PEER REVIEW USE IN THE EFL WRITING CLASSROOM

A Dissertation
Submitted
to the Temple University Graduate Board

In Partial Fulfillment
of the Requirements for the Degree of
Doctor of Education

By
Peter Neff
May 2015

Examining Committee Members
David Beglar, Advisory Chair, Teaching and Learning
Mark Sawyer, External Member, Kwansei Gakuin University
Katerina Petchko, External Member, Graduate Research Institute for Policy Studies
Yoko Kozaki, External Member, Mukogawa Women’s University
Mayumi Fujioka, External Member, Kinki University

©
Copyright
2015
by
Peter Neff

iii

ABSTRACT
This study was an examination of peer review use in English composition
courses at a Japanese university. Approximately 100 students in four writing classes
engaged in four modes of peer review modes: face-to-face, handwritten (both on-draft
and using an evaluation sheet), and computer-assisted. The learners in the study
represented a range of proficiencies, from lower-intermediate to advanced, so the
assigned writing passages were limited to single paragraphs rather than full-length
essays, which has typically been the case in prior research in this area. Each peer review
session was preceded by training in peer review, including modeling and whole-class
editing, as well as suggestions for each particular mode the learners participated in.
After each session, students completed questionnaires in order to assess their
evaluations of the activities, both as reviewers and comment receivers. The
questionnaire data were then analyzed using a variety of statistical methods—including
Rasch analysis descriptive statistics, and parametric and non-parametric measures—first
to validate the questionnaire instrument, and second to ascertain the degree to which
each peer review modes was viewed favorably or unfavorably received by the
participants. Additionally, the participants’ written drafts and peer comments were
quantitatively and qualitatively analyzed in order to answer several research questions
that focused on: the number and type of peer suggestions the learners made in each
mode, the number and type of suggestions that were incorporated into later drafts by the
authors, the degree to which suggestions and revisions were affected by learner
proficiency, and the accuracy of the peer suggestions.
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For the research questions concerned with learner evaluations of the peer review
modes, findings were mixed. The participants responded favorably to reading others’
drafts and receiving comments, but they were less comfortable reviewing and making
suggestions for their peers. Computer-assisted peer review was the most positively
received overall, particularly from those in the High Proficiency Group. Person
measures for Low Proficiency learners, on the other hand, were generally higher for ondraft peer review, while those for Intermediate Proficiency participants tended not to
indicate strong endorsement for any particular mode.
In order to answer the next set of research questions, the participants’ drafts and
peer suggestions were analyzed. Most of the learners’ suggestions, particularly for those
in the Low Proficiency Group, tended to be local in nature, concerning such areas as
word choice, grammar, and mechanics; fewer suggestions were made at the sentence- or
whole-text-level. In terms of incorporation of suggestion by authors into later drafts,
oral peer review led to the highest rate of suggested revisions while review using an
evaluation sheet of guided questions resulted in the lowest rate. Learner proficiency did
not have a significant bearing on suggestions or revisions, except in the case of the High
Proficiency Group, whose members made significantly more suggestions during
computer-assisted peer review than during the other modes. Finally, over 73% of peer
suggestions were determined to be accurate across all four modes.
These findings indicate that peer review can work on even the most limited of
scales with learners of even modest language proficiency. No single mode of peer
review succeeded in all areas, and instructors are encouraged to blend different modes if

v

possible. However, if a single mode is preferred or required, computer-assisted review
is strong choice.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Background of the Issue
Within the context of the writing classroom, peer review (also sometimes
referred to as peer response, peer editing and peer evaluation) has been a core
component of the process writing approach to teaching composition for more than thirty
years. This approach, which first came to the fore as a pedagogical tool for writing
instructors in part through its popularization by Peter Elbow (1973) and others,
emphasizes the role and development of the author and the importance of drafting a
composition through stages as opposed to all instructional attention being given to the
final written output (Flower & Hayes, 1981; Zamel, 1982). Rather than writing a
singular composition to be read solely by a professional educator, process writing
allows learners to produce drafts in stages that their peers read and comment on,
perhaps multiple times, before being revised or rewritten into a final composition. This
process of skill development through reliance on and interaction with one’s peers also
underlies theories of collaborative learning (Bruffee, 1984), ideas that have greatly
influenced Western educational policy and approaches in recent decades.
As a stage in the developmental cycle of the process writing approach, peer
review involves learning and collaboration outside of the realm of the instructor. Liu
and Hansen (2002) defined peer review as “the use of learners as sources of information
and interactants for each other in such a way that learners assume roles and
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responsibilities normally taken on by a formally trained teacher, tutor, or editor in
commenting on and critiquing each other’s drafts in both written and oral formats…”
(p. 1). Its effectiveness as a component of writing education has been studied in both
first language (L1) and second/foreign language (L2) contexts for decades (research of
the latter dating back to the early 1990s), with most results confirming to some degree
the value of its practice in writing pedagogy.
Within the realm of Second Language Acquisition (SLA) inquiry, researchers
have discovered multiple benefits from having learners engage in peer review. These
include increasing students’ sense of audience through receiving multiple forms of
feedback (Jacobs, Curtis, Braine & Huang, 1998; Mangelsdorf, 1992; Mendoca &
Johnson, 1994), encouraging collaborative learning (Bruffee, 1984; Tsui & Ng, 2000),
helping learners to become more aware of their strengths and weaknesses as authors
(Tsui & Ng, 2000; Tuzi 2004), improving writing skills through the reading of others’
texts (Lockhart & Ng, 1993; Lundstrom & Baker, 2009), and enhancing social support
within the classroom (Roskams, 1999; Villamil & De Guerrero, 1996). Additionally, the
accuracy of peer comments has been examined in multiple studies with most
researchers reporting a generally high level of comment validity (Caulk, 1994; Yang,
Badger, & Zhen, 2006) as well as a significant percentage of suggestions (50%+) that
are incorporated into later revisions (Jacobs, 1989; Paulus, 1999; Villamil & De
Guerrero, 1998). These advantages have led to peer review’s continuous and increasing
role in second language writing education during the past two decades.
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While the results of most L2-context inquiry into peer review have indicated its
usefulness for English (and other second/foreign language) learners, some researchers
have also noted or focused on deficiencies in the process. Perceived limitations have
included a strong preference among learners for instructor comments over peer
comments (Hyland, 2000; Nelson & Carson, 1998; Sengupta, 1998; Zhang, 1995), a
lack of investment among students in the peer review process (Amores, 1997; Sengupta,
1998), a low proportion of peer comments being incorporated in later drafts (Connor &
Asenavage, 1994), difficulty understanding peer suggestions (Tang & Tithecott, 1999),
and cultural factors inhibiting or precluding effecting commenting (Nelson & Carson,
1995, 1998; Zhang, 1995). In response to some of these issues, a number of researchers
have examined the effectiveness of pre-peer review training as a means of improving
the experience for learners and the quality of their comments, mostly to beneficial effect
(Berg, 1999; Hu, 2005; McGroarty & Zhu, 1997; Min, 2005, 2006).

Statement of the Problem
While much of the current literature analyzing peer review in L2 environments
has reached conclusions in favor of its use, there are still contexts and issues that have
yet to be explored in full. The first problem addressed in this study concerns student
perceptions of peer review activities within English as a Foreign Language (EFL)
classrooms, both as composers and as reader/reviewers. Several of the most well-known
and frequently cited studies have involved researchers investigating participant reaction
to peer review use among English as a Second Language (ESL) learners (Mangelsdorf,
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1992; Mendoca & Johnson, 1994; Nelson & Carson, 1998; Zhang, 1995), but only more
recently have researchers begun to focus on EFL learners’ reactions (Cheng & Warren,
2005; Hu, 2005; Min, 2005; Yang, Badger, & Zhen, 2006), and few of these have
investigated reactions among Japanese learners; this despite the strong emphasis placed
on English education at the secondary/higher education levels in this country (LoCastro,
1996).
A second problem to be addressed is that nearly all peer review research
conducted in both ESL and EFL environments has involved higher proficiency learners
(in cases where proficiency was noted), while very few have included those of lower
proficiency or learner groups consisting of a range of proficiencies. In ESL contexts,
research participants have usually been students preparing for, or already engaged in,
university study (Chaudron, 1984; Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 1992; Mangelsdorf, 1992;
McGroarty & Zhu, 1997; Nelson & Carson, 1995; Paulus, 1999; Stanley 1992), while in
EFL-based studies, learners were most often university English majors with upperintermediate or advanced proficiency (Caulk, 1994; Cheng & Warren, 2005; Hu, 2005;
Jacobs, 1989; Min, 2005), with only a handful of studies including learners at levels
below upper-intermediate (Jacobs, Curtis, Braine, & Huang, 1998; Kamimura, 2006).
Connected to the previous issue, a third problem involves the length of the
compositions being assigned and reviewed within the ESL/EFL contexts. When
discussed in the literature, nearly all texts being read and reviewed by peers were of a
length indicative of significant writing skills on the part of the composers (500+ words;
though word count has not always been stated, researchers instead often favoring
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ambiguous terms like “essay” and “paper”). While a composition course focused on
essay writing seems to be the most natural environment in which to introduce peer
review activities, there is a notable lack of studies examining peer review use at the
level of paragraph writing. However, English composition instruction often begins with
teaching students to write paragraphs properly. Anecdotal evidence and an inspection of
various Japanese university English course descriptions, as well as an examination of
recent composition textbooks targeting lower-proficiency learners (Blanchard & Root,
2010; Folse, Muchmore-Vokoun, & Solomon, 2009; Zemach & Islam, 2004) indicate
that many recent EFL-context writing courses are focused chiefly or exclusively on
paragraph, rather than essay, writing skills. The question that therefore arises is: To
what degree is it effective to introduce peer review activities at an early stage of skill
development, namely that of writing paragraphs as opposed to extensive written output
such as essays?
In addition to contextual and proficiency considerations, a fourth problem area
concerns exposing learners to different modes of peer review. In most published studies,
participants have provided feedback to their peers’ texts using variations of one of three
methods: handwritten comments, either on a sheet of guided questions or directly on
their peers’ written drafts (Caulk, 1994, Chaudron, 1984; Min, 2005), face-to-face oral
comments (Carson & Nelson, 1996; De Guerrero & Villamil, 1994), and computerassisted comments (Matsumura & Hann, 2004; Tuzi, 2004). In terms of comparison of
these methods, several researchers have examined the effectiveness of, or learner
reactions to, computer-assisted and face-to-face peer review to mixed results
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(DiGiovanni & Nagaswami, 2001; Jones, Garralda, Li, & Lock, 2006; Schultz, 2000;
Sullivan & Pratt, 1996; Tuzi, 2004), while others have incorporated (though not
compared) both oral and handwritten methods (Hu, 2005; Tsui & Ng, 2000; Yang,
Badger, & Zhen, 2006). However, a search of published research did not reveal any
studies that have directly compared the efficacy of, or student reactions to, all three peer
review modes, despite the fact that each of these methods is easily utilized and offers
distinctive benefits (Liu & Hansen, 2002).

