienced growth in terms of their writing performance.

It is also very easy to notice that the experimental group experienced most of this
improvement as a result of the peer feedback that they got. Obviously, teacher

feedback helped them as well, considering the improvement they went through
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between their second drafts and third drafts, but the main source of their improvement
seems to be the peer feedback that they were given by their friends as it caused them
to experience more improvement in terms of their writing performance compared to
the teacher feedback.

The situation is quite the opposite for the control group. Looking at the results
above, it is very apparent that they did not experience a writing performance
improvement that resulted from peer feedback. Actually, their opinion essay first draft
mean score and second draft mean score are almost the same. This shows that they
were not able to give and receive correct and relevant peer feedback.

This situation can be explained with the lack of written peer feedback training.
Not knowing how to give peer feedback caused the students in the control group not
give healthy feedback to their friends. As a result, they showed no improvement
between their first drafts and second drafts. Almost all of their writing performance
improvement seems to be a result of the teacher feedback that they received for their
second drafts as they showed a significant difference between their second drafts and
third drafts.

In conclusion, both the experimental group and the control group experienced a
writing performance improvement at the end of the drafting process. This was an
expected result considering the fact that writing is a process and writing drafts helps
students to have the chance to increase their performance. However, the reason behind
the writing performance improvement of the students in the experimental group and
the control group are different from each other. While the students in the experimental
group made use of peer feedback in an efficient way with the help of the written peer
feedback training that they received and improved their performance between their
first and second drafts, the control group students struggled in this part. In other words,
the control group students were not able to show performance improvement between
their first drafts and second drafts and the reason for that was the fact that they did not
know how to give peer feedback. The lack of peer feedback training was an effective
factor for the students in the control group.

Finally, both of the groups made use of teacher feedback and improved their
performance because of teacher feedback. However, for the experimental group, the
effect of peer feedback was much stronger than the teacher feedback. The written peer

feedback training they received before the process helped them to put forward healthy
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and relevant peer feedback that was more influential than the teacher feedback.
Meanwhile, for the control group, the teacher feedback was almost their only source
of improvement as they improved their writing performance between their second and
third drafts.

4.1.3. The opinions of the students regarding peer feedback

As the final part of the study, an interview was carried out in order to find out
the opinions of the students both in the experimental group and the control group. The
students in each group were asked the same questions that aimed to make them think
about the peer feedback practice and evaluate it. Moreover, the students in the
experimental group were required to answer to some more questions regarding the
written peer feedback training they received, too.

Before the interview took place, a pilot interview was carried out with a student
from the experimental group and any misleading questions were omitted from the
question list. Besides, some questions were paraphrased in order to make them more
understandable for the students. After the pilot interview, 6 students from the
experimental group and 4 students from the control group were picked for the
interview. The interviews were carried out in Turkish to give the students the
opportunity to express themselves easily and they were translated into English by the

researcher later.

4.1.3.1. Control group students’ opinion regarding peer feedback

As mentioned above, four students were interviewed from the control group.
Those students were asked some questions in order to find out their positive and
negative opinions related to peer feedback practice. They were also encouraged to give
their suggestions related to peer feedback.

Looking at the answers that they gave, two positive themes and two negative
themes were found out. While “helpful for error correction”, which was mentioned
by all four students that were interviewed, and “improving writing and motivation to
write”, which was stated by two students out of four can be counted as the positive
ones, “not knowing how to give feedback”, which was mentioned by three students
out of four and “destructive for friendships”, which was also stated by three students

out of four, are the negative ones.
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4.1.3.1.1. Helpful for error correction

One thing that outshines every answer that the students in the control group gave
was their obsession with errors, noticing errors and error correction. It is quite obvious
that that they saw the peer feedback practice as an easy way to correct the grammar,
vocabulary and other local issue related errors before they submit their work to the
teacher. Four of the students that were interviewed mentioned that they were able to
notice errors better and they hoped to make less errors themselves as a result of the

peer feedback practice.

Student 3: “We looked at errors more carefully. For example, | was more careful
when I checked my friend’s paper. I paid extra attention on -S in simple present
tense when | wrote. | started to pay attention to other things as well.”

As Student 3 mentioned here, they saw the whole thing as an activity to notice
grammar mistakes or vocabulary mistakes and fix these. This further supports the
findings related to the comment types of the control group as they made a lot more
comments focusing on local issues compared to the ones focusing on global issues.
Moreover, Student 2 stated: “When our friends check our papers or we have a look at
the papers putting ourselves into their place, we can reduce number of our errors.”
Therefore, getting peer feedback might have been a way to reduce the local errors that
they made for the students in the control group.

4.1.3.1.2. Improving writing and motivation to write

Another positive thing that the students mentioned was the fact that they felt like
giving peer feedback improved their writing skills. First of all, two out of four students
indicated that giving peer feedback and knowing that their friends would have a look
at their paper motivated them to write more carefully. Student 2 indicated the effect of
peer feedback on her motivation to write by stating “The positive effect it has on me
is that it motivated me to write more carefully.”

This might stem from the fact that they knew their papers were going to be
evaluated by their peers, so they felt like they needed to write better. Even though
getting more motivated to write is always a good thing, it might be a result of the fear
of getting judged by their peers in this case.

Although it cannot be visibly seen in the interview findings, the atmosphere and
the energy were observed as a little bit defensive in the classroom as they were giving

and receiving peer feedback.
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One interesting finding came from Student 3. The students in both of the groups
were encouraged to write their feedback in English to the peer feedback sheets, but
they were allowed to write in Turkish if they had any difficulties expressing
themselves in English. Needless to say, almost all of the students in the control group
chose to give their peer feedback in Turkish. The situation was not too different in the
experimental group as only a few students gave feedback in English. For these reasons,
it is quite an important thing that Student 3 remarked that giving peer feedback in

English motivated her and improved her writing.
Student 3: “You said we could give peer feedback in English. That really improved me.
I mean | wrote my essay, but | tried to write my peer feedback in English, too. It has
contributed a lot to my English. It positively affected me.”
4.1.3.1.3. Not knowing how to give feedback
When the students in the control group were asked to mention the negative or the
lacking parts of the peer feedback experience, they stated that they were hesitant about
it because they had some doubts in their minds related to how to give feedback. They
expressed that they had their doubts about their feedback giving skills as they did not
know how to evaluate a piece of writing. In addition to this, they also noted that they

thought their English was not good enough to give someone feedback.

Student 2: “I think the lacking part stems from us because we do not know how to assess
writing. We cannot help our friends. However, when you have a look at it from a different
perspective, peer feedback method is rarely used. | think it could be better when it is used
more.”

This extract taken from Student 2’s interview clearly shows the effect of the lack
of training. As the student indicates, they had difficulties giving feedback to their
friends’ papers because they did not know how to evaluate or what to look for. This
could be why they just focused on visible errors which were related to local issues and
mostly ignored global issues in their friends’ writing as they were not able to find
those.

It was found out that students also felt inadequate and they were afraid of
misleading their friends by giving them inaccurate feedback. This might have caused
them to hold themselves back and lose motivation along the way, thinking that they

did not have enough knowledge and skills to give someone feedback.

Student 2: “Sometimes we do not know what to do. We may not know enough about the
subjects and we might mislead our friends. Because none of us are amazing in terms of
grammar, speaking or writing. As a result of this, we may cause our friends to make more
errors.”
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The lack of training and not feeling competent enough to give feedback caused
other problems. When asked if peer feedback made an effect on their friends, all four
of the students stated that they did not have any idea about this because they were not
so sure about the feedback that they gave. Student 4 states that they were not
knowledgeable enough to notice whether what they thought as an error was actually
an error. With this in mind, they assumed their feedback did not affect their friends.

Student 4: “Noticing each other’s mistakes first will improve us a lot because we have to
be knowledgeable about a lot of subjects to be able to distinguish if something is really
an error. That’s why I do not think it (peer feedback) affected my friends a lot.”