Purposes and Significance of the Study
The first purpose of the current study was to examine several aspects of peer
review that have thus far not been thoroughly addressed in the current literature. In
particular, I investigated Japanese learners’ responses to, and engagement in, peer
review activities, both as readers and as authors. Although peer review is a commonly
utilized facet of process writing, few studies have included Japanese learners as the
main participants. Nonetheless, English writing courses are common in Japanese higher
education, and there is merit in examining the effect of peer review on Japanese learners
and their compositions.
Gauging Japanese learner attitudes to peer review methods as part of the writing
process can help practitioners make determinations as to whether and how best to
implement these activities into English writing classes comprised chiefly of Japanese
learners. This is especially true in contexts where class sessions are limited to once or
twice a week—a common situation at colleges and universities in Japan. If Japanese
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learners do not respond well to peer review activities, it might not be in their best
interest to engage in them. Conversely, should they react positively to their inclusion in
the curriculum, and should it improve their written output, instructors would be well
advised to consider their use.
The second purpose of this study was to examine the effect of peer review on
learners at different proficiency levels. Most research to date has been focused on
groups of authors of similar English ability, typically upper-intermediate or advanced
proficiency learners. While it is arguably preferable to assemble like students in this
manner in order to better teach skills and target learner errors, streaming of L2 writing
classes is not always carried out in an exact fashion. Courses with open registration or
those that place students according to the results of a general (non-writing) proficiency
test ultimately result in classes of learners with greatly differing writing experiences,
and strengths and weaknesses. The question of how effectively lower-ability EFL
learners manage to undertake peer review activities, especially in mixed-proficiency
classroom contexts, is one that I sought to answer.
The significance of investigating peer review with learners of different
proficiencies lies in how the results can help to inform those charged with course
planning. Should it be found that lower-proficiency learners perceive peer review
differently than do those with higher proficiency, instructors can plan accordingly,
tailoring their curriculum to accommodate various learners’ comfort with the peer
review process. Alternatively, should little difference be found, that too can be useful as
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the instructor would need not be overly concerned with proficiency as a confounding
factor.
Further to the concern of proficiency was the third purpose of this research—to
investigate peer review use in paragraph writing courses. Although most peer review
research to date has included the analysis of data collected from (usually higher
proficiency) learners writing extended, essay-length compositions, the question of
introducing such activities to lower proficiency students writing shorter passages
(paragraphs) has yet to be addressed. One aspect of peer review use in this study
involved examining to what degree it is appropriate when used on paragraph-length
compositions as opposed to multi-paragraph essays.
Results from this study could be of significance to instructors developing
courses focused on paragraph writing. The degree to which peer review is found to be
useful for shorter compositions might influence its inclusion or exclusion in such
courses. Additionally, if one mode appeared to gain more favor with students learning
paragraph writing, this could also be helpful for practitioners to know as they can
choose to use one method over others.
The final purpose of this study was to examine learners’ evaluations of, and
involvement in, four peer review modes. There are numerous examples in the literature
of researchers investigating peer review modes, occasionally exposing learners to two
different modes in the same study. However, there are none that directly compare four
modes, despite the fact that four are commonly used.
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Any instructor choosing to incorporate peer review activities needs to select an
appropriate method, be it handwritten, oral, computer-assisted, or using an evaluation
sheet, in which to have learners engage. While ideally there might be a sufficient
amount of time and number of assignments to incorporate multiple peer review modes
into instruction, the frequent curricular constraints mentioned above reduce the degree
to which various peer review approaches can be introduced. If an instructor is to choose
only one or two peer review approaches, there is benefit to having prior knowledge of
which is most likely to be successful with a given group of students, especially if
cultural and/or proficiency concerns are an issue. By comparing EFL learner
evaluations of four peer review modes, I endeavored to determine to what degree there
is preference for one over the others. Additionally, through examining changes
incorporated into post-peer review drafts as a result of peer suggestions in each of the
four modes, the question of how much each method affects written output was also
addressed.

Audience for the Study
The first audience for this study is SLA researchers, in particular those with a
scholarly focus on second language writing. As process writing is a widely-used, if not
the most common, approach to second and foreign language academic writing in use
today, an in-depth study such as this one could be of interest to those who wish to
further understand the theoretical and practical implications of this method for language
learners.
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A second audience includes second and foreign language curriculum and
materials developers. Those charged with designing writing courses or materials for
language learners can benefit from the results of this study in that they can better
understand the implications of including peer review in their curricula and textbooks.
Moreover, as this study included participants representing a range of proficiencies, this
information could also be useful for those developing courses and materials targeting
different levels of learners.
A third audience includes writing instructors. Those who make the decisions of
how and when to introduce peer review activities into their course instruction would be
best served by the results of this study. Practical and specific considerations covered in
this research that would be of interest to instructors include method and length of peer
review training, selection of peer review mode, and the effect of learner proficiency on
their engagement in peer review activities.

Delimitations
While the results of this study have the potential to be generalizable to different
L2 writing education environments, the participants and context under study might
necessarily limit the degree to which this is true. All of the participants were Japanese,
university-age (18-20 years old) students taking required English courses. The
pedagogic approach was instruction in paragraph composition through process writing.
The degree to which significant findings can be applied to other contexts is uncertain.
For example, the results might have little application for ESL learners or those studying
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essay, as opposed to paragraph, writing. Moreover, because of practical constraints
(primarily time), the participants were introduced to each of the four peer review modes
only one time with the goal of determining which, if any, was most effective. However,
instructors who have more time with learners might wish to have them engage in
various peer review methods several times over the course of multiple writing
assignments, or even combine certain methods together. For such practitioners, results
of this research might be less insightful than for those who teaching environments
closely match those of the current study.

Organization of the Study
Chapter 2, the Review of the Literature, is made up of seven sections: Peer
Review and the Process Writing Approach, The Benefits of Peer Review, Peer Review
Limitations, Learner Evaluation of Peer Review, Peer Review Modes, Peer Feedback,
and Purpose of the Study. In Chapter 3, Methods, the participants, educational setting,
instruments, procedures, and analyses are described. In Chapter 4, I detail the
preliminary analyses of the questionnaire instrument used in the study. In Chapter 5,
results from analyses of the questionnaire instrument and other data are reported.
Chapter 6 includes interpretation and discussion of the results and their place within the
existing stream of SLA research. In Chapter 7, I present my conclusions, the limitations
of the study, and directions for future research.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Peer Review and the Process Writing Approach
The practice of using peer review in the composition classroom as a pedagogic
approach to writing instruction was first popularized in the works of Peter Elbow. In his
book, Writing without teachers, Elbow (1973) encouraged educators to shift the focus
of composition from the text itself (the ‘product’) to the ‘process’ of writing, which
emphasized the role of composers and, by extension, their peers. According to Elbow’s
ideas of composition, writing is a fluid act carried out in stages—from brainstorming
and consolidating ideas to asking for peer input to revising and rewriting—that can take
place outside of the realm of the writing instructor. As these ideas gained currency in
Western educational thought throughout the 1970s and 1980s, other academics in the
field of writing also introduced, expanded upon, and formalized these theories into what
is commonly known as the process writing approach (Emig, 1971; Faigley, 1986;
Flower & Hayes, 1981).

Collaborative Learning Influences
Within the process writing approach, peer review, the reading of and
commenting on composed drafts by similarly skilled learners, or peers, is a core
component and perhaps the approach’s clearest manifestation of scaffolding, first
expounded on by Wood, Bruner, and Ross (1976). According to their description,
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scaffolding involves the aid provided by an expert partner to a less skilled one in order
to accomplish a learning task and so provides a framework within which learners can
develop. This aspect of social interaction and guidance as a means to enhance learning
that can later be accomplished autonomously by the individual relates strongly to the
philosophical approach underlying peer review.
However, the traditional view of scaffolding implies unidirectional assistance
from more to less skilled learners while peer review often involves bi-directional
assistance. Donato (1994) challenged this one-way view of scaffolding in his study of
the social interactions of students learning French at an American university. In
examining their foreign-language exchanges, Donato found repeated evidence of what
he termed “collective scaffolding,” or instances when learners provided guidance and
support for each other, thus expanding the traditional definition of this phenomenon.
Some researchers have then applied this logic to their study of (oral) peer review
interactions in second language writing contexts, concluding that such activities
enhance learning and social support within the second language classroom (De
Guerrero & Villamil, 2000; Villamil & De Guerrero, 1996).
Another related educational approach that provides a theoretical framework
within which to carry out peer review is collaborative learning. In discussing
collaborative learning, Bruffee (1984) holds to a theoretical perspective that shares
much in common with the writings of Vygotsky (1978), namely that social interaction
should be prioritized in education because learning, knowledge and meaning are
socially constructed. Within this view, he perceives the writing classroom to be a
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particularly well-suited environment for collaboration among learners, with peer review
being core to the process:
Students’ work tended to improve when they got help from peers; peers offering
help, furthermore, learned from the students they helped and from the activity of
helping itself. Collaborative learning, it seemed, harnessed the powerful
educative force of peer influence that had been…ignored and hence wasted by
traditional forms of education. (p. 638)

Peer Review within Second and Foreign Language Writing Classrooms
While much of the early research and conceptual writing about peer review
discussed its role within first language (L1) contexts, during the late 1980s and early
1990s, peer review activities started to draw notice among second language (L2)
instructors and researchers who were applying the process approach to their own
writing courses. Since that time, the focuses of studies into peer review use have been
manifold, mirroring and expanding upon L1-context research, with major aspects
including: the benefits and limitations of peer review use, the effects of training learners
in preparation for peer review, students’ perceptions of peer review, the effect of culture
on learner engagement, the examination of peer review discussions and feedback, the
types and accuracy of comments, comparison of teacher and learner feedback, feedback
incorporation into later drafts, and the impact of computer use in conducting peer
review. Several of these areas are covered in turn during the remainder of this chapter.
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The Benefits of Peer Review
One of the most fundamental concerns the conscientious instructor or curriculum
developer has when introducing a new classroom practice is the degree to which it
benefits learners. Regarding peer review use in ESL/EFL contexts, this question has
been regularly addressed by research conducted during the past 20 years. To its credit as
an instructional method, the large majority of such inquiry has found that the benefits of
peer review outweigh any perceived limitations, although it should be noted that there
have been conclusions on both sides of this debate. The benefits, on the whole, can be
categorized as leading to improvements in four broad areas: the outlook and skills of
authors, reviewing and critiquing ability, draft quality, and social interaction.

Improvement of Outlook and Writing Skills
Peer review is often carried out with the implicit assumption that the text being
reviewed is imperfect in some way and that, through the assistance of the peer
reader/reviewer, it can be improved through subsequent revision. Within this process
also lies the potential that the author’s ability will strengthen as weaknesses are clarified
and alternatives are proposed. Furthermore, peer review can improve the outlook
authors have on the writing process and the value of their work. These latter
considerations have been the focus of much L2 research into peer review.
In their study investigating these aspects of peer review, Hedgcock and
Lefkowitz (1992) examined its effects on 30 learners of French at an American
university. The students were divided into two groups, one that engaged in oral peer
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review and one that instead received only teacher feedback, and their final drafts were
scored and compared for differences. The findings indicated rough equivalency in essay
quality for both groups with a comparable level of improvement regardless of whether
feedback was provided by peers or the instructor; although those receiving peer
comments tended to make more macro-level textual changes than those receiving
instructor suggestions. The authors concluded that the peer review process helped
authors to believe more firmly in the merit of their writing and in their ability to
improve through subsequent revision.
Further evidence of the value peer review brings to the L2 author’s attitudes and
skills, particularly in regard to expanding the author’s sense of audience, can also be
seen in later studies (Berg, 1999; Lundstrom & Baker, 2009; Tsui & Ng, 2000, Tuzi,
2004). Berg (1999) investigated the effect that peer review and peer review training had
on writing quality for 46 mid-to-high intermediate students in four intensive ESL
writing courses at a university in the United States. In the quasi-experimental design, in
which half of the participants were trained in peer review techniques and half were not,
those who received training saw greater writing improvement in their revised drafts,
incorporating more “meaning changes,” as shown by the addition or deletion of content,
than those who were not trained. Moreover, the author claimed that peer review (and its
attendant training) forced the learners to actively consider peer advice rather than
automatically incorporating changes, such as is often done with instructor feedback.
Other benefits posited include peer review helping learners to find incongruities in their
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written output, consolidate ideas taught in their writing courses, and develop a sense of
audience.
In their examination of participant evaluations of peer review activities, Tsui and
Ng (2000) also found support for the use of peer review with EFL learners. During the
study, peer review was conducted with 27 pre-university high school EFL learners in
Hong Kong, which was then followed by post-peer review interviews with the
participants. The interview data indicated an overall appreciation of peer review by the
students, not necessarily for its impact on the written text (many peer comments were
not addressed in later drafts) but more for the benefit of reading others’ compositions
and having one’s written work read and critiqued by peers. Although most learners
preferred teacher comments over peer comments—a common trait in Asian learners, as
discussed in further detail below—many also felt that peer review helped them in a
variety of ways. The authors concluded by highlighting four positive roles that peer
review can play for EFL learners: developing a sense of audience beyond the instructor,
raising the awareness of learners’ own weaknesses through reading others’ texts,
encouraging collaborative learning, and fostering a greater sense of ownership of their
texts.
Lundstrom and Baker (2009) also came to similar conclusions in looking at the
effect peer review use had on 91 ESL students in nine writing courses at Brigham
Young University. Dividing the participants into those who read and critiqued peers’
essays and those who merely received peer review suggestions, pre- and post-writing
test scores of all learners were rated and analyzed for differences in writing quality
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gains between the two groups. From the results the authors claimed that lower
proficiency learners who critiqued texts realized greater improvement in writing ability
than those who received peer comments, indicating that the act of reviewing itself can
lead to substantive gains in writing skill. Lundstrom and Baker thus concluded that the
reading and reviewing aspects of peer review activities can be of most benefit to lowerproficiency learners while intermediate learners, and presumably high proficiency
learners as well, might have already gained most of what they can from prior experience
and skill development though peer review might take longer to mature for such learners.
As indicated in the studies above, engaging in the peer review process can
improve not only non-native learners’ writing skills but also their view toward the act of
composition. Through expanding the sense of audience to include their peers, the peerreview process can engender a greater sense of ownership among writing students of
their texts.

Improvement of Reviewing and Critiquing Ability
The Lundstrom and Baker (2009) study discussed above provides evidence that
the benefits of peer review extend not only to writing ability but to reviewing skills as
well. The authors concluded that peer review can be of greater benefit to
reader/reviewers due to the fact that they are working within their ZPD, which might be
different and less comprehensible than the author’s ZPD. Other researchers have also
reached conclusions that peer review activities, particularly when preceded by training,
can lead to significant improvements in reviewing ability.

18

In their study of peer review use with 45 pre-intermediate English students,
Rouhi and Azizian (2013) came to similar conclusions as Lundstrom and Baker (2009).
After dividing the participants into those who peer reviewed and those who received
comments, the researchers gave all of the participants a posttest focusing on written
description and grammaticality judgment. Their findings indicated that those who
reviewed gained more compositional benefit than those who simply read their peers’
suggestions on their writing.
In an earlier study focusing on the effect of peer review training on the quality of
comments reviewers made to their peers’ compositions, McGroarty and Zhu (1997)
found that students who had undergone training prior to peer review provided
substantially more, and arguably better, feedback than untrained learners. Dividing the
169 participants into two sections of four classes each, half of which were trained in
peer review methods and half of which were not, all learners then engaged in peer
review activities, first using guided question sheets followed by face-to-face peer
review for two essay assignments. The researchers noted that the trained group provided
a statistically significantly greater amount of feedback than the untrained group and that
they were more engaged and discussed essays longer in the face-to-face sessions,
leading them to have better rapport and greater confidence as reviewers. They
concluded that training plays an essential role in preparing learners to successfully
engage in peer review activities.
Other researchers whose studies have focused on the benefit of improved
reading-reviewing skills brought about by peer review have relied upon student
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reactions to draw their conclusions. In a study involving peer review use with 56 EFL
university students in Hong Kong, Lockhart and Ng (1993) investigated learners’
response to peer review activities. After engaging in oral peer review groups, postactivity questionnaire results indicated that most of the learners found peer review to
have been useful, with a common reason being their feeling of improved awareness as
readers. The authors used such evidence to assert that peer review, with proper training,
improves the learners’ writing and reading abilities.
Another study into peer review’s potential benefits included 40 mixedbackground ESL learners at an American university (Mangelsdorf, 1992). The learners
participated in peer review activities throughout the course after which they took an
end-of-course questionnaire including questions about their perceptions of peer review.
Mangelsdorf found that many learners felt one of the strongest benefits of engaging in
peer review was to raise their awareness (as readers) of the different backgrounds and
cultures of fellow learners. In her conclusion she stated that, with practice, peer
reviewers will see gains in both their writing and reading skills as well as in their ability
to critique effectively.
Min (2005) found further evidence of reader benefit when studying the effect of
peer review training with 18 EFL students at a Taiwanese university. Similar to
Mangelsdorf (1992) the learners were exposed to peer review activities throughout the
term, both before and after receiving training, and then asked to complete a reaction
questionnaire. Results from a questionnaire indicated that, post-training, the participants
felt the greatest benefit lay in their improvement as reviewers, specifically in their
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reading skills, language acquisition, self-monitoring ability, and confidence. The author
felt the positive responses in the results provided clear justification for the use of
training and peer review in order to help learners achieve such gains.
Although many instructors’ primary concern in carrying out peer review is to
improve their learners’ writing ability or, at a minimum, the text being reviewed, recent
research indicates a potentially important secondary benefit—increased ability and
confidence in reading and reviewing. Particularly when matched with effective peer
review training, the improvement in reading and critiquing ability would seem to
deserve more attention, both from practitioners and researchers.

Improvement in Draft Quality
Aside from enhancing learners’ writing and reading-reviewing skills, peer
review can naturally include the short-term benefit of improving the composition being
reviewed. Although draft quality can be a challenging issue to address reliably due to
variation in rater bias and disparity in the criteria used to assess compositions in
different contexts, some researchers have attempted to approach the matter through a
variety of mechanisms in order to determine just how much potential peer review has as
a method of improving L2 learner writing.
Kamimura (2006) addressed the concern of quality improvement through
analyzing drafts written by Japanese EFL university students before and after engaging
in peer review. The study, which involved 24 participants engaged in peer review
activities using both guided question sheets and face-to-face conferencing, utilized two
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raters to holistically judge the quality of original and post-peer review drafts on a sixpoint scale. The quantitative comparison of drafts was also performed by examining
word counts to look for changes in fluency. The results indicated that the learners’
compositions saw significant post-peer review score improvements both for those with
higher proficiency (4.58 to 5.67) and lower proficiency (2.75 to 4.75). Additionally,
word count increased substantially for both groups (higher proficiency, 184.67 to 226.5;
lower proficiency, 145.25 to 209.25). Kamimura concluded her study by outlining
several findings, including not only her assertion that peer review helped her EFL
learners to write better essays, but also that that these gains are can potentially be
magnified for lower-proficiency learners who inherently start with more potential for
progress. This latter finding in particular is significant as few peer review researchers
have thus far chosen to focus on lower-proficiency learners, despite results such as this
and the study by Lundstrom and Baker (2009) described earlier.
A similar study by Yang, Badger, and Zhen (2006), who investigated the roles
of peer and teacher feedback with 79 EFL learners in a Chinese university, also
included quality-rating of students’ pre- and post-peer review drafts by two raters.
Using a five-point rating scale, the average improvement of peer-reviewed revised texts
was .42 (from 4.08 to 4.50). Moreover, analysis of the adopted feedback indicated that
98% of these revisions were successful, meaning that they were deemed by raters to
lead to improvements in essay quality. The researchers concluded that although teacher
feedback was more valued by students, peer review is still important for writing
improvement as well as its potential to engender greater learner autonomy.
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In a follow-up to her 2005 study, Min (2006) further examined draft quality
improvement by having three raters grade pre- and post-peer reviewed essays written by
18 Taiwanese EFL university students based on a number of “macro feature” criteria
such as idea development, organization, and sufficiency. For learners who had been
trained in peer review methods, 72% scored higher in the revised drafts post-peer
review (in contrast to only 13% improvement for learners who did not receive training
prior to peer review), thus leading the researcher to further emphasize the necessity of
peer review training for EFL learners. Paulus (1999) also found that 11 ESL university
students enrolled in a pre-first-year composition class at an American university who
engaged in peer review twice per written essay saw noticeable score improvements
from the first to third drafts. Two raters judged each draft using a six-feature scoring
rubric and a ten-point scale. Pre- to post-peer review draft ratings improved an average
of .75 points for the compositions, and a follow-up t-test indicated this to be statistically
significant (p < .05). These results led the author to conclude that while not all learners
saw quality gains from peer review, enough improvement was seen to warrant making
peer review an integral component of ESL writing courses.
Improvement in writing skills through engaging in peer review can be a difficult
compositional aspect to measure concretely, especially as such improvement can occur
for any number of reasons unrelated to the peer-review process. Few ESL researchers
have endeavored to measure the qualitative effects of peer review on draft quality, but
those that have, have found evidence that it can result in improved compositions.
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Improvement of Social Interaction
A fourth potential benefit peer review brings to the second and foreign language
classroom is improved social interaction. From a collaborative learning perspective,
involving peers in the writing process, particularly through reading and commenting on
one another’s work, can, as Gere (1987) stated, “emphasize the communal aspects of
intellectual life” (p. 75). Some researchers, noting the Vygotskian underpinnings of the
peer review process, have examined its affective influence through recording and
analyzing peer interactions, searching for indications of social support and shared
responsibility (Carson & Nelson, 1996; Roskams, 1999; Villamil & De Guerrero,
1996).
Results from inquiries into this aspect of peer review have been mixed but
generally positive, particularly with culturally homogeneous learner groups. Roskams
(1999), working with 200 advanced EFL learners at a Hong Kong university,
investigated the degree to which cultural beliefs affect the attitudes of students engaging
in peer review. The participants worked in pairs to provide feedback to one another’s
written work. Data primarily came from pre- and post-course questionnaires assessing
the learners’ attitudes to peer review. Before the course, most of them expressed
apprehension about the peer-review process and working in pairs, but by the end of the
term, their attitudes had changed. Most students felt that the strongest benefits of peer
review had been sharing the workload and forming new relationships, with 80%
believing they had learned more from having a partner than from learning alone.
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Villamil and De Guerrero (1996) came to similar conclusions in a study
examining the content of peer interactions during the peer-review process. Fifty-four
university students in Puerto Rico participated in paired peer review, and the recorded
interactions were analyzed and coded according to the mediating strategies and socialcognitive activities they engaged in. The authors reported multiple occurrences of
mutual scaffolding, in which assistance moved back and forth from reviewers to
authors. They concluded that most pairs collaborated well and assumed joint
responsibility for completing the task, noting the many communicative behaviors
fostered and the complex social process that is peer review.
A survey of the literature reveals that peer review can hold several notable
benefits for language learners beyond the interactive attributes inherent in the process.
In addition to potentially improving social rapport and support in writing classrooms
that, due to the nature of the skill, has traditionally been teacher focused, peer review
can also alter learners’ attitudes toward the writing process through expanding their
sense of audience and fostering a greater sense of text ownership. The act of reading
and reviewing others’ essays can also improve these skills, thus adding a benefit that
crosses over to English abilities aside from writing. Finally, the peer review process can
also lead to improvements in draft quality, which can benefit the instructor (and
eventual assessor) as much as it does the learner.
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Peer Review Limitations
While the majority of peer review researchers have reached conclusions that, on
the whole, find benefit and justification for its continued use in ESL/EFL contexts, a
few studies hold indications of the potential drawbacks that might serve as a caution
against unchecked enthusiasm for peer review activities. These concerns can be broadly
categorized into three areas: student resistance to, or lack of engagement in, peer review
activities, often as a result of cultural issues; preference for instructor feedback; and
authors not incorporating suggested changes into subsequent drafts.