Obviously, this situation resulted in them not giving effective feedback to their
friends and this affected the feedback giving cycle in a negative way. When one
student did not give peer feedback because he did not know what to do or what to
correct, the students in the receiving end did not get any comments and ended up not
having something to work on for their second draft. To sum up, the lack of a training
ruined all peer feedback process for these students. This even led them to state that
they preferred teacher feedback over peer feedback as Student 3 mentioned: “I could
not see any errors to fix on my paper because my friend did not point them out. If you
assessed those papers, you would have been more careful.”

All of these problems could be solved with one thing and it is written peer
feedback training. Not having a peer feedback training before giving feedback caused
the control group to feel lost while giving their friends peer feedback and focus on
visible and local errors. It also led them into thinking they were not competent enough
to give peer feedback and they preferred teacher feedback over peer feedback. These

problems can be overcome with a suitable written peer feedback training.

4.1.3.1.4. Destructive for friendships

Another negative theme that emerged from students’ answers was related to their
interaction with friends. This was an expected outcome considering the tense
classroom atmosphere that could be easily observed while they were giving each other
peer feedback.

Three out of four students mentioned some problems or lacking parts related to
interpersonal relationships and their interaction with friends. Furthermore, two
students suggested that peer feedback activity should be anonymous because,

otherwise, they were not very comfortable to give peer feedback since it emotionally
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affected them. They were afraid of hurting their friends’ feelings and harming their
friendship on the way.

Student 4: “The negative part might be that in the class some close friends do not tell each
other their errors honestly in order not to be offending, so when we give peer feedback,
the names could be hidden or there can be another way.”

In addition to this, one of the students who suggested turning the peer feedback
activity into an anonymous one stated that when their peers knew who gave them
feedback, they started questioning the feedback and the student believes that this
should not be allowed. This is quite problematic in itself. This indicates that how
different and wrong they perceived the idea of peer feedback. Instead of seeing it like
helping each other to create better work, they saw it as error hunting. They just put
peer feedback into teacher feedback’s role and thought it should be accepted without
a second thought. One of the biggest reasons of this is the lack of peer feedback
training. If they had gotten training, they would have known peer feedback was
something different than what they assumed as making students understand they were
going to give peer feedback to help each other in a friendly atmosphere was the first

step of the training.

Student 1: “I think it would be better not to know who we are getting peer feedback from
because some friends do not like the feedback and question it. | think they do not have
this right and it is not nice when you have a look at it like this.”

4.1.3.2. The experimental group’s opinion regarding peer feedback training

Like it was mentioned in the previous section, six students were chosen to be
interviewed from the experimental group. First of all, the students’ opinion about peer
feedback training was asked and they were encouraged to state both their positive and
the negative opinions about it. Following this, they were requested to mention their
positive and negative opinions about the peer feedback practice itself. As the final step,
they were asked whether they had any suggestions or if they would like to mention
any limitations.

Looking at the answers that were given by the students to the questions regarding
the peer feedback training, three themes were found out as two of them being positive
and the other one being negative. The themes that emerged from the answers of the
students can be counted as “improving their feedback giving skills”, ‘“getting
awareness on their writing skills” and “more tiring compared to other methods. The

fact that written peer feedback training improved their skills to give peer feedback was
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stated by all of the six students that were interviewed. Also, six out of six students
mentioned that training helped them to get awareness on their writing skills. Lastly,

one out of six students mentioned that the training process was tiring for them.

4.1.3.2.1. Improving their feedback giving skills

The main aim of the present study was to see if giving students written peer
feedback training would help them to produce better feedback and the students in the
experimental group seem to think peer feedback training helped them to produce better
feedback. Six students were interviewed in the experimental group and all of them
mentioned that they thought peer feedback training contributed a lot to their feedback
giving skills. This correlates with the findings that were reached looking at their peer
feedback sheets as the experimental group made more revisions compared to the
control group and most of their revisions were about global issues of writing and
relevant.

The answers that were given by the students seem to suggest that training played
a crucial role in helping them to learn how to look at a piece of writing and evaluate it
properly. They all mentioned that getting training was beneficial in terms of learning

how to evaluate a piece of writing.

Student 3: “The training process before we started giving feedback was advantageous for
us because with the help of this, we learned how to check a paragraph or an essay. It was
like an exercise for us. We gained an idea about how to look at writing. That is why,
think it is beneficial.”

They thought that the training process was like an exercise for them and they
enjoyed putting themselves into a different position. In other words, they loved playing
the teacher and learning the process of evaluating a piece of writing. For them, it felt
like they were becoming a part of a secret and this feeling had a positive effect in the
classroom atmosphere. Needless to say, it caused them to take writing more seriously.

Students were also questioned about whether they thought the training that they
received was sufficient enough or not. They were asked if they could add or suggest
anything else that would make the training better. The answers that the students gave
put forward that they thought the training was sufficient enough for them to grasp how

to give feedback.

Student 6: “I think they were sufficient because we also learned some good tips and tricks
listening to the teacher in the classroom. However, seeing some example essays written
by previous students and learning how we should assess a piece of writing we read were
more memorable since it was also visual... What else could be done, anyway?
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Moreover, it goes on without saying that learning the methods and ways of
looking and evaluating an essay made the students feel stronger about their feedback
giving skills and this affected how they assessed their friends’ papers and the types of
comments they made. They felt more confident and this influenced the way they

handled peer feedback practice.

Student 1: “We found out that we could fix and edit something, too. I realized that we
do not have to be given feedback all the time, but we can also give feedback with the
help of peer feedback training.”

This shows that training helped them widen their horizons when it came to
feedback. Most of the students are programmed to get teacher feedback and accept it
without a second thought. As a result, when they are challenged to do something
different, something that is out of the ordinary for them, they start struggling.
However, in this case, having a peer feedback training helped the students in the
experimental group to adapt into the process and feel self-confident about their
feedback giving skills.

Last but not least, receiving training played a role in changing students’ attitude
related to the peer feedback practice, as well. The training process made them feel
ready when it came to give feedback and they were more eager compared to the control
group to give feedback. Comparing the numbers and the types of the comments that
were made by the experimental group and the control group, this can easily be
approved.

As Student 1 mentions, during the peer feedback practice, the experimental group
was more aware of what they were doing, and they were more careful compared to the
control group. One of the biggest reasons for this difference between the two groups
is obviously training. Getting training helped the students in the experimental group to

act more professionally when they were giving peer feedback.

Student 1: “When we first started, giving peer feedback made me feel nervous because I
thought I could not do it. I thought I would not be able to notice some things or that some
of my friends would not be able to find out errors in my writing and |1 would have nothing
to work on my second draft. However, after we started this process, | observed that, on
the contrary to what | thought, everyone was aware of what was going on and they were
noticing their own errors by giving feedback to others.”

4.1.3.2.2. Getting awareness on their writing skills
Other than having a chance to improve their skills to give feedback, students

mentioned that the training process helped them to improve their writing skills, as well.
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That is to say, all of the six students that were interviewed pointed out that training
had an effect on them improving themselves in terms of their writing skill.

Even though they could focus on the big picture and give peer feedback on global
issues, most of the students were still concerned about noticing their errors and
diminishing the number of their errors. They felt like they could learn to look at their
writing in a different way as a result of the training and reduce the number of their
errors with the help of this. Student 1 stated: “I think it is totally advantageous because
it both improves our skills to give feedback and enables us to notice our own errors.”

Besides making them self-aware of their own mistakes, training helped students
to become self-aware about their writing because learning how to assess and what to
look at opened their eyes. In other words, getting peer feedback training not only
helped them to give healthy feedback to their friends, it also helped them to write better

considering all the factors that they learnt.
Student 2: “Before this, I mean before we started this project, I was not able to correct my
errors. | either needed a teacher or a friend to point them out for me. However, as a result
of this training, | stopped needing that and created a system to notice my own errors first
and then getting feedback.”

4.1.3.2.3. More tiring compared to other methods

The answers that the students in the experimental group gave indicated all
positive opinions related to peer feedback training other than a negative one that was
stated by one student. The fact that it was stated by only one student might cause it to

be too weak to become a theme itself, but it is still important to consider.

Student 6: “The only disadvantage is that it was a more tiring process compared to other
methods because we worked all the time, wrote all the time, so our brains were very busy.
However, when we have a look at the outcome of'it, it was worth it.”