Learner Resistance to Peer Review and the Effect of Culture
Although conclusions from many peer review studies with both homogeneous
and heterogeneous L2 learner groups indicate improvements in social interaction
through the peer-review process, some involving mixed-cultural-background groups
have been less successful. Allaei and Connor (1990) were among the first researchers to
address this issue in their study of cross-cultural writing groups. They concluded that
communication among authors from different cultural backgrounds can become
uncomfortable due to cultural interaction norms clashing and inhibiting the ability of
some learners to participate in the respectful critiquing demanded by peer review and
collaborative writing activities. In a later study, Carson and Nelson (1996) further
investigated the effect of cultural background on interaction styles with 11 Chinese and
Spanish ESL university students engaged in face-to-face peer review and arrived at
similar conclusions. Whereas the Spanish participants in the study tended to speak and
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critique freely while focused on the task, the Chinese learners were far more reluctant to
criticize and disagree with their peers, leading to something of a breakdown in effective
commenting. The researchers concluded that Chinese group behavior, focused on
“harmony maintenance,” is not the same as what is desired in writing group behavior. It
should be noted, however, that with only five participants in the study, and with all
three Chinese participants being female, individual and gender differences make
generalizations difficult to draw.
Other researchers of mixed-group interactions have reached similar conclusions.
In a qualitative study of peer discussions among a variety of Asian learners studying in
New Zealand, Hyland (2000) found that the learners did not gain much benefit from
receiving written peer responses. After engaging in peer review multiple times
throughout the 14-week course, the learners were asked to respond to the activities
through a questionnaire and interview sessions. In their post-process feedback, the six
participants noted that cultural factors inhibited their ability to critique their peers’
work. Many also explained their preference for teacher feedback over those from peers.
Such comments led the author to conclude that instructors should be wary about
including peer review activities in writing courses and that ample consideration should
be given to how the cultural backgrounds of learners might affect their performance and
evaluations of them.
Among homogeneous learner groups, reticence to peer critiquing and
questioning of the usefulness of peer review have sometimes affected the outcome of
L2-context studies. Sengupta (1998), in a study entitled “Peer Evaluation: ‘I Am Not
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the Teacher,’” found that the six Cantonese, high-school-age EFL participants saw no
benefit as readers to engaging in peer review and that, as authors, they preferred to
receive feedback from the teacher alone because that was who they felt they were
writing for. Sengupta concluded that as long as such student perceptions regarding the
teacher-learner relationship remained unchanged, there is little benefit in introducing
peer review activities into the L2 writing classroom.
Amores (1997) conducted a further study of peer review use in a SFL (Spanish
as a Foreign Language) context with eight American university students in a third-year
Spanish course. After engaging in oral peer review pair activities, the participants were
then asked about their perception of peer review through interviews and questionnaires.
Most indicated that they engaged in these activities primarily because the instructor
demanded it, but they did not find linguistic benefit in doing so. From their responses
the author concluded that the participants were uncomfortable with the peer review
process and that, in an echo of other studies, students placed priority on teacher
feedback and often dismissed or became defensive in response to peer suggestions,
particularly those that were negative.

Preference for Instructor Feedback
The results from these latter studies indicate a second problem instructors can
face when introducing peer review into an L2 writing classroom: a lack of interest in
such activities due to learners’ strong preference for teacher feedback. Zhang (1995)
pointed out that Asian learners in particular are apt to think in this way. In his study of
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81 mostly Asian ESL students at two American universities, post-peer review
questionnaires showed that about 94% of learners preferred teacher feedback to peer
feedback (although it has been argued that the questions were worded too
dichotomously [Jacobs, Curtis, Braine & Huang, 1998]). In other studies with Asian
participants, researchers have reached similar conclusions (Nelson & Carson, 1998;
Roskams, 1999; Tsui & Ng, 2000). Such attitudes can lead to a situation whereby
learners lack confidence in incorporating suggestions made by their “non-expert” peers,
instead holding out to receive what they perceive as more authoritative feedback from
an instructor.
Investigating such attitudes, Tsui and Ng (2000) studied peer and teacher
feedback with a group of 27 high-school EFL students in Hong Kong. During the study,
peer review was conducted in essay-composing cycles that also included teacher
feedback. Analyzing the results of feedback incorporation according to reviewer, the
researchers found that a far higher percentage of teacher comments than peer comments
were incorporated in later drafts and that there was often distrust of the accuracy of peer
suggestions. Nevertheless, the authors did conclude that peer and teacher comments can
be complementary, particularly if learners’ awareness is raised as to the role peer review
can play in the writing classroom.
More encouragingly, in a recent study of EFL peer review with 20 Chinese postgraduate students in Singapore, Hu and Lam (2010) examined the appropriateness of
peer review for L2 learners, both from a writing improvement standpoint (through
analysis of score changes from draft to draft) and from the learners’ perspectives
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(through questionnaires and interviews). The findings indicated that a high number of
valid peer suggestions (74.6%) were made, and of the three categories of comments
(language, content, and organization), between 45.5% and 82.8% of the suggestions
were taken up by the composers in subsequent drafts. Additionally, the researchers
found a statistically significant correlation between the number of valid peer
suggestions incorporated in later drafts and score gains. Moreover, while the
participants responded that they preferred teacher feedback to those of their peers (a
common finding in similar studies), 80% of them reacted favorably to peer review,
favoring to receive such feedback in addition to teacher comments. Only four of the 20
respondents indicated that peer review might not be appropriate for Chinese learners.

Feedback Incorporation
Related to the rejection of peer comments in favor of instructor feedback is a
third concern of using peer review in L2 contexts: minimal incorporation of peer
feedback into subsequent drafts. For a number of reasons, learners can choose not to
utilize, or even pay attention to, peer suggestions when composing later drafts. Such
reasons can include the aforementioned preference for instructor feedback, a lack of
confidence in peers’ ability to make meaningful suggestions, or an inadequate ability to
comment effectively. Liu and Hansen (2002) addressed the latter concern by stating that
students can “provide vague and unhelpful comments; are hostile, sarcastic, overly
critical, or unkind in their criticisms of their classmates’ writing” (p. 11). Further
evidence of the problem of lack of incorporation of peer suggestions was provided in a
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study by Connor and Asenavage (1994). Eight students in an ESL writing class in the
United States were asked to read their compositions aloud in groups followed by
elicitation of comments from their classmates. Sessions were tape recorded, and
subsequent drafts were analyzed by the researchers for incorporated suggestions. They
found that only ten changes (5% of all revisions) were derived from group suggestions
versus the other 95% of changes that came from self-revision or teacher comments.
These results, which the researchers described as “disappointing,” led them to warn
against high expectations instructors might have in regards to the potential benefits of
peer review.

Peer Review Training: A Potential Solution
When discussing the limitations of peer review use in ESL/EFL contexts
mentioned in the above studies, it is important to note that few if any of the researchers
indicated that learners underwent peer review training prior to engaging in the activities.
However, the results from a number of other studies during the past 20 years have led
many L2 academics to highlight the crucial role such training can play in acclimating
learners to the peer review process and helping them to engage in it more meaningfully
and enthusiastically. Thus when it comes to issues such as cultural inhibitions, a
preference for instructor feedback, and the rejection of peer suggestions, undertaking
pre-peer-review procedures, such as defining and explaining peer review to learners and
demonstrating its use in front of the whole class, has been shown to be an effective
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preventative measure or solution in a number of studies (e.g., Kamimura, 2006; Liou &
Peng, 2009; Min 2005, 2006; Stanley, 1992).
Reluctance to critique peers due to cultural communication norms, especially
among Asian learners, can be one of the most intractable barriers to effective peer
review engagement, and yet it is also an issue that some researchers have demonstrated
can be overcome by effective training. In his research into the consequence of such
training on three groups of Chinese learners studying English at a university in
Singapore, Hu (2005) found that while first-year, untrained students reacted mostly
negatively to peer review, after receiving extensive training the same students
responded far more positively to it in post-peer-review questionnaires. Based on the
analysis of peer comments, he determined that trained learners engaged in peer review
with greater effectiveness by providing more constructive criticisms and avoiding vague
and unhelpful comments. Hu then concluded that training played a crucial role in
helping to manifest all of the advantages that peer review can bring to the EFL
classroom.
Min (2005), in a study of 18 EFL learners at a university in Taiwan, followed a
similar pre-/post-training comparative approach and came to analogous conclusions.
Prior to receiving training, peer comments were often found to be unhelpful or vague,
whereas post-training peer review resulted in far more comments of better quality
(greater concreteness, clarification, and suggestion-making). Moreover, in a postprocess questionnaire, nearly all of the students responded positively to peer review
training and evaluated it to have helped them in a number of ways, including
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reading/writing skill improvement, language acquisition, self-monitoring, and
confidence building. Min concluded by asserting that learners can become better
reviewers over time when given enough training in advance.
Other researchers have also confirmed the benefits of training students prior to
peer review. In one of the earliest studies examining this issue in an L2 context, Stanley
(1992) analyzed the effect of training on the quality of peer discussions in a study of 29
ESL learners at an American university. After the learners received seven hours of
training, including in-class discussion and role playing by students and teachers, she
found that trained ESL learners carrying out oral peer review exhibited greater peer
interaction and took more conversation turns than untrained learners, leading her to
conclude that such preparation made peer review “worth the effort” (p. 229).
In another study into the effects of training that also included evidence of its
benefits, McGroarty and Zhu (1997) compared both written and oral comments of 169
American college-student peer reviewers, half of whom were trained prior to peer
review and half of whom were not. An analysis of the comments and recorded peer
review sessions indicated that the trained students provided statistically significantly
higher amounts of both oral and written feedback than the untrained students.
Additionally, trained learners were more engaged and had better rapport and more
confidence than those without training. The researchers used the results to strongly
endorse the inclusion of training prior to peer review activities. Finally, in her study of
the effect of training on revisions made to the post-peer-review drafts of 46 learners in
an intensive, university-based ESL program, Berg (1999) contended that the
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participants who trained for peer review made a greater number of “meaning changes”
to later drafts and achieved higher scores on those drafts than untrained students. Using
a data coding system based on Faigley and Witte’s (1981) taxonomy of revisions, Berg
found that the trained students made nearly three times the number of changes to later
drafts when compared to the untrained one. Her conclusion, that such changes led to
overall better revised drafts, provide further evidence for the importance of peer review
training.
Similar to other research areas in the field of second language acquisition, a
consensus in terms of approaches to instruction and research in process writing is
elusive. However, what results from the above studies demonstrate is the necessity of
acclimating L2 learners prior to having them engage in peer review through some type
of preparatory training. Nearly every such study has clarified the tangible benefits of
doing so, and few recent serious inquiries into peer review have been undertaken
without including such a step.

Learner Evaluation of Peer Review
While numerous researchers have examined the purported benefits of L2 peer
review through analyzing relatively objective variables, such as the incorporation of
peer suggestions, turn-taking during peer response sessions, and peer focus on global
and local compositional issues, many have also turned to the learners themselves and
elicited their viewpoints in order to gauge the success of the process and to determine
the level of participant involvement and enthusiasm. Often relying on instruments such
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as post-process questionnaires or interviews, those researchers whose studies include
some form of learner response in their data sets have for the most part found that
participants react positively to peer review activities, albeit with some concerns or
misgivings.
As the summary of selected studies demonstrates (Table 1), L2 learners perceive that
they can gain a number of benefits from engaging in peer review. While some of these
are reflective of the particular context in which the research was carried out—learners’
mention of increased multicultural awareness (Mangelsdorf, 1992) or the comparative
strengths of oral and online peer review (Schultz, 2000)—of note are those advantages
mentioned by participants in multiple studies. These independently discussed merits of
peer review include improvements in writing and reading/reviewing ability, an
increased sense of audience awareness, helpfulness in recognizing overlooked
weaknesses and writing mistakes, the provision of new ideas and alternate perspectives,
improved learner motivation and better understanding of the learning process. Some of
these perceived advantages are notable in that they mirror findings by researchers
discussed earlier in this chapter. Other merits, such as the provision of new ideas and
comments about motivation, are more representative of learners’ perspectives and thus
have been less addressed in the literature. Also significant is the fact that the results
from nearly all of the studies have indicated a highly positive response by participants
to the peer review process regardless of the nature of the learning context (EFL or ESL),
the sample size (ranging from 5 to 217), and peer review mode (the studies represent
cases of oral, written, and computer-assisted peer review). The one exception to the
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positive tone of these findings is also the one of the studies with the fewest participants
(Nelson & Carson, 1998)—only five learners were involved.
The research designs of most of the studies represented in Table 1 also allowed
participants an opportunity to reflect on aspects of peer review they felt constituted
limitations or drawbacks. As with the perceived benefits, some of these can be
attributed to the studies’ context. Other researchers made no note of any limitations
(Hu, 2005; Min, 2005). Of those that did, however, there are again a few common
themes. These include: cultural concerns causing hesitancy among learners
(Mangelsdorf, 1992; Nelson & Caron, 1998), dissatisfaction with received comments
(Nelson & Carson, 1998; Roskams, 1999; Tsui & Ng, 2000), and a lack of confidence
in one’s ability to critique the work of others (Guardado & Shi, 2007; Jacobs, Curtis,
Braine & Huang, 1998; Lockhart & Ng, 1993; Tang & Tithecott, 1999). The latter
limitation in particular was often mentioned and therefore perhaps the most important
concern to be considered by practitioners when preparing learners for peer review. As
discussed earlier, prior training can help to alleviate learner anxiety and mistrust of the
peer review process and increase their confidence as reviewers. If teachers take the time
to properly explain the meaning and various benefits of such activities, aside from
simple error correction, learners might see beyond their own perceived inadequacies
and engage in the process more enthusiastically.
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Peer Review Modes
Once a writing instructor has decided to include peer review as a component in the
curriculum, one of the fundamental concerns that must then be addressed is the manner
in which to carry it out. This decision encompasses such questions as whether to
arrange students into groups or pairs, how much training, and of what sort, is required,
how much time to devote to a peer review session, and perhaps most significantly, what
mode(s) of peer review to have learners work in. In addition to practical issues of time
and available resources, reasons for selecting a mode, whether it be oral, written, or
computer-assisted, need to be seriously considered by conscientious instructors, yet this
concern is often overlooked in the literature. While every study involving peer review
activities requires a mode selection, few researchers have delineated the rationale for
choosing one method over others. This has occurred despite the fact that there are a
least three modes (five including variations) in which learners can carry out peer
review.