As Student 6 stated, the training process can be considered as tiring or
challenging for the students as it required constant attention and interest. They were
asked to do extra things that were not very easy or familiar to them. Considering these
factors, it is quite understandable why Student 6 found the process tiring. With that
being said, the student also mentioned that it was worth getting tired and it is all that
matters. It is a very important thing to see that even if they found the written peer
feedback training process challenging and tiring, they still appreciated its value. This
shows that the peer feedback training and the activities that they did during the training
were sufficient in terms of making students understand what they were doing and why

they were doing it.
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4.1.3.3. The experimental group’s opinion regarding peer feedback practice

When it came to the peer feedback process, the students were asked a few
questions that aimed to find out their positive and negative opinions related to peer
feedback itself and their suggestions. Since this process lasted more than the training
and had a direct effect on students’ writing experience, they had a lot more opinions
about this topic. With this being said, three themes emerged from the answers that the
students gave. These themes can be counted as “improving their writing
performance”, “interacting with friends while having fun” and “preferring peer
feedback.” Besides these three themes, there were a few negative points that were
mentioned by the students, but since each of these points were only mentioned by one
or two students, they are not counted as themes separately. Instead of this, they are put
inside a theme called “negative factors” and will be mentioned under that heading.
These negative factors theme consists of “time” and “lack of peer feedback.”

Among all the six students that were interviewed, four of them stated that peer
feedback improved their performance. Also, four out of six students mentioned that
peer feedback practice enabled them to interact with their friends in the writing class
and work collaboratively. Two out of six students said that they actually preferred peer
feedback over teacher feedback. Finally, two out of six students put forward time as a
negative factor and only one student stated that lack of peer feedback caused them to

experience some problems when they did not write drafts and get peer feedback.

4.1.3.3.1 Improving their writing performance

Obviously, the first thing that was mentioned was the fact that peer feedback
practice helped them to improve their writing skills. Four out of six students put
forward that giving and receiving peer feedback improved their writing performance
both in terms of rising their writing scores and making their organization and content
better. During the interview, Student 1 explained the positive effect of peer feedback
on her grades by stating that before the peer feedback practice, she received low scores
for her writing tasks, but after the peer feedback practice she started to get much higher
scores.

It was not just about getting higher scores for students, though. They also
indicated that peer feedback made their writing organization and content better. One

student, Student 5, revealed that before the peer feedback, he had difficulty

92



understanding the genres and meeting teacher expectations. He was not able to come
up with a good organization that would fit the criteria of the expected writing genre.

He did not enjoy writing and he saw it as a burden before the peer feedback practice.

Student 5: “For me, I never thought what | wrote fit the mould of what was expected by the
teachers, but with the help of peer feedback, we did something with my friends without
crowding the teacher with questions. In fact, we can call it team work. But, generally, it
helped me to find myself in writing and improve myself... I was afraid of not being able to
write what the teacher wanted. Not fitting the standard. However, with this way, when |

felt off topic or when | got too detailed, my friends helped me.”

Like Student 5 indicates, with the help of peer feedback, the students had the
opportunity to see if their organization was correct before they submitted their work
to the teacher. They had a chance to revise their thesis statements, supporting ideas
and conclusion, trying to come up with the best ones. In other words, they had the
chance to try again and again without feeling the pressure of teacher expectations.

It was really easy to observe that students helped each other quite a lot in terms
of content and organization in the classroom. Peer feedback created a collaborative
learning environment in the classroom as students found their peer feedback givers
and talked to them face to face, asking why and getting answers. Needless to say, this
approach was a lot better than just writing something and submitting it to the teacher
to get their errors marked by a red pen.

Student 5 also stated that he thought this peer feedback process was much more
beneficial for him than anything he had ever done in terms of writing. He mentioned:
“I think we wrote two or three, but they helped me improve myself ten times more
compared to the things I wrote before we started this peer feedback thing.”

This is very valuable in terms of seeing the effect of peer feedback on students as
Student 5 used to be a really difficult student. Before the peer feedback process started,
he was not very motivated to write. Even though he produced some work when he had
to, his work was lacking in terms of organization and content. As he started to get peer
feedback, it was obvious that he enjoyed the process and the extra help he received
from his friends helped him to create better work. Moreover, he mentioned in his

interview that he made use of the peer feedback process and started enjoying writing.

4.1.3.3.2. Interacting with peers while having fun
Writing is usually not something that is found as entertaining by the students.
This was the case in the experimental group before the peer feedback practice started.
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They saw it as a chore they had to finish, and they had no fun while doing it. However,
after the peer feedback practice began, their attitude visibly changed. This change is
supported by the answers they gave in the interview. Four out of six students
mentioned that they enjoyed helping their friends and getting help from their friends
because it was both fun and motivating. Student 2 stated: “Giving each other peer
feedback was both fun and helpful for us to see our errors.”

Contrary to what the control group said, the students in the experimental group
found the peer feedback activity as a way to break the ice and create a friendly and
collaborative classroom atmosphere. They enjoyed working together and interacting
with each other. To put it in another way, as Student 5 mentions, they liked sharing
their writing experiences with each other. Student 5 stated: “We did not know each
other very well since it was a new class, but when we share things, we do with each
other like this, the atmosphere friendly.”

Last but not least, giving peer feedback motivated them in a way that never
happened before. Since all of these students were English Language and Literature
students, most of their dream regarding their future was to become an English teacher.
Giving peer feedback and knowing that they were able to give feedback to a piece of
writing was a big source of motivation for them. They loved playing the teacher and
teaching each other.

Student 6: “More importantly, all of us, most of us want to be English teachers and being
able to teach something to someone and sharing our knowledge with others made us feel
good and motivated us. We got more eager. Maybe we were not very knowledgeable to
do it, but we worked collaboratively, correcting each other’s errors and the outcome of it
was really good.”

4.1.3.3.3. Preferring peer feedback

While all of the students in the experimental group mentioned that they enjoyed
getting peer feedback, two of them stated that they actually prefer peer feedback over
teacher feedback. Student 2 mentioned that getting peer feedback made her feel more

relaxed because when she got feedback from her teacher, she usually got nervous.
Having someone equal to her to get feedback from made her more comfortable.

Student 2: “T get more nervous when you give us feedback, let me tell you that, because I
have a teacher, someone who is older and more knowledgeable in front of me. My friends
may be more knowledgeable than me, but at least we are equals. It made me feel more
relaxed to have someone who is equal to me to notice my errors and tell me. I did not bring
those errors to you.”

Besides this, Student 4 chose peer feedback over teacher feedback because she
thought that what she learned was more memorable when she learned it from her
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friends. This could be related to her affective state as she was most probably more
relaxed and open to learning with her friends.

Student 4: “It can be more memorable when we work with friends. It might be because we
are the same age or close to being the same age. Listening to them, I don’t know, when we
are talking, it’s more effective.”
4.1.3.3.4. Negative factors that the students mentioned
Students gave positive opinions about peer feedback training and peer feedback
most of the time. Before and during the interview, they were strongly encouraged to
speak honestly and state if they had any negative points in their minds. Looking at the
interview transcriptions of the students, two negative points emerged, and these are
“lack of peer feedback” and “time”.
Lack of peer feedback is something that was uttered only by Student 1. She
mentioned that getting peer feedback was great, but in the instances that they could
not get peer feedback, writing something was not very easy for them because she got

used to it.

Student 1: “Some problems might occur when we do not give feedback. We might feel the
absence of peer feedback... OK, we give peer feedback and we write drafts by giving and
getting feedback with our friends, but in some situations, for example, when it is not your
class, there might be times we cannot get peer feedback. This is when we feel the absence
of it. There are times we think “Have I made a mistake?” or “No one is going to give me
feedback. What can I do?”