Written Peer Review
Regardless of the choice of mode(s)—written (using a guided question sheet or
handwriting comments directly on the author’s draft), oral (sometimes referred to as
face-to-face), and computer assisted (synchronous or asynchronous)—many instructors
introduce peer review sessions or training with a list of guided questions or points that
learners are expected to pay attention to when reading and reviewing one another’s
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Table 1. Summary of Findings from 13 Studies Involving Learner Evaluations of Peer Review
Study

Participants

Participant Reaction

Learners’ Perceived Benefits

Hu (2005)

Around 40 EFL
university students
in Singapore

100% found PR useful (80%
"very" or "quite" useful; 20%
“somewhat useful)

Guardado & Shi
(2007)

22 ESL university
students in
Canadian

17 out of 22 found PR useful

Jacobs, Curtis,
Braine &
Huang (1998)

121 EFL university
students in
Taiwan and Hong
Kong

93% preferred having peer
feedback as part of writing
course

Lockhart & Ng
(1993)

56 EFL university
students in Hong
Kong

Using a 4-point Likert-scale
questionnaire, mean scores
of 2.64~2.94 on attitudes
towards 4 areas of PR

Mangelsdorf
(1992)

40 advanced ESL
students at a U.S.
university

In post-PR questionnaire,
learners’ reactions were
55% positive, 30% mixed,
15% negative

Peers made good suggestions
Learned about writing
PR was motivating
Peers noticed problems
authors did not
Increased sense of audience
Helpful to see others’ reactions
to compositions
Appreciation for honest and
direct suggestions
Providing feedback raised
consciousness
It gave them more ideas for
writing
Helped authors to spot
problems they missed
PR helpful for:
revising drafts
analyzing writing
discovering alternate points
of view
improving writing skills
Raised audience awareness
and awareness of learners’
multi-cultural backgrounds
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Learners’ Perceived
Limitations
N/A

Some learners lacked
confidence in their and
others’ ability to critique

Some peers lacked the
knowledge to give relevant
suggestions
Some learners felt they were
unable to provide enough
meaningful comments

Some did not feel it helped
them to critique better
Some Asian students did not
appreciate the studentcenteredness of PR
activities

Table 1, continued
Study
Mendoca &
Johnson (1994)

Participants
12 advanced ESL
students at a U.S.
university

Participant Reaction

Learners’ Perceived Benefits

100% found PR beneficial

Helped learners to see weak
points they could not detect
themselves
Allowed them to compare their
writing to others’
Authors could view topic from
new perspective
Helped to elaborate ideas
As readers, it helped for skill
improvement, language
acquisition, self-monitoring,
and confidence building

Learners’ Perceived
Limitations
A few students found it difficult
to read others’ writing about
unfamiliar academic fields

Min (2005)

18 EFL university
students in Taiwan

15 out 18 thought PR training
was helpful

Nelson & Carson
(1998)

5 ESL university
students in the
U.S.

Mostly negative

PR is good for pointing out
mistakes

Too many comments focused
on local errors
Chinese students were overly
concerned with maintaining
harmony, whereas Spanish
students were task-oriented

Roskams (1999)

217 EFL university
students in Hong
Kong

70% found PR useful

Able to learn from others’
strengths
Helps learners to find common
writing mistakes
Good for learning motivation

PR is unfair to the author

108 French-learning
university students
in the U.S.

91% found oral PR useful

Schultz (2000)

67% found computer-assisted
PR useful
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Oral PR facilitates more indepth discussion
Computer PR provides enough
time to formulate responses;
it also provides a document
of suggestions

N/A

PR too heavily dependent on
personal opinions
Most reviewers unqualified
Computer PR can inhibit
discussion; there is no
personal contact

Table 1, continued.
Study

Participants

Participant Reaction

Learners’ Perceived Benefits

Tang & Tithecott
(1999)

12 ESL university
students in Canada

Learner reactions to PR
gauged over three points in
the term.
Positive reactions: 44.4%-50%
Mixed reactions: 33.3%-55%

Helpful to find weaknesses in
writing

Learners’ Perceived
Limitations
Learners felt inadequate ability
to engage in PR

Listening and speaking skills
improved

Because compositions were
read aloud, it was difficult to
follow long texts read by
non-native speakers

Mean scores (out of 6) on
usefulness of:
Reading peers’ compositions
(4.14),

Helped learners gain a sense
of audience
Enhanced sense of text
ownership

Lack of confidence in peers’
ability to judge written work
Peer comments were less
specific and less helpful than
those from the instructor

Peer response sessions (3.54),

Encouraged students to learn
from each other
Helped students to spot
weaknesses in their writing
Helped to achieve clearer
writing
Improvement in the learning
process through reading
peer texts

Negative reactions:
0%-16.7%
Tsui & Ng (2000)

Zhu & Mitchell
(2012)

27 EFL high-school
students in Hong
Kong

2 lower-advanced
Spanish L1
students in the U.S.

Reading peers’ comments
(3.64)
Each learner engaged in PR
with different stances and
motivations: One was more
engaged as a author, the
other as a reader

40

N/A

work. Such a list helps to clarify important aspects of writing to comment on and can
also act as a review of the lessons studied thus far. In fact, a number of current writing
textbooks targeting ESL/EFL learners include such sheets as aids to teachers and
students (Blanchard & Root, 2010; Folse, Muchmore-Vokoun, & Solomon, 2009;
Zemach & Islam, 2004). These sheets often elicit comments from reviewers covering
such aspects of composition as cohesion, unity, clarity, grammar, and thesis support,
and they provide space for the students to write their reactions, comments, and
suggestions. For many instructors, having students periodically read and fill out such
reaction sheets can represent the sum total of peer review implemented in their courses.
In the literature, however, few researchers have relied exclusively on such sheets.
Instead, researchers have sometimes used guided response sheets as part of peer review
training or in conjunction with other peer review methods (Guardado & Shi, 2007; Min,
2005; Yang, Badger, & Zhen, 2006), when indeed their use is noted at all. Hyland
(2000), who partially included use of response sheets in her methodology and data,
noted that the six ESL learners in her study had little interest in them, seeing them as an
obligation imposed by the instructor. In the participants’ feedback, collected through a
questionnaire and interview sessions, they also did not find such closed-question lists
particularly helpful. The comments written on these sheets were often not successful
due to their vagueness and lack of specificity to the areas of the text being reviewed.
Hyland concluded that instructors should consider use of such guided question sheets
carefully in order to determine whether or not they are of value in the classroom.
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A second, more common type of written peer review involves learners writing
comments directly on composers’ drafts. At times used in conjunction with a list of
points or guided questions, reviewers make notes in the margins or perhaps directly on
the text, sometimes using a system of pre-taught notation or symbols such as lines and
circles. Liu and Hansen (2002) noted the flexibility afforded by this method as well as
its potential as a warm-up to later oral discussion (see Table 2), although they allow that
concerns such as handwriting quality can be an issue. Several researchers have relied
exclusively on handwritten peer review, with participants writing feedback on their
peers’ composition drafts (Caulk, 1994; Chaudron, 1984; Johnson, 1992; Lundstrom &
Baker, 2009), while others have used written feedback in conjunction with oral
feedback (Berg, 1999; Min, 2006; Tsui & Ng, 2000).

Oral Peer Review
Oral feedback is perhaps the most common method of peer review according to
the research in this area. It can take many forms, including pair or group sessions in
which reviewers either respond to a previously read composition (sometimes relying on
written comments, as noted above) or listen to the author read a composition aloud and
subsequently make comments. During these sessions, the author often takes note of
reviewer comments, sometimes silently or sometimes orally discussing, clarifying, and
questioning in response to the received feedback. Liu and Hansen (2002), among other
aspects (Table 2), noted oral peer review’s advantage of allowing authors and reviewers
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Table 2. Benefits and Constraints of Different Peer Review Modes (from Liu & Hansen (2002))
Modes
Pros
Cons
Traditional
Written
Provides guided questions for response
Hard to read sometimes due to poor
Provides opportunities for marginal
handwriting
comments and graphic linkages
Difficult to change once comments
Encourages both global and local comments
are made on paper
Serves as basis for oral comments
Space to insert marginal comments
Facilitates face-to-face communication
lacking
Anonymity sometimes questionable
Oral
Allows negotiation of meaning
Highly dependent on individuals'
Provides opportunities for clarification,
communication skills
probing, and in-depth discussion in
Silence those from cultures that
nonlinear fashion
discourage open communication
Enhances communicative competence
Comments can be general and
Connects people's thoughts for both speakers
superficial
and listeners
Benefits the whole group in action
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Table 2, continued.
Modes
Innovative
Synchronous

Asynchronous

Pros

Cons

Provides platform for discussion without
students necessarily being together
Highly engaging and stimulating
Encourages playful atmosphere and
improvisation
Enhances motivation and group cohesion

Caters to individual needs and learning
styles
Allows sufficient time for students to
compose their comments
Allows space and time for more
thoughtful comments and responses
Good writing practice in itself
Accumulates messages for retrieval
and response
Allows both group and individual interaction
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Dependent on typing speed
Turn-taking problematic
Short on completion of meaning under time
pressure
Uncertainty for the author receiving multiple
and perhaps controversial comments
simultaneously
Chaotic if prior responding arrangements are
not well made
Encourages more “impression” comments
than specific text- related comments
Time-consuming
Inconvenient if computer facilities at home
and/or on campus are lacking
Uncertainty and anxiety caused by indefinite
wait for responses

to negotiate and clarify meaning through discussion, although underlying
components of personality or culture can also exert a confounding effect on
interpersonal interactions.
Due to the immediacy and interactive quality of oral peer review, several
researchers have used this mode to study the dynamics of learner interactions and
pragmatic strategies for a variety of purposes and with a range of conclusions (e.g.,
De Guerrero & Villamil, 1994, 2000; Jones, Garralda, Li, Lock, 2006; Sullivan &
Pratt, 1996; Zhu, 2001). In three studies of the social-cognitive aspects of oral peer
review among students at a Puerto Rican university (De Guerrero & Villamil, 1994,
2000; Villamil & De Guerrero, 1996), the researchers found that the participants,
54 intermediate ESL students studying at a university in Puerto Rico, engaged
actively in the peer review process. As their research centered on communication
patterns within the peer review sessions, their conclusions addressed the activities’
effects on social interaction, noting the exhibition of positive signs of mutual
scaffolding and movement within each other’s ZPDs.
In another study of interaction during oral peer review, Johnson (1992)
analyzed the relationship of gender and complimenting in the discussions of 35
advanced graduate ESL learners and compared them to the peer sessions of a
similar number of L1 reviewers. She discovered that during peer review
interactions, female L2 learners tended to exhibit less variation in the number of
compliments or sensitivity to their audience than L1 and/or male peer reviewers.
McGroarty and Zhu (1997) found in their research into peer review training among
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169 American university students that the half of the learners who received peer
review training displayed more confidence and better rapport than untrained
learners. In the case of oral peer review, the authors concluded by focusing on the
necessity of incorporating training into the course syllabus in order to improve
commenting by reviewers.
In a more recent study, Suzuki (2008) analyzed the differences between
negotiations involving self-revisions (via think-aloud protocol) and peer revisions
(via recorded discussions) of English written work by 24 Japanese university
learners. The results indicated that more negotiations took place during peer review
than self-review and that there was a commensurately greater focus on content and
ideas. This contrasted with self-review changes, which were mostly textual in
nature (usually vocabulary focused). The researcher thus concluded that oral peer
feedback can act as a complement to self-revisions.
What the results of these and other studies demonstrate is that oral modes of
peer review are often chosen by researchers as a means to an end—the ability to
analyze transcripts to better understand social or pragmatic patterns and how these
might affect or be affected by other variables within the study. Rarely in the
literature have oral modes been directly compared to written modes, although
comparison studies do exist between oral peer review and the third feedback
method, computer assisted (DiGiovanni & Nagaswami, 2001; Jones, Garralda, Li,
Lock, 2006; Schultz, 2000; Sullivan & Pratt, 1996; Tuzi, 2004).
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Computer-Assisted Peer Review
Computer-assisted peer review (alternatively referred to as online,
computer-mediated, and e-feedback) has steadily gained in popularity in concert
with the growing ubiquity of personal computers in schools and universities.
Broadly defined, computer-assisted peer review involves commenting on a peer’s
composition with the aid of a computer and, depending on the method, can exhibit
attributes more closely related to oral peer review or traditional written peer review.
This distinction is often defined by a computer-assisted method being either
synchronous or asynchronous. In the case of the former, peers read and comment in
real time using different computers to discuss a composition, sometimes using a
simple ‘chat’ function or at other times using specialized software that allows both
participants to see the written text alongside their discussion. Asynchronous peer
review is more unidirectional in nature, with reviewers reading and leaving
comments about drafts at their time of choosing, comments authors then read later.
This can be done using a tailored software program, an online learning
management system, or using the ‘comment’ feature in popular word processing
software such as Microsoft Word. The advantages attributed to computer-assisted
peer review by Liu and Hansen (2002) include the ability to comment from a
distance, the writing practice inherent in typing comments, and the possibilities for
group interaction; the disadvantages include time and facilities requirements (see
Table 2).
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During the past 15 years, many researchers have taken an interest in
computer-assisted peer review, often focusing on learner attitudes toward this mode
(DiGiovanni & Nagaswami, 2001; Guardado & Shi, 2007; Liou & Peng, 2009)
and/or its effect on comments and revision, often in comparison to other peer
review modes (Bloch & Brutt-Griffler, 2001; Liu & Sadler, 2003; Sullivan & Pratt,
1996). Of those researchers concentrating on participant reaction, results have been
mixed. Guardado and Shi (2007) examined learner reactions among 22 Japanese
exchange students at a Canadian university. Through analyzing comments and
post-process interviews with the participants, they found that many of them
declared the usefulness of the activity while at the same time lacking confidence in
their ability to review effectively. However, this might have been in part due to the
students receiving only a minimal amount of training (no instructor mediation was
indicated) prior to engaging in peer review. In turn, many did not incorporate many
peer suggestions into later drafts. Liou and Peng (2009) also reported mixed
perceptions among 13 EFL university students in Taiwan to online peer review.
Some students felt ineligible to take on such a role and thought it “embarrassing” to
advise on peer mistakes, although most found value in reading and reviewing one
another’s work. The suggestion adoption rate (48.9%) was also lower than in other
peer review research. The results from these studies indicate that the technological
aspect of computer-assisted peer review can affect reviewer confidence and
enthusiasm for incorporating peer ideas into later drafts.
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In a more recent study, Liang (2010) examined the effectiveness of
synchronous peer review use among 12 Taiwanese undergraduate students in an
EFL writing course. The learners used a chat program to engage in computerassisted feedback sessions after composing three essays, and the researcher found
that most of the discussion focused on content or on non-related social dialogue.
Peer review feedback tended to be global in nature, with little local error correction.
The author concluded that while the activities can be effective for building a
collaborative spirit among the participants, the effectiveness of such synchronous
peer review is highly dependent on group dynamics and that therefore
asynchronous review might be more effective for error correction.

Comparative Studies
While many researchers into L2 peer review might view the choice of mode
as an incidental consideration—a pre-determined selection based on existing
experience or teaching principles—or one that can best highlight other targeted
aspects of interest, there are examples of inquiry in which the researchers have
made a comparison of various modes the primary investigative focus. These differ
from other studies that might have included multiple modes used in conjunction
without necessarily examining each one discretely (Hu, 2005; Tsui & Ng, 2000;
Yang, Badger, & Zhen, 2006). Of those researchers that have made mode
comparison their central topic, the majority evaluate computer-assisted and oral
peer review (DiGiovanni & Nagaswami, 2001; Ho & Savignon, 2007; Jones,
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Garralda, Li & Lock, 2006; Schultz, 2000; Tuzi, 2004), with a few others (Bloch &
Brutt-Griffler, 2001; Liu & Sadler, 2003) also comparing computer-assisted and
written modes. None have directly compared all three modes to one another.
Similar to other research involving computer-assisted peer review, the
results from comparative studies have been decidedly mixed. DiGiovanni and
Nagaswami, (2001) exposed 32 ESL learners at a community college in the United
States to both synchronous computer-assisted and oral peer review to advise on
essays. Data, including face-to-face tapescripts, computer transcripts, and a learner
reaction questionnaire, were analyzed in order to determine the effectiveness of
each method, both in terms of interaction and learner perceptions. The results were
mostly in favor of the computer mode. Questionnaire results indicated students’
preference for computer-assisted review while transcript analyses led the
researchers to claim that students stayed more on task and could better recall
comments from transcript printouts than was the case in the oral mode. Another
comparative study (Jones, Garralda, Li, & Lock, 2006) involving six university
students and five of their peer-tutors at a university in Hong Kong investigated turn
taking in both face-to-face and online review sessions. Similar to the previous study
(DiGiovanni & Nagaswami, 2001), data consisted of transcripts from both sessions.
From their analysis of these scripts, the researchers found that the peer-tutors
tended to dominate discussion more in oral meetings by making statements and
asking mostly closed questions in contrast to the relatively open and conversational
style of (synchronous) online interaction. This result is similar to an earlier
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comparative study by Sullivan and Pratt (1996), who found evidence of more equal
turn-taking among the participants (38 Puerto Rican university students) carrying
out computer-assisted peer review than those meeting face-to-face. Unlike Sullivan
and Platt’s conclusion, however, that online peer review led to significantly greater
gains in writing quality when compared to oral review, Jones, Garralda, Li, and
Lock (2006) were less convinced that one mode was superior to the other. They
found rather that each peer review method can complement the other as face-toface review tended to result in more focus on grammar and word-choice issues
while online review discussions centered more on content and the writing process.
Schultz (2000) also arrived at less than conclusive results when comparing
(synchronous) computer-assisted and oral peer review modes. The study, which
included 54 FFL (French as a Foreign Language) university learners in the United
States, was also focused on how the participants’ proficiency level affected the
outcomes of the peer-review process. The evidence suggested that lower
proficiency learners gained less from online peer review, often drifting off topic in
their discussions and making fewer changes than both those who engaged in oral
peer review and the higher proficiency learners. Moreover, whereas most learners
responded positively to oral peer review in a post-process questionnaire, there was
ambivalence in their evaluations of the computer-assisted mode, with many feeling
there was a lack of conversational depth when compared to face-to-face
discussions. A common idea among the responders was that the two modes could
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complement each other, a notion with which the researcher agreed in his
conclusion.
More mixed findings were also reported by Tuzi (2004) in a study on the
effect of online peer review on learners’ writing abilities. Comparing students’
experiences with both asynchronous online and oral feedback, most of the 20 ESL
participants stated a preference for oral peer review. However, data analysis
included evidence that a greater number of the peer-comment-based changes
resulted from online feedback than from oral feedback. Similar to previous
researchers, Tuzi also concluded that the two modes might work best in
combination.
Two studies that involved an examination of computer-assisted and written
peer review have also provided clear evidence of differences in the outcomes of
each mode. Bloch and Brutt-Griffler (2001) asked ESL participants to engage in
both asynchronous online peer review and written (on-draft) review and found
distinctions in the type of comments made. Using the computer, learners more
often pointed out grammatical and sentence-level errors and issues, while during
the on-draft review phase, their suggestions tended to be more rhetorical and global
in nature. Handwriting quality can also be a concern when interpreting peer written
comments; this is obviously not the case when reading computer-assisted feedback.
Liu and Sadler (2003) also compared computer-assisted and handwritten
modes with eight mostly ESL participants taking a freshman composition class in
the United States In analyzing the types of comments made in each mode, the
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researchers found that the learners made 75% more comments in the
(asynchronous) online mode and that, similar to the Bloch and Brutt-Griffler (2001)
study, the large majority of these were local errors (e.g., spelling, grammar, and
punctuation), compared to the written mode. There were also far more alterations
of text (as opposed to comments making suggestions or seeking clarification) in the
online mode than was done in the written mode. Most comments in the latter mode
were evaluative of the writing as a whole rather than focused on specific areas of
the text. In their conclusions, the authors recommend including multiple peer
review modes if possible, commenting on the different outcomes that can result
from each one.
In addition to these comparative studies by other researchers, I conducted
and published a study examining peer review use in the EFL classroom (Neff,
2012). The focus of that study, carried out with 49 first-year university students at
the same institution as the current study, was on two modes of peer review—
evaluation sheet and oral. Specifically, the participants’ evaluation of each mode
was analyzed and the peer suggestions were counted in order to determine the type
and number of comments learners made. After studying the basic tenets of writing
argumentative paragraphs in English, and then participating in peer-review training,
the students were assigned to write two paragraphs followed by peer review in both
modes (one for each paragraph). Upon completion they were then given a short
reaction questionnaire, which was collected and analyzed along with the
paragraphs.
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The results indicated that learners reacted positively overall to both modes
of peer review, with the mean scores on the 5-point Likert-scale reaction
questionnaire being 4.52 and 4.27 to oral peer review (as reader/reviewers and
comment receivers) and 4.35 and 3.95 to evaluation-sheet peer review (as
reader/reviewers and comment receivers), thus showing a notable though not
overwhelming bias toward oral peer review.
Additionally, a greater number of peer suggestions were found to focus on
global issues over local errors. More than half of the paragraphs included peer
feedback with a majority of comments (> 66%) related to global issues, whereas
only 18% of the essays included a majority of local error feedback and 31% of the
essays had a balance between the two types of feedback.
Peer review modes can be selected for a number of reasons, and each seems
to have advantages either in terms of benefiting the learners or achieving the
research goals of a study. While many researchers have relied on oral peer review
to analyze aspects of interaction among the participants, there are also a substantial
number of computer-assisted studies, despite the time and resources required when
compared to other modes. Additionally, although an increasing number of
researchers and practitioners are introducing learners to some form of computerassisted feedback, the technological and distancing aspects of this mode have at
times engendered reticence among certain learners. Written peer review appears to
be the least utilized, and more often than not, it has been combined with oral peer
review as opposed to being studied on its own.
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Most comparative research in the L2 sphere has pitted computer-assisted
peer review against oral, and occasionally written, peer review modes. The
researchers have generally interpreted the results of these studies as demonstrating
more benefit in online peer review, either in terms of learner reactions or effect on
the text. Such findings are not universal, however, as the type of comments made
by reviewers can differ from mode to mode. Moreover, researcher bias in favor of
Computer Assisted Language Learning (CALL) methods might influence the often
positive outcomes of these comparative studies—a not uncommon concern in
CALL research. A general conclusion reached after examining much of the
literature on this topic is that, given enough time and the proper facilities, it
behooves practitioners to try several different modes, either discretely or in
combination, in order to achieve the best results. The question still remains,
however: If a writing instructor does not have the luxury of using large amounts of
time to incorporate peer review, which of the three modes, written, oral, or
computer-assisted, is most effective?