Unfortunately, this might be because of the fact that writing skill is taught using
the product approach most of the time and students are not given enough time and
space to get and feel ready to write. A product-oriented approach does not offer the
students many chances to get feedback as they only receive feedback to their final
drafts. Hence, students do not develop their self-efficacy skills related to writing. It
can be quite understandable that a student who is used to process approach of writing
and the writing cycle to struggle when they were not given the process to get ready.
However, this problem does not stem from peer feedback. This problem might occur
because of the fact that writing is not taught how it is supposed to be taught. With that
being said, this comment from Student 1 is still mentioned because it was something
she said when she was asked about the problems she experienced.

Another thing that emerged as a problem was time. Two out of six students
replied that time was a negative part of the peer feedback experience, but they still

enjoyed the experience and benefited from it.
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Student 4: “Maybe something time related, but it does not matter because we.... Since we
always wrote three drafts, created outlines, maybe the process did not end in a short amount
of time, but how can I say? This long writing process is better in every sense.”

To sum up, students in the experimental group had mostly positive opinions
about peer feedback training and peer feedback practice. They mentioned a few
negative sides that should be taken into consideration but looking at their answers it is
easy to say that the good outweighs the bad. When they were asked if they had any
suggestions, all of them stated that they would like this peer feedback practice to
continue. Student 3 stated: “It was really good, and I would like this to continue in the
second semester.”

Moreover, not as a negative thing to mention but as a suggestion, three out of six
students stated that they would like to get peer feedback from more than one friend in
the future to make the experience better. Student 4 was one of the students who

presented this idea, stating that everybody’s opinion was different.
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CHAPTER 5

5. CONCLUSION, DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

This chapter concludes the present study first of all by presenting a discussion
regarding the findings. Then, it concludes the study with a short summary of the
setting, methods that were used and the findings. Furthermore, the implications and
the limitations of the study are mentioned. Finally, ideas for further studies are shared

and discussed.

5.1. Discussion

There have been many studies that are conducted in the field of writing, especially
about giving feedback to students. Even though some of them have presented mixed
results, the literature is full of studies that prove the merit of using peer feedback in
writing classes. However, peer feedback training has been something neglected most
of the time. Looking at the results of the present study at hand, it can be said that it is
one of the studies which reveals the benefits of peer feedback and peer feedback
training. Aiming to find out the effect of written peer feedback training on students’
feedback types, writing performance and their opinions related to training and peer
feedback, the present study contributes to the literature related to writing and peer
feedback.

What’s more, since the participants of the present study are EFL students who
are pre-intermediate, the results of it are valuable in terms of showing that peer
feedback is not something that can only be practiced with high level students. This
situation contradicts the claims made by Strijbos et al (2010) and Wang (2014) about
the proficiency levels of the students giving feedback. They put forward that limited
proficiency of the students is a drawback of the peer feedback practice. However, as
the findings of the present study suggest, peer feedback training plays an important
role in assisting students with not so high proficiency levels give peer feedback.

Next, the findings related to the amount of peer feedback given and the feedback
types that the students gave in each group demonstrate the positive effect of written
peer feedback training. The results showed that the experimental group made more
revisions than the control group in total. While the experimental group made a total of

204 comments, the control group put forward 152 comments in total. This revelation
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fits into the literature as Stanley (1992), Hu (2005), Min (2005), Min (2006) and
Rahimi (2013) also pointed out that students tend to make more comments if they
receive a proper training.

In other words, the numbers stated above reveal that receiving a peer feedback
training led the students in the experimental group to produce more feedback than the
control group. Seeing example paragraphs and essays, learning what to focus on and
viewing peer feedback activity as a collaboration were all outcomes of the training that
the students received in the experimental group and these outcomes helped the students
produce more feedback. When the students in the control group were interviewed and
asked about the negative sides of the peer feedback practice, they stated not knowing
how to give feedback and interpersonal relationships. Hence, the reason that the
control group did not produce as many comments as the experimental group can be
the lack of training or their fear of hurting their interpersonal relationships. As Miao
et al (2006) mentioned, students tend to not give peer feedback when they feel not
competent enough and in the case of the present study the lack of training might have
made students feel not competent enough to give feedback.

When it comes to the types of the revisions that the students made, it is very
obvious that training has an effect, as well. That is, the students in the experimental
group produced more global comments than the students in the control group. In other
words, the experimental group made more meaning related changes while the control
group was stuck on surface related changes like grammar, vocabulary, spelling and
punctuation. Looking at the numbers, it is seen that the control group made only 49
global changes and 12 of those changes were counted as irrelevant or incorrect. On the
other hand, the experimental group made 113 changes related to global issues such as
organization and content. Out of these 113 global comments, only 5 of them were
found out to be completely irrelevant or incorrect. Not only did the experimental group
produce more meaning related changes, they were also relevant and correct most of
the time.

In terms of the revisions related to local issues, it was found out that the control
group made 95 local comments that were related to grammar, vocabulary and
mechanics, being irrelevant or incorrect at 23 of those. Meanwhile, the experimental
group came up with 79 comments about the local issues but 24 of those comments

were revealed to be irrelevant or incorrect. This goes on to show that even though the
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control group is the one that paid more attention to the local issues, the students in the
experimental group did not ignore the local issues. Min (2005) maintained that global
issues and local issues should go hand in hand when students make revisions as both
of them carry vital importance for an essay to be good. Focusing on content and
organization while ignoring grammar, vocabulary and other issues is not the way to
come up with good products in writing. The students in the experimental group form
a good example by paying attention to both sides even though global comments are
found out to be more than local comments (Min, 2005).

Furthermore, these findings fall in line with the claims that were made by
Hovardas, Tsivitanidou and Zacharia (2014) related to the comment types that the
students make. They claimed that giving peer feedback training to the students enabled
the peer feedback practice work better and as a result of this, the students produce high
quality feedback. The findings of the present study related to experimental group’s
meaning changes are also supported by a lot of other research in the literature. Berg
(1999) also put forward that the training helps students produce more meaning related
changes. Moreover, Min (2005), Miao et al (2006), Kamimura (2006) Lundstorm and
Baker (2008) and Rahimi (2013) all stated that training has an effect on students’
feedback type and the trained group produces more meaning related changes since they
learn how to evaluate a piece of writing. Last but not least, an example from the
Turkish setting that corresponds with the findings of this study comes from Subasi
(2002) who carried out a study comparing a trained group and an untrained group and
found out that the trained group ended up with more global comments.

As mentioned above, the main reason of this difference between the trained
group and the untrained group in terms of the types of feedback that they give stems
from the training. A training activity provides the students the chance to view a piece
of writing with a critical eye. (Subasi, 2002; Rollinson, 2005; Hansen and Lui, 2005;
Rahimi, 2013) In other words, students become more knowledgeable about how to
look at a piece of writing, how to notice issues about the content and organization of a
piece of writing and how to respond. The absence of training in the control group
deprived the students of having a critical eye towards writing and noticing global
ISsues.

It should be also mentioned that both of the groups were competent at providing

local feedback. Although the control group provided more local feedback compared to
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the experimental group, the number of local feedback that is provided by the
experimental group cannot be underestimated. This contradicts the claim of Ruegg
(2015) which is about having the teachers provide local feedback as they are more
competent and having students only provide global feedback. However, giving global
feedback is not an easy task. The results of the present study indicate that when they
are trained, the students can produce both local comments and global comments as
their critical thinking abilities and linguistic abilities are assisted by peer feedback
training.

The second step of the present study is to find out if peer feedback training
enabled students to improve their writing performance. In order to analyze that, the
first drafts’ mean scores and the second drafts’ mean scores for both essay types were
compared in both of the groups. The results indicated that the students in the
experimental group improved their writing more than the students in the control group
between their first drafts and second drafts. This improvement stems from peer
feedback that they received for their first drafts, so it shows that the training they were
exposed to worked and they were able to help each other to produce better essays by
giving peer feedback. These results support Berg (1999); Paulus (1999); Subasi
(2002); Hu (2005); Lundstrom and Baker (2009); Chen (2012) and Rahimi (2013) who
came up with similar results, indicating that peer feedback training and peer feedback
practice can contribute to writing performance improvement.