Peer Feedback
Apart from the experience of reading and commenting on another’s written
work, the primary interest in peer review on the part of learners is to receive
feedback on their own compositions. Regardless of whether they ultimately choose
to incorporate or disregard peer suggestions, or the view they hold of the process
itself, most learners are eager, or at least curious, to know how other students have
reacted to their writing. This holds true as much in L2 as in L1 contexts, as it can
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be argued that a general human trait is to take interest in the attention devoted to
one’s efforts. This interest in feedback extends to many peer review researchers as
well; for this reason, a significant amount of inquiry has been focused on various
aspects of learner feedback. Three broad areas of study include the type of
feedback, the accuracy of peer comments and corrections, and the incorporation of
suggestions into later drafts.

Peer Feedback Analyzed
Global and local issues.
While the nature of peer feedback is often a reflection of the foci of course
instruction, researchers have developed various systems to classify learners’
comments. One of the most basic and commonly used approaches highlights the
distinction between comments that target global issues and local errors. According
to McGroarty and Zhu (1997), global feedback addresses the “development of
ideas, audience and purpose, and organization of writing,” while local feedback
focuses on “such concerns as wording, grammar, and punctuation - a kind of copyediting approach” (p.14). In addition to these general classifications, some
researchers have further developed sub-categories within them (Min, 2005) or have
created their own classifications based on the examined data (Kamimura, 2006;
Rinnert & Kobayashi 2001) or the function of the comments/negotiations (Stanley,
1992; Suzuki, 2008; Zhu, 2001).
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Of the research that has examined the global/local distinction, the results
have been contradictory. Often, however, this distinction has received little
attention, as the researchers have usually been more concerned with other variables.
Liu and Sandler’s (2003) research compared online to written peer review
considering a number of factors, including the nature of comments made and the
incorporation of peer suggestions into later drafts. Among these factors, they also
analyzed the breakdown of global- and local-oriented comments across the two
modes. Their results indicated that students focused far more on local errors in their
online feedback (72% of the comments), whereas written feedback comments
demonstrated more of a balance between the two types, although still with an
emphasis on local comments (42% global, 58% local). On the other hand, Liou and
Peng (2009) discovered a different trend when addressing the issue of training for
computer-assisted peer review and its effect on commenting and revision among 13
Chinese EFL university learners. Similar to the Liu and Sadler (2003) study, the
researchers examined several different aspects of online peer review, including
feedback incorporation and the effects of training on revision quality. They found
that training had little effect on the nature of the comments made and that pre- and
post-training feedback was dominated by global issues (71% and 84.5%,
respectively) rather than local errors. In a similar study of the effects of peer review
training on 18 EFL learners in Taiwan learning to compose expository essays, Min
(2005) analyzed learners’ feedback and also discovered that the majority of her
students’ pre- and post-training comments were global in nature. Moreover, similar
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to the study by Liou and Peng (2009), the mean number of comments increased,
especially for global issues, post-training (6.00 mean global comments compared to
4.07 pre-training). The researcher concluded that more attention should be paid to
local errors, especially by EFL learners who are supposedly more in need of
grammatical correction than ESL learners.
One potential explanation for the apparent contradiction between the Liu
and Sadler (2003) results and those of both Liou and Peng (2009) and Min (2005)
could be the differing contexts in which the studies were carried out. Whereas the
former research was completed with a freshman composition class in the United
States with non-native learners having an average of nine years of English
education in addition to having lived in the United States for at least six months,
the latter two studies were conducted at Taiwanese universities with “intermediate”
Chinese EFL learners with an average of six-years of formal study. In fact, the Liu
and Sadler (2003) participants shared their class with several native speakers of
English. One can surmise that such a group of non-native learners would be more
proficient and confident of their English skills than the Taiwanese participants and
thus more self-assured of their ability to identify issues of grammar, spelling, and
punctuation in their peers’ writing. Magnifying this is the fact that all of the
American participants came from different language backgrounds and thus might
have complemented one another in their second language strengths and
weaknesses. Such a diversity of abilities might have manifested in more focus on
local-error peer comments. In contrast, all of the Taiwanese participants in the
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other two studies presumably came from a similar language education background,
which might have precluded their ability to notice and point out their partners’ local
errors. As a result, it would be easier to address global issues in the writing. While
it would be helpful to have more research to address this issue, one speculative
conclusion is that EFL learners with similar backgrounds tend to comment more
frequently on global issues than ESL mixed-background groups.

The complementary role and accuracy of peer feedback.
Other facets of peer response that have received research attention are the
role and accuracy of corrective feedback. One concern involves the degree to which
L2-learner peer review is similar to, or alternatively, complements, teacher
feedback. In investigating this complementary potential, Caulk (1994) analyzed
comments made on peers’ assignments by 25 EFL students taking an essay writing
course at a university in Germany. In his analysis of the data, which involved
coding of peer comments across 28 drafts into six categories, Caulk determined that
60% of the participants made legitimate comments that the instructor himself had
not made or had overlooked. Finding this to be a positive consequence of
introducing peer review, like many other researchers Caulk concluded that multiple
types of feedback can play a complementary, rather than redundant, role for
learners.
In an earlier study, Devenney (1989) also highlighted the complementary
potential of peer reviewers to teachers in researching and comparing feedback
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made by 39 ESL learners and 13 teachers at an American university-affiliated
language center. Through evaluating the same group of seven learner essays, the
students and teachers were found to judge them using different criteria, with the
learners holding a stronger sense of identification with the authors than did the
instructors. Devenney also noted in his discussion that within both groups of raters
there was significant variability in the areas of content and style. In other examples
of L2 peer review studies that have involved a comparison of teacher and learner
feedback, researchers have come to similar conclusions about their complementary
roles (Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 1992; Tsui & Ng, 2000).
In addition to peer and teacher feedback comparison, some researchers have
studied peer review in relation to self-correction. Diab (2011) focused on this issue
with 40 ESL students taking first-year classes at a university in Lebanon. Two
groups were formed—one experimental group engaged in peer editing and the
control group performed only self-editing—and students were assigned the task of
composing an argumentative essay. While scores across groups were comparable in
the first drafts, the later peer-edited papers received significantly higher scores than
the self-edited drafts, even though the self-editing students incorporated a higher
percentage of feedback-related revisions (97%) than did the peer edited learners
(74%). Diab concluded that while both methods can be effective, engagement in
peer review can help learners view their work from a fresher, more critical
perspective than can self-review. Peer review can also engage them more actively
in the writing process.
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Although such research results have led scholars to deduce that teachers and
author and reviewers can make up distinct reviewer groups, this conclusion begs a
further question: How accurate are peer comments on the whole? After all, if
learners incorporate erroneous suggestions into subsequent drafts, this potentially
leads to qualitatively worse compositions. It is true that not all peer feedback need
be (nor indeed should be) corrective in nature, but a great deal is. Heretofore, a few
researchers have investigated the issue of comment accuracy—albeit as only one
aspect of multifaceted peer review studies—and reached generally encouraging
conclusions. In an early study of L2 peer review conducted with 18 third-year
English majors in Thailand (Jacobs, 1989), the researcher sought to determine how
much miscorrection occurs in L2 peer review. Students engaged in group
commenting sessions and wrote suggestions on their peers’ drafts. Analysis of
these comments by the researcher led him to report that fewer than 10% of peer
comments were incorrect suggestions. Additionally, more than two thirds of all
comments were accurate corrections to incorrect forms, a result described as
“striking” by the author and allaying some concern about potential miscorrection
by learners. These results are comparable to findings by Caulk (1994), discussed
earlier, who also examined the accuracy of peer comments among non-native
learners. To the participants’ credit, the researchers found that 25 of the 28 EFL
learners had made valid suggestions to their peers’ compositions, and only 6% of
the comments were ones with which the researcher disagreed (although it should be
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noted that there were no other raters in this study to provide an estimate of interrater reliability).
Further evidence for the general correctness of peer feedback also comes
from a later comparative study of peer and teacher feedback by Yang, Badger, and
Zhen (2006) involving 79 EFL learners in two classes at a university in China.
Participants in one of the classes received peer feedback while the other class’s
participants received feedback only from the instructor. Analysis of first and
second drafts revealed that in the group that received peer feedback and used it in
later drafts, 98% of these peer-inspired revisions were deemed successful cases by
the researchers (although there was no mention of the accuracy of the original
comments). Ironically this was less than the 87% of correct revisions based on
teacher feedback due to the fact that 13% of teacher revisions were incorrect
interpretations of the instructor’s suggestions. Such evidence helped the authors
expound on the benefits of peer review and its role in the development of learner
autonomy. The strength of these studies’ statistics, in addition to allaying a
potential area of concern for teachers, provides further theoretical justification for
peer review use in L2 contexts.

Peer Feedback Incorporation
Aside from the analysis of the peer feedback itself, another area of inquiry
has concerned the degree to which L2 learners incorporate their classmates’
suggestions into subsequent drafts. As with the issue of comment accuracy, this
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interest goes to the very heart of peer review use in the classroom; if learners
choose not to address their peers’ concerns while making revisions, the necessity of
the review activity comes up for debate. There have been conflicting results in this
regard, although, as is often the case in peer review research, one could argue that
results are so intertwined with other aspects of the study or methodological
decisions as to make unified conclusions difficult to achieve.
As discussed previously in regards to other facets of peer review, the type
of data presented, the number of participants, and the subsequent depth of analysis
often vary from study to study, thus providing further reasons for the complexity of
drawing definitive conclusions about this area of peer review research.
Encouragingly, however, results from many L2 studies indicate that a significant
number of learners incorporate peer suggestions into later drafts. Two examples of
L2 studies with authors who reported such statistics are in articles written by
Guardado and Shi (2007) (10 of 13 students who made any revisions at all included
some peer suggestions, however 12 students made no revisions of any kind) and
Tang and Tithecott (1999) (seven of nine ESL students who received peer
suggestions incorporated some into later drafts). Those researchers who have
counted the percentage of comments incorporated into later drafts have generally
reported positive results. Villamil and De Guerrero (1998) monitored peer review
among 14 Puerto Rican learners in a university writing course in order to determine
how much peer feedback was included by authors into their final drafts. Their
analysis showed that 74% of peer session comments were addressed in revisions,