Meanwhile, the control group did not increase their writing performance between
the first and the second drafts of both of the essay types. This shows that the peer
feedback they received from their friends was not helpful enough to increase their
performance. Another reason might be their disregard for their peers’ feedback. This
is another shortcoming that is caused by the lack of training. Not receiving a training
that would help them to understand their peers are not judges or graders of their work
might end up making the students in the control group feel resentful towards the peer
feedback they received. Hence, they might have ignored some of the comments that
were made by their peers.

Moreover, the second drafts and the third drafts of the students were compared
to see the overall writing performance increase of the students clearly and it was found
out that teacher feedback was the one of the reasons of the improvement of the control

group’s overall writing performance. To put it in another way, the control group was
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not able to manage the peer feedback process as successfully as the experimental group
because of the lack of training. Hence, the source of their improvement seems to be
the teacher feedback that they received for their second drafts more than the peer
feedback.

As the final step, students were interviewed as an effort to find out their opinions
about the peer feedback training and the peer feedback practice. When it comes to
training, all of the students that were interviewed in the experimental group mentioned
positive things such as learning how to analyze a piece of writing and give feedback
and improving their writing. They stated that knowing how to look at an essay from a
teacher’s perspective made them feel more self-confident and caused them to pace
their own learning (Rollinson, 2005; Lui and Hansen; 2005; Jiang and Yu, 2014). This
shows that training played a role in decreasing students’ writing anxiety and making
them more motivated.

On the other hand, the control group claimed that they did not know what to do
and where to look at while giving feedback and they were confused and anxious,
proving the need for training once more. Some of them even claimed that they did not
make any revisions because they were afraid of misleading their friends. As this
situation directly affects the control group by causing them to produce less feedback,
it can be concluded that written peer feedback training is very beneficial in terms of
making students make and feel competent enough to give peer feedback.

The need for training is something that is repeated throughout the literature by
researchers such as Stanley (1992); Berg (1999); Subasi1 (2002); Min (2005); Rollinson
(2005); Hu (2005) and Wang (2014). Both the qualitative and the quantitative results
of the present study further indicates that training is a must in terms of improving
students writing skills and their motivation and self-efficacy beliefs related to giving
peer feedback and writing.

When they were asked about the peer feedback practice itself, both of the groups
put forward that they learned how to correct their own errors and it was a good activity
for them to improve their writing skill as well. Both of the groups stated that they were
happy because they could start noticing their own mistakes with the help of peer
feedback practice and this corresponds with Harmer (2004), Rollinson (2005) and
Diab (2011)’s point related to peer feedback’s help in making students autonomous

learners. Even though the students in the control group did not show the same amount
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of improvement as the students in the experimental group, it is important to see that
the students still expressed some positive opinions related to peer feedback activity.

Last but not least, looking at the interview findings as a whole, it can be stated
that the experimental group was happier about the peer feedback process. While the
control group had some problems related to not knowing how to give feedback or some
issues with their friends that stem from the lack of training, the experimental group
claimed that they enjoyed the process and found it very useful. They claimed that
getting feedback from a peer who was equal to them made them feel more relaxed and
open to discussion, supporting Rollinson’s (2005) and Zhao’s (2010) claims about peer
feedback making students feel more comfortable to debate and question the feedback
they got. Being able to ask questions about the feedback they received enabled students
to create a collaborative and friendly atmosphere, turning the stressful writing activity
into something fun to do. Kennette and Frank (2013) pointed out that peer feedback
does more than just ‘nurturing academic skills’ and the interview results show that it
is completely true. With the help of an organized and healthy peer feedback practice,
the students improved their sense of friendship by helping each other and their self-
confidence. The interview findings are supportive of the other findings related to the
experimental group as they produce more comments than the control group and they
improved their writing performance more than the control group. This reflects the
effect of training on making students experience a good peer feedback practice
(Subasi, 2002; Rollinson, 2005; Rahimi, 2013; Jiang and Yu, 2014)

On the contrary to the situation in the experimental group, the students in the
control group stated that it would be better if the peer feedback activity was done
anonymously because they did not like it when their friends questioned the feedback
they gave. This indicates that they did not feel comfortable giving peer feedback and
they were not open to debating. The biggest reason why they felt this way is the lack
of training. Having a training before the peer feedback practice would help them to
feel more relaxed and more comfortable about the peer feedback process. This, in turn,
would make them hesitate when giving peer feedback and produce less feedback. In
short, the interview findings of the control group correspond with the amount and the
type of feedback they produced and their writing performance.

With these results in mind, it would not be reasonable to ignore the role of peer

feedback in the writing classrooms any more. As it is indicated above, a good training
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can encourage the students to take the process seriously and learn the strategies and
skills to give feedback. It can also decrease their writing anxiety, making them more
self-confident about their peer feedback and writing skills. As a result of a good peer
feedback process, the students can improve their writing performance and they can
also increase their motivation, collaborative relationships with peers and critical
thinking. What is more, they can turn into self-sufficient writers at the end of the
process. That is why, peer feedback is worth to spend some time on in order to make
writing class work more efficiently and implementing a written peer feedback training
contributes a lot to the quality of the peer feedback practice (Hansen and Lui, 2005;
Rollinson, 2005; Hovardas et al, 2014)

5.2. Conclusion

5.2.1. Does written peer feedback training have an effect on the type of the peer
feedback that Turkish EFL students give to their peers’ essays?

First and foremost, the present study was conducted to find out the effect of
written peer feedback training on the types of the feedback that the students give. In
order to analyze that, students’ comments were categorized into three groups as global,
local and evaluative, using “The Coding Schemes for Students’ Written Comments”
Zhu (1995:521). While the global comments meant that the students focused mostly
on organization and meaning, local comments showed that students paid attention to
issues like grammar, vocabulary and mechanics. Since evaluative comments showed
the overall opinion of the students related to the writing text- for example, good job,
great work, | liked it-they were not included into the categorization part and not
counted as revisions. Afterwards, these comments were rated using “The Rating Scale
for Students’ Written Comments™ so as to find out if they were reliable and correct.

After the categorization process was finished, it was concluded that the
experimental group produced more feedback compared to the control group. That is,
the experimental group came up with 204 revisions in total for both of the essay types
and 113 of those revisions were related to global issues, making up 55% of the total
revisions. Out of those 113 comments, 52 of them were categorized as “relevant and
specific” while 52 of them were categorized as “relevant but general.” In other words,

104 of their global comments, which is 92% of the total number of global comments,
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were found out to be relevant while only 9 comments were revealed as incorrect or
irrelevant.

Meanwhile, the control group made 152 revisions in total and only 49 of those
comments were related to global issues, which means 32%. Looking deeper into these
comments, it was determined that only 10 of those comments were both specific and
relevant while 27 of them were relevant but general. This means that while 37 of the
comments, 75% of the total number of global comments, were found out to be relevant
and 12 of the comments were neither relevant nor correct.

With the help of these findings, it can be stated that the training that the students
in the experimental group took lead them into producing more meaning related
comments, helping them to be able to see the organization and content better than the
students in the control group. The relevancy of the given comments also demonstrates
the difference between the experimental group and the control group. Out of the global
comments that the experimental group made, 92% of them were relevant. It was
important for students’ comments to be specific and address the issue directly.
However, even if their comment was not specific, it was still considered successful as
long as it was relevant.

In terms of local issues, it was found out that the control group made 95 changes,
reaching up to 62,5%. It is quite a high number considering the fact that the total
number of the revisions they made is 152. Out of these 95 revisions, 57 were
categorized as relevant and specific while 15 of them were found out to be relevant
but general. This means that 72 of these local issue related comments were relevant
and this leaves 23 irrelevant or incorrect comments. In other words, 75,78% of the
local comments were relevant and correct.

The experimental group, on the other hand, came up with 79 local issues related
changes, which is 38,72% of all the revisions they made. Out of these 79 comments,
43 of them were revealed to be relevant and specific and 12 of them were relevant but
general. That is, 55 of those 79 local comments were relevant and correct, making up
the 69,62% of all local comments. Lastly, 24 of those local comments were found out
to be irrelevant or incorrect.

Looking at these numbers, it can be easily deduced that the control group focused
on the local issues more than the global issues and it seems to be the case because of
the lack of training. Subast (2002), Min (2005), Hu (2005), Miao et al (2006),
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Kamimura (2006), Diab (2011), Rahimi (2013) and Lei (2017) are a few of the studies
that support the findings of the present study. They all indicated that when students
had enough knowledge related to giving feedback, they could give feedback to global
issues because thanks to the training, the students learn how to analyze and evaluate
and where to focus on. However, when they do not have enough knowledge about
giving feedback, in other words, when they do not receive training, they do not know
how to evaluate organization, content or other meaning related issues. That was the
case for the students in the control group of the present study as they just worked on
what they could find, and these were superficial and more visible issues such as
grammar and vocabulary. Focusing on meaning more did not make the experimental
group ignore the local issues all together, though as they managed to offer 79 revisions
to their friends. Finally, the control group made 8 evaluative comments while the

experimental group made 12 evaluative comments.

5.2.2. Is there a difference between the trained group and the untrained group in
terms of their writing performance at the end of the process?

Other than analyzing students’ comment types, the effect of training and getting
peer feedback was also aimed to be investigated in terms of students’ writing
performance improvement. Looking at the results, it was revealed that compared to
the control group, the experimental group made a greater improvement between the
first and the second drafts that resulted from the effect of peer feedback for both essay
types. For the opinion essay, the mean score of the first draft goes up from 74,67 to
83,89 in the second draft mean score. Similarly, for the narrative essay, while the mean
score of their first drafts is 74,00, it reaches up to 82,89 for the second drafts.
Meanwhile, the control group made no improvement in terms of the opinion essay
since the first draft mean score and the second draft mean score is almost the same.
Likewise, they did not show any statistically significant improvement between their
first drafts of narrative essay and second drafts of narrative essay. While the first draft
mean score of them was 69,13, the mean score of the second draft of the narrative
essay was only 72.63. To sum up, the effect of peer feedback can be observed clearly
on the students in the experimental group and that is thanks to the training that they
received. However, the students in the control group did not improve their writing

proficiency as a result of peer feedback.
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The results show the need of peer feedback training. With the help of the training
that they received, the experimental group were able to make use of peer feedback in
a beneficial way. They gave each other relevant and solid feedback, resulting in their
friends’ writing a better second draft and improving their writing proficiency. These
results are the proof that applying a written peer feedback training before making the
students give peer feedback is a key factor in turning peer feedback into an effective
process (Paulus, 1999, Berg, 1999, Subasi, 2002, Hu, 2005, Lundstrom and Baker,
2009, Chen, 2012, and Rahimi, 2013, Allen and Katayama, 2016).

Another thing that was investigated was the’ overall writing performance
improvement of the students at the end of the process. Looking at the second draft and
third draft mean scores of the control group for both essay types, it can easily be said
that the main reason they improved their writing proficiency at the end of this process
Is teacher feedback. With the help of the teacher feedback, they raised their opinion
essay mean score from 72,63 to 77,63 and their narrative essay mean score from 72,63
to 79,94.

The experimental group also shows improvement that results from teacher
feedback, but it is not as strong as the improvement that they experienced as a result
of peer feedback. Between their second and third drafts, they raised their opinion essay
mean score from 83,89 to 87,50 and narrative essay mean score from 82,89 to 85,94.
Considering the fact that writing is a process, it is an expected outcome that they
showed improvement between their second and third drafts because of teacher
feedback. With that being said, the amount of improvement they showed because of
peer feedback far outweighs the teacher feedback and this proves the effectiveness

written peer feedback training on making peer feedback practice work once again.

5.2.3. What are the Turkish EFL students’ thoughts and opinions about the peer
feedback training and peer feedback practice?

Finally, interviews were carried out with students from both the experimental
group and the control group. The findings that were found out by transcribing and
categorizing the interviews are further evidence of the usefulness of written peer
feedback training. For the control group, four themes have emerged, two positive and
two negatives. The students in the control group stated that they found peer feedback

process beneficial in terms of being able to notice and correct their errors and
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improving their writing and their motivation to write (Chen, 2014). However, they
strongly mentioned feeling lost and inadequate when giving feedback. Not knowing
how to give feedback was a factor that heavily influenced the peer feedback experience
of the students in the control group. Without a training, they felt like fish out of water
when they were presented with peer feedback sheets and asked to give feedback (Lee,
2017). This goes on to show how important written peer feedback training is. Finally,
they also indicated that they were wary of giving feedback to their friends since they
were afraid of hurting their friendship.

The situation in the experimental group was quite different than the situation in
the control group. They put forward that getting written peer feedback training enabled
them to improve their feedback giving skills and helped them to focus on correct things
while giving feedback (Rollinson, 2005). Furthermore, they indicated that training
helped them to improve their writing skills since it taught them to look at a piece of
writing in a critical way and helped them to be self-sufficient (Min, 2005). When it
comes to the negative sides, just one student mentioned that the training process was
very tiring for them but went on to say that she was not complaining.

When they were asked about the peer feedback process, they mentioned they
improved their writing proficiency, enjoyed working in a collaborative and friendly
atmosphere and preferred getting feedback from their friends (Rollinson, 2005 and
Zhao, 2010). There were also two negative factors that were uttered by two students
and these were time and lack of peer feedback. However, looking at the findings as a
whole, one can see that getting peer feedback training really influenced the way
students perceived and experienced the peer feedback activity and it can be stated that
the experimental group had a more fruitful run compared to the control group with the

help of written peer feedback training.

5.3. Implications

This section presents some implications that can affect the writing teachers and
writing classrooms. The results of the present study might prove the worth of peer
feedback activities. That is why, the first implication that should be mentioned is peer
feedback practice. Writing teachers should not be afraid or hesitant about using written

peer feedback practice in their classrooms. The results of the present study show that
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peer feedback is effective in terms of increasing students’ writing proficiency and it
also helps students to become critical thinkers who take control of their own writing.

Therefore, giving students a well-prepared written peer feedback training is
another implication that should be mentioned. Looking at the results of the
experimental group, it can be concluded that training is worth the time it takes. By
giving an organized and effective peer feedback peer feedback training that answers
student needs, a teacher has the power to turn peer feedback activity into something
powerful and priceless. As Lee (2017) pointed out, teaching someone how to fish is
more beneficial than giving him a fish in the long run. With this in mind, teaching
students how to evaluate a piece of writing is more influential than just trying to teach
them how to write.

Training students to give peer feedback contributes to their writing performance
and prepares them to give more sophisticated and meaningful feedback. What is more,
training also helps students to build their self-confidence and self-efficacy related to
writing. Kennette and Frank (2014) stated that peer feedback improves more than
academic skills and the findings of the present study support that. With the help of
peer feedback and peer feedback training, a boring writing classroom can turn into a
fun, collaborative and friendly learning atmosphere. As the students indicated in the
interview part of this study, they enjoyed helping and interacting with each other.
Hence, peer feedback training is something that needs to be done in writing classrooms
to make peer feedback activity work.

Another implication related to classroom practice is the use of process approach
and drafting process. As Baker (2014) and Lee (2008) mentioned writing teachers have
a huge burden on their shoulders and besides this workload, they also have exam
restrictions and tight schedules that they have to follow. Nonetheless, multi drafting
and editing are the vital stages that students need to experience while writing to learn
how to write. Let alone the experimental group that received written peer feedback
training, even the control group that did not receive any form of training improved
their writing performance as a result of the multi drafting process. Hence, process
approach and drafting are writing classroom practices that are very beneficial to
ignore.

Furthermore, the participants of the present study were all English Language and

Literature students, so academic writing is something that they will do all through their
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education life and work life. Similarly, at tertiary levels, most students have to write
essays in English or take some writing exams that they have to pass. For these reasons,
training students about how to give peer feedback is quite valuable in terms of making
students become self-reliant Some of the participants of the present study even
mentioned that they wanted to be English teachers or editors when they graduate. It
goes without saying that for them being able to look at a piece of writing with a critical
eye and becoming self-reliant writers are essential skills.

Last but not least, the positive results of the present study have inspired a change
in the setting of the present study as it was decided to use a multi drafting approach
and the peer feedback practice in the Reading and Writing course with the English
Language and Literature prep school students at Kiitahya Dumlupinar University.
Before giving peer feedback, the students are going to be given a peer feedback
training in order to make the practice more effective, as well.

To sum up, peer feedback should be implemented in the writing classrooms,
giving students a chance to help each other and look at writing in a more critical way
(Hansen and Lui, 2005; Farrah, 2012). With the help of peer feedback, students take
the driver’s seat, taking control of their writing and teacher moves onto the passenger
seat. If students get involved, they stop seeing writing as a kind of burden they have to
deal with all the time to pass the class. Instead, they start enjoying it and create better
work because they realize that their opinions and feedback also matter (Jahin, 2012;
Kennette and Frank, 2013). Moreover, peer feedback is quite efficient in terms of
improving students’ writing performance. That is why, peer feedback practice is
something that is worth trying and peer feedback training is essential for a successful
peer feedback practice. (Subasi, 2002; Rollinson, 2005; Hansen and Lui, 2005)

5.4. Limitations

There are a few limitations of the present study. First of all, the training process
and the peer feedback giving process were not as long as it was desired to be. It was
intended to make the process at least 12 week long, but the rules of the school the data
was collected in caused the plan to change. As the classes were regrouped and mixed
in the middle of each semester during the school year as a school policy, the data
collection procedure of the present study lasted for nine weeks. Therefore, if the

process had been longer, it would have given the researcher the chance to apply a
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longer training and make the students write more essays. However, it could be stated
that the process ended up with beneficial outcomes and successful results.

Also, the number of the participants can be considered as another limitation. As
it is mentioned in the Methodology part, some of the participants took an exam called
YOKDIL and passed prep class in the middle of the semester. Therefore, the number
of the participants of this study decreased. In the end, there were 18 participants in the
experimental group and 16 in the control group. Having more participants could have

been better to be able to generalize the results

5.5. Suggestions for Further Study

As written peer feedback training is not something that was thoroughly investigated in
the Turkish setting, studies in this area can be conducted to investigate the efficacy of
it. Having more participants or applying a different form of peer feedback training like
online peer feedback training or oral peer feedback training can be the other research
topics to explore.

Also, written peer feedback training and peer feedback activity can be practiced
with different age levels and different proficiency levels. As most of the studies
practice peer feedback and peer feedback training with university students who are at
various proficiency levels, this process can be implemented for the ones having low
proficiency levels or various age groups such as young learners.

The data collection procedure of this study lasted for nine weeks and students
wrote two essays. Studies which last longer, maybe a whole school year, can be carried
out with more essay types and the effect of peer feedback and peer feedback training
on the long term can be found out.

Finally, since learning how to give peer feedback and giving peer feedback help
students to think more critically related to writing, the effect of peer feedback on
students’ self-assessment skills can be studied. Similarly, the effect of peer feedback
can be compared with the effect of self-assessment in terms of improving students’

writing performance.
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APPENDIX A

Reading and Writing Course Schedule for the Second Half of the First Semester for
Both Groups

Pre-Intermediate- RW
DATE -
WEEK Q:Skills2
9 Unit 7
November e Opinion Paragraph
13
14
15
16
17
10 Unit 8
Novg(r)nber e Explanatory Paragraph
21
22
23
24
November .
11 27 Q:Skills 3
28 Unit 1 and Unit 2 are omitted.
29
30 Unit 3
December e Writing a summary
1
Unit 3-4
December e Opinion Essay
12 4
5
6
7
8




13

December
11
12
13
14
15

Unit 4
e Opinion Essay

14

December
18
19
20
21
22

Unit 5
e Narrative Essay

15

December
25
26
27
28
29

Unit5
Unit 6

e Narrative Essay

16

January
1*
2

3
4
5

Unit 6
e Analysis Essay

17

January
8
9
10
11
12

Unit 6

e Analysis Essay




APPENDIX B

An Example Paragraph from Pre-test
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APPENDIX C
The Reading Text Used in Training
PEER FEEDBACK

Have you ever heard of the term “writing process” or “writing cycle?”” Writing is actually
a process which can also be considered like a cycle. In order to be able to write effectively,
one must go through a writing process or a cycle which consists of planning, drafting, editing
and writing the final version. As you can see, this cycle starts with planning and it is important
to write as many drafts as needed after planning carefully. Every single draft gets edited and
then the final version is produced. These are the steps of writing something whether you are
writing a shopping list or a dissertation thesis.

Getting effective feedback to edit your drafts has a huge importance to be able to complete
this cycle. In writing classes, teachers have usually been seen as the sole feedback giver for a
very long time. However, it goes without saying that there are other sources of information
and feedback, too. The writing process approach does not deny the importance of learning
from peers, for example.

The word “peer” basically means “friend”. According to Cambridge Dictionary, it means
“a person who is the same age or has the same social position or the same abilities as the other
people in the group.” With this meaning in mind, it can be easily claimed that your classmates
are your peers and “process approach” in writing claims that you can help each other out.

“Peer feedback” is not something very common. It might be even scary for students who
are used to teacher feedback, but it has an important part in writing cycle. Getting feedback to
their drafts from their peers and then writing one final draft to be evaluated by the teacher can
be quite helpful for students. There are a lot of advantages of peer feedback. First of all, it is
quite different from the teacher feedback because getting feedback from friends and
communicating with them at the same time might make students more relaxed and also
decrease their anxiety levels. However, students’ role is to respond to each other’s papers, not
to criticize or evaluate. They make suggestions based on their own ideas and give feedback.

Moreover, since students are the ones who give and get feedback, they can pace their own
learning and go as slow or as fast as they want. Furthermore, reading others’ work may cause
students to be more critical of their own learning and they might start noticing their own
mistakes easily. Of course, while helping each other, a sense of communication is created
among students and this leads to learning skills such as arriving at a consensus, debating,
questioning, asserting and defending their ideas and points. In other words, students become
self-critical. Last but not least, it can be quite fun for students to read each other’s papers and
get the reins in their own hands.

To sum up, when you write something, how you write is as important as what you come
up with. That is why it is quite important to pay attention to the writing process and getting
peer feedback is a great alternative to teacher feedback to make this process efficient and
enjoyable.
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APPENDIX D

Sample Paragraphs Used in Training
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APPENDIX E

An Example from the Story Writing Activity of Training




APPENDIX F
Peer Feedback Sheet for the Opinion Essay

Reader’s Name:
Writer’s Name:

Topic of the Essay: Do advertisements help us or harm us?

1) Does this composition follow the correct essay structure? Explain your answer
please.

2) Does this essay contain a thesis statement which clearly present the writer’s
opinion? Underline the thesis statement, please.

3) What are the strong points of this essay?



4) What are the weak points of this essay?

5) What are your suggestions for the revision of this essay?

6) Do you have any questions after reading this essay? What are they?

7) Does this essay make you think about advertising in a new way? Explain your
answer, please.



APPENDIX G
Opinion Essay First Draft Example
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APPENDIX H
Opinion Essay Second Draft Example
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APPENDIX I

Opinion Essay Third Draft Example
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APPENDIX J

Correction Codes Used for Teacher Feedback

Code: Meaning:

WW Wrong Word

T Tense

WO Wrong Order

S Spelling

P Punctuation

WF Wrong Form

A Something important is missing
SS Sentence Structure
TS Topic Sentence

Ss Supporting Sentence
M Meaning is unclear




APPENDIX K

Peer Feedback Sheet for the Narrative Essay
Reader’s Name:
Writer’s Name:

Topic: Write about the biggest risk you have taken

1) Does this composition follow the correct narrative essay structure? Explain your
answer, please.

2) Are the events in chronological order? Are there any problems about the
chronological order? If so, what are they?

3) Can the writer shift between present and past narration smoothly?

4) What are the strong points of this essay?



5) What are the weak points of this essay?

6) What are your suggestions for the revision of this essay?

7) Do you think the writer should add any other points to make the events more
understandable for the reader?



APPENDIX L

Narrative Essay First Draft Example
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APPENDIX M

Narrative Essay Second Draft Example

Two years Ogo_ Tand my friends ionelled jo Isianbul wfthast iy
parent's permission . S0 os o go b Isianou! . a¥ cfus hod been uofking
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APPENDIX N
Narrative Essay Third Draft Example
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APPENDIX O

Interview Questions

In English:
1) What are your opinions about the written peer feedback training?
2) What are the advantages and the disadvantages of written peer feedback
training?
3) What do you think about written peer feedback?
4) What are the positive and the negative effects of your feedback on your
friends?

5)

What could be done to make peer feedback practice more effective?

In Turkish:

1)
2)
3)
4)

5)

Yazili doniit verme egitimi hakkinda genel olarak ne diistiniiyorsunuz?
Yazili doniit verme egitiminin avantajlar1 ve dezavantajlari nelerdir?
Yazili doniit verme konusunda ne diisiiniiyorsunuz?

Sizce verdiginiz yazili doniitlerin arkadaglariniz tizerindeki olumlu ve
olumsuz etkileri nelerdir?

Akran doniitii siirecinin daha etkili olmasi igin neler yapilmalidir?



APPENDIX P

Coding Scheme for Students’ Written Comments (Zhu,1995)

Global Comments are about:

Local Comments are about:

Evaluative comments are

about;

e The presence of main
idea and the relevance
of controlling idea to
the main idea

e  Thesis statement

e Development and
clarity of supporting
ideas

e Purpose and audience

e  Consistency in point of
view and genre

e Paying attention to the
key terms

e Appropriateness of
topic

e Logical arrangement of
ideas

e Paying attention to the

essay structure

e  Grammar

e Vocabulary

e  Punctuation

e Spelling

e Clarity of sentences

e Rephrasing

e What students think
about the essay as a

whole

Zhu,W (1995) "Effects oftraining for peer response on students comments and interaction".

Written Commumication, 12/4:521-522.




APPENDIX Q
The ESL Composition Profile

ESL COMFPOSITION PROFILE

TUDENT

DATE TOPIC

SCORES | LEVEL

CRITERIA

COMMENT

30-27

Excclient To Very Good: knowledpeahls® suhstantive® thorough
dovelopment of thesis® relevant lo assigned topic*

26-22

Good To Average: some knowledge of subject® adequole mange®
limited devclopment of thesis* mostly relovanl to topic, bul lacks
dedail*

21-17

Fair To Peor: limited Imowledge of subject® litle substance®
inadequate development of fopic®

15-13

Yery Poor: docs nol show knowledge of subject* non-subsiantive®
not pertinent* OR not enough to evaluate®

20-18

Excellent To Very Good: fluemt expression® ideas clearly stated/
supparted* succinct* well-organized* logical sequencing® cohesive®

17-14

Good To Average: somewhat choppy* loosely organized but main
ideas stand out* limited support® logical but incommplete ssquencing®

13-10

Fair To Poor; non-fluent* idess confused or disconnected® lacks
logical scquencing and development*

o
%ﬁgzgﬁ HEEAZON

0-7

Yery Poor: does nol communicate® no organization® OR not enough
1o evaluate®

20-18
17-14

Excellent To Very Good: sophisticated range* effective word' idiom
choice and nsage® word form masteny® appropriate register®

Good To Average: adoquate range* occasional ermars of word fidiem
form, choice usage but meaning nol obscured*

13-10

ZRERS

Fair To Poor: limited rang=* frequent emors of word! idiom form,
choics usige™® meaning confused or obscured*

9-7

Very Poor: essemtially tremslation® little hm;.rledgenl‘EngHsh
vocabulary, idioms. Word form® OR not enough to evaluate®

2522

Excellent To Very Good: effeclive complex constructions* few errors
of gpreement, tense, number, word orderfunction, articles, pronouns,
prepositions*

21-13

Good To Average: effective bul simple constructions® minor
problems in constructions® several ermors of agrecment, tEnse, number,
word erderffiunction, articles, pronouns, prepositions® but meaning
seldom obsoured®

17-11

Fair To Poor: major problems in simpleftomplex constmuctions®
&mﬂm:ﬁn:gaum,agrmmmt,lmwmhr winrd
erderfimetion, adicles, prorouns, prepositions andfor fragments, run-
ons, delelions® meaning confused or ohsoured*

10-5

\I'l:n- Poor- virmally no mastery of scntence construction mules*
dominated by emors* docs not communicaie* OR nol ensugh 1o
evaluale*

5

Excellent To Very Good: demonstrales masiery of conventions® lew
errars of spelling. panctuation, capitalization, paragraphing®

MEC 4
HA ‘_“3_“_|

NICS

Good To Average: oocestonal erors of spelling, punchztion,
mpgtﬂ!lﬂaﬂﬁg, paragmphing but mesning not ebscured®

Fair To Poor: frequent errors of spelling, puru:luadon, capiialization,
paragraphing® poor handwriting® meaning confused or obscursd*

2

Yery Poor: no mastery of conventions* domimated by crrors of
spelling.  punciuation, capitelization, paragraphing®  handwriting

illegible® OR not enough to evaluats*

TOTAL SCORE

READER COMMENTS

(Hughey, J. B. (1983) Teaching ESL Composition: Principles and Techniques . USA: American

Book Company: 140)



APPENDIX R

Examples of Different Types of Peer Feedback Given by the Students




APPENDIX S
Transcribed Interview Example
Teacher: Hello
Student 1: Hello

Teacher: First of all, I will ask you some questions regarding the training that you
have gotten about giving and getting peer feedback in the classroom. Firstly, I will
start with something very general. What do you think about the written peer feedback

training? What are your thoughts on the training that we applied in the classroom?

Student 1: Actually, when I first started this semester, this peer feedback thing made
me feel a little scared but | realised that giving feedback enables us to notice our
mistakes more easily and help our friends at the same time. That is why, | now think

it is very beneficial.
Teacher: What do you think about the training?

Student 1: We found out that we could fix and edit something too. I realised that we
don’t have to be given feedback all the time, we can also give feedback with the help

of the training.

Teacher: Ok, do you think this training has got any disadvantages? And does it have

any other advantages and what are the disadvantages?

Student 1: I don’t think there are a lot of disadvantages. I just think there might be
some points that we missed. Other than that, | think it is totally advantegous because
it both improves our skills to give feedback -fix something- and it enables us to

notice the errors of our own.

Teacher: So, this is what you think about the training. OK, what do you think about
the written peer feedback? What do you think might be the advantages and the
disadvantages of the written peer feedback process? Think about your experience and

your friends’ experience.

Student 1: As | said, when we first started, giving peer feedback made me feel
nervous because I thought I couldn’t do it. I thought I wouldn’t be able to notice

some things or that some of my friends wouldn’t be able to find out my errors in my



writing portfolio and | would have nothing to work on my second draft. However,
after we started this process, | started to observe that on the contrary to what |
thought, everyone was aware of what was going on and they were noticing their own
errors by giving feedback to others. I got really low scores for my first few portolios,

but with the help of peer feedback, I started to get much higher scores.

Teacher: Well, what do you think could be done to make peer feedback process and

peer feedback trainig more influencial?

Student 1: Hmmm, even just continuing doing this process will be beneficial. | think

it is very efficient.

Teacher: Are there any sides to improve to make it more effective? Or do you think it

had any negative effects on you or your friends in any ways? Any way to improve?

Student 1: Actually, I don’t think it has a lot of negative effects, but giving peer
feedback all the time might sometimes have negative sides. Because when you give a

lot of feedback, some problems might occur when we don’t give geedback.
Teacher: Can you explain what you mean?

Student 1: OK, we give peer feedback and write drafts by giving and getting
feedback with our friends, but in some situations, for example, when it is not your
class, there might be times we cannot get peer feedback. This is when we feel the
need, gap?? There are times we think “Have I made a mistake?” or “Noone is going
to give me feedback. What can | do?” However, overall, I think peer feedback

experience was good. There are no sides to improve.
Teacher: Well, do you want to add anything else?
Student 1: No, thank you.

Teacher: Thank you.
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Kiitahya Dumlupinar Universitesi Yabanci Diller Yiiksekokulu Veri Toplama Izni
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