63

with the majority of these focused on grammar, content, and vocabulary. The
authors concluded that such results justify peer review use for its contribution to
writing development. Even more encouraging, Kamimura (2006), in a study of peer
review use among 24 Japanese university students, reported that upper- and lowerproficiency learners in both classes incorporated an average of over 90% of peer
suggestions (93.8% and 98.2%, respectively) into later drafts. The author
concluded that peer review was found to be “significantly useful for Japanese EFL
student authors” (p. 32).
Most researchers that have included peer feedback incorporation data in
their studies have done so as part of an examination into how these results compare
to, or are affected by, other variables within the research design. For example, some
have measured the amount of teacher- and peer-initiated revisions made in postprocess drafts with the results showing, perhaps unsurprisingly, a greater
percentage of teachers’ comments addressed. Paulus (1999) investigated this issue
with 11 first-year students in an ESL composition class at an American university
and found that while 87% of the teacher comments were addressed by the learners
in later drafts, only 51% of peer comments were. Yang, Badger, and Zhen (2006)
reported similar results in a very different context. Of the 79 Chinese university
students in the study, those who received instructor feedback alone (n = 41)
incorporated nearly all of the received suggestions (90%) in contrast with those
who received only peer feedback (n = 38), who nonetheless addressed a majority of
comments (67%) in their later drafts. The reasons given for rejecting some peer
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ideas included the feedback seeming “incorrect” to them. Nonetheless, the authors
found enough instances of correct suggestion incorporation into later drafts to
endorse peer review as a meaningful complement to teacher feedback.
Less encouragingly, in their study of EFL learners in Hong Kong, Tsui and
Ng (2000), after introducing multiple cycles of peer and teacher review of drafts
into their curriculum, reported that the large majority of the high school participants
(23 out of 27) incorporated less than 50% of peer suggestions into subsequent
drafts. In contrast, nearly all (25 out of 27) incorporated more than 50% of teacherinitiated suggestions, leading the researchers to speculate that peer review was of
more benefit to the students as reviewers than as authors. Similar to the study by
Yang, Badger, and Zhen (2006), students’ reticence to accept peer suggestions
most commonly stemmed from their lack of confidence in their classmates’ ability
to provide quality comments, although most of the learners appreciated engaging in
the peer review activities nonetheless. Despite these results, the researchers still
concluded that peer review held multiple benefits for learners, including increasing
awareness of their own weaknesses and stimulating an environment of
collaborative learning.
Other researchers have compared the number of peer-initiated revisions to
those derived from the authors themselves, and, similar to the teacher/peer
comparisons, most have found that revisions based on peer comments are in the
minority, in some cases greatly so. Connor and Asenavage (1994) researched peer
review among eight first-year ESL learners at an American university in order to
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discover the type and frequency of changes made to subsequent drafts. Texts were
read aloud and then critiqued orally in groups. Reported data, based on audiorecordings of these peer response sessions, comprised counting revisions in postpeer-review drafts, and the researchers reported that the learners’ two revised
essays included very few changes (4% and 12% respectively) that could be traced
back to peer comments. The vast majority of the revisions (96% and 88%) instead
derived from “self/other,” leading the authors to express significant reservations
about the efficacy of peer review activities. However, a potential issue with this
result is the fact that the authors made no note of the participants receiving peerreview training. Also, the students did not actually read their peers’ essays but
rather listened to them as they were read aloud by the author, an arguably less
effective method of considering another’s composition due to the fact that listening
critically to a composition in real-time is a completely different skill from reading it
at one’s preferred pace.
Suzuki (2008), comparing peer- and self-review among 24 Japanese
students, found that self-review led to twice as many text changes in later drafts
compared to peer review (287 vs. 166 changes). However, similar to Connor and
Asenavage (1994), the author made no mention of peer review training; also, the
goal of the course was oral communication, not writing. These factors might have
influenced the low acceptance of peer suggestions.
Evidence from further studies has led to more favorable conclusions.
Mendoca and Johnson (1994) reported that the majority (53%) of revisions in post-
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peer-review drafts from their 12 ESL participants were based upon peer comments
while 37% of revisions had not been discussed and were presumably authorinitiated (10% reflected author disagreement with peers’ suggestions). Also, the
effect of training, discussed earlier, should not be underestimated. Min (2006), for
example, found that 18 untrained EFL learners in a university in Taiwan
incorporated only 47% of their peers’ suggestions into later drafts. After the same
participants received extensive peer-review training, however, the revisions based
on classmates’ comments increased to 67%, a reflection, the author concluded, of
the students’ better understanding of the process and improvement in their ability to
provide meaningful comments.
A survey of the literature reveals an extensive number of articles by
researchers focused, in whole or in part, on assorted characteristics of peer
feedback. In terms of the types of writing issues peers have addressed in their
comments, results have varied. There is evidence to suggest that homogeneous
groups of EFL students are more inclined towards global issues rather than local
errors in their feedback, whereas mixed-background groups have displayed the
opposite inclination. There are also indications that peer response can vary from
teacher response and that peer review can play a complementary role to feedback
from instructors, highlighting aspects of the writing teachers might not consider. As
to the concern of comment accuracy, results from a few articles indicate that most
peer suggestions are valid, or at least not incorrect. However, it should be noted
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that these conclusions derive mostly from older studies with small sample sizes,
and there are few examples of recent research in this area.
More researchers have considered the incorporation of peer feedback into
subsequent drafts, although this issue has usually been addressed in combination
with other variables. The results from the majority of these studies have been
favorable, demonstrating that learners attend to many, if not most, peer comments
in their revisions. The problem of the low adoption rate of peer suggestions in a
few studies would appear to at least in part be due to methodological issues,
especially peer-review training (or lack thereof). This constitutes an important
preparatory measure for EFL learners in particular. One aspect that has received
little, if any, research attention to date is the potential influence of peer review
mode on the number of peer suggestions incorporated.

Gaps in the Literature
Due to the number and variety of focus areas inherent in peer review
research, each study in the literature has its unique aspects; yet there are factors that
have been covered multiple times with slight variations while others have received
little-to-no research attention. In conducting this review, I have discovered multiple
gaps in the arena of peer review research—areas that, for one reason or another,
remain underrepresented despite the potential significance of findings for current
ESL/EFL pedagogy.
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One key example relates to the proficiency of learners in the writing
classroom. Until recently, there have been very few examples of research
conducted in EFL, as opposed to ESL, contexts. Most of the early studies from the
1990s took place in America on college campuses with learners who were already
fairly advanced and preparing for entry into standard L1 university courses. Even
the recent EFL research usually includes participants described as “intermediate” or
higher in level, often participating in small classes with like students whose majors
are related to English. Only a handful of researchers have included a mix of learner
proficiencies in the same study, and even in these cases the learners have tended to
be in separate courses. There do not appear to be examples of L2 peer review
research that have included learners with a broad range of proficiencies (and
majors) in the same course, despite the fact that in countries such as Japan,
university writing courses are often populated with students who can be anywhere
from false-beginners to near-native in ability.
Related to the variable of learner proficiency is the nature of writing tasks in
L2 writing courses. Just as most of the research into peer review has involved
participants of substantial English proficiency, nearly all of the compositions
written by these participants have been multi-paragraph essays. I have not found
any studies with an exclusive focus on shorter, one-paragraph assignments. While it
can be argued that the longer format of academic essays provides more
opportunities to collect and analyze data, many EFL writing instructors,
particularly those with less proficient learners or large class sizes, might find it
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more practical to begin academic writing instruction with, or construct an entire
course around, single-paragraph assignments.
Examination of peer review modes is another area of research with the
potential to be further scrutinized. Any research into peer review activities involves
the selection of one of three possible modes: written, oral, or computer-assisted. As
described earlier, some researchers have compared aspects of one mode to another,
most commonly computer-assisted to oral peer review. However, there appear not
to be any examples of studies in which a researcher has exposed participants to all
three peer review types, despite the fact that they all continue to be used by
instructors.

Purpose of the Study
The purpose of the current study was to examine several of these aspects of
peer review use in the EFL classroom that have thus far not been thoroughly
addressed in the current literature. In particular, I sought to outline a plan of
investigation into Japanese learners’ response to, and engagement in, peer review
activities, both as reviewers as authors. Gauging Japanese learner attitudes to peer
review methods as part of the writing process can help practitioners make
determinations as to whether and how best to implement these activities into
English writing classes comprised chiefly of Japanese learners. This is especially
true in contexts where class sessions are limited to once or twice a week, a common
situation at colleges and universities in Japan. If Japanese learners do not respond
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well to peer review activities, it might not be in their best interest to engage in
them. Conversely, should they react positively to their inclusion in the curriculum,
and should it improve their written output, instructors would be well advised to
consider their use.
In addition, this study focused on the distinctive roles of peer review.
Anyone engaging in peer review will participate as first readers, then as reviewers,
and finally as writers receiving their peers’ comments. While many prior studies
into peer review have conflated these roles when evaluating learners’ perceptions
of peer review activities, I felt the demands of each role are distinct enough that it
was important they be measured separately. Were the participants to respond
positively to one role but not another, that would inform the choices instructors
make when introducing peer review into their classes. Roles with less enthusiastic
reception could become future targets for extended practice and preparation while
those that the learners responded to positively could require less peer review
preparation or modeling.
Another aspect of peer review I examined is its effect on learners at
different levels of proficiency. Most research to date has focused on groups of
authors of similar English ability, typically upper-intermediate or advanced. While
it is arguably preferable to assemble students of similar abilities in order to better
teach skills and target learner errors, attempts at streaming L2 writing classes can
be unreliable depending on the streaming method or policies of the school. Courses
with open registration or even those that place students according to the results of a
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general (non-writing) proficiency test can ultimately be comprised of learners with
greatly differing writing experience or strengths and weaknesses. The question of
how effectively lower-ability EFL learners manage to undertake peer review
activities, especially in mixed-proficiency classroom contexts, is one I wished to
answer.
Proficiency is also an important concern because learners at different
proficiency levels might respond differently to peer review activities. For example,
if higher proficiency learners focus on different types of writing issues or make
substantively different suggestions than those with lower proficiency, this result
can help instructors consider how they will approach peer-review training.
Additionally, if lower-proficiency learners respond significantly differently to peer
review than those with greater English proficiency, this can help teachers to
consider at what point in learners’ writing education to introduce peer review.
Further to the concern of proficiency is the issue of composition length.
Although most peer review research to date has the included analysis of data
collected from (usually higher proficiency) learners writing extended, essay-length
compositions, the question of introducing such activities to lower proficiency
students writing shorter length passages (paragraphs) has yet to be addressed. One
aspect of peer review use I examined is the degree to which it is appropriate when
used on paragraph-length compositions as opposed to multi-paragraph essays.
A final matter I researched involves the mode in which peer review is
carried out. Instructors choosing to incorporate peer review activities need to

72

choose an appropriate method, be it handwritten, oral, or computer-assisted, in
which to have learners engage. While ideally there might be a sufficient amount of
time and number of assignments to incorporate multiple peer review modes into
instruction, the frequent curricular constraints mentioned above can reduce the
degree to which variation in methods can be introduced. If instructors choose only
one or two peer review methods, there is benefit to having prior knowledge of
which is most likely to be successful with a given group of students, especially if
cultural and/or proficiency concerns are an issue. By comparing EFL learner
evaluations of four peer review modes, I aimed to determine to what degree there is
preference for one over others. Additionally, through examining changes
incorporated into post-peer review drafts as a result of peer suggestions in each of
the four modes, the question of how much each method affects written output was
also addressed. The research questions that guide this study are as follows:
1.

How are evaluations of the three peer review roles (reader, reviewer, and
comment receiver) influenced by proficiency level?

2.

How do authors and reader/reviewers evaluate the four peer review modes
(guided question sheets, oral, on draft, and computer-assisted)? How is the
evaluation of the four peer review modes by authors and reader/reviewers
influenced by proficiency level?

3.

What influence, if any, does peer review mode have on the amount and type of
peer suggestions learners provide?
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4.

What influence, if any, does peer review mode have on the amount and type of
peer suggestions incorporated into subsequent drafts?

5.

To what degree are the amount and type of peer suggestions influenced by the
learners’ proficiency level? To what degree are the amount and type of
suggestions incorporated into subsequent drafts influenced by the learners’
proficiency level?

6.

To what degree were peer suggestions accurate for each peer review mode?
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CHAPTER 3
METHODS

In this chapter I describe the study in detail, including information about the
participants and context, instrumentation utilized for measurement, the research
design, and the procedures to carry out the research. Additionally, I detail the data
analyses, including preliminary analyses to determine the validity and reliability of
the questionnaire instrument used and the main analyses to address each of the six
research questions.

Participants
The participants in this study numbered 120 first-year university students at
a large (approximately 20,000 students) private university in Western Japan. Nearly
all of the participants were of Japanese nationality and 18 to 19 years of age.
Participants were selected by their inclusion in a required English course taken by
most first-year learners at this university. Each individual class ranged in size from
25 to 35 students, and four such intact classes of students taking this required
course participated in this study. All courses were taught by the same instructor,
who was also the sole researcher in this study.
Most of the participants in the study had a minimum of six years of formal
English study as a component in their secondary education as required by the
Japanese education system. Additionally, one of the three sections of the
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examination most students take to gain entry into the university is a test of English
vocabulary, reading, and translation ability. However, learner proficiencies vary,
perhaps greatly. In general, this variance can be attributed to a number of factors
including: the age at which learners’ English education began, the nature of their
secondary English education, past exposure to native English speakers, experience
traveling or studying abroad and the length of stay, involvement in extracurricular
study or activities related to English, and individual interest, motivation, and
aptitude in regards to acquiring foreign languages. Due to this multitude of
variables, the proficiency range of first-year university students can be quite
diverse, usually falling between so-called “false beginner” learners to those with
near-native ability. Most, however, can be categorized into the somewhat narrower
range of lower-intermediate to upper-intermediate proficiency, with fewer students
representing the lower and higher extremes.
The participants were placed into the required English courses according to
their university department and their student number. English proficiency had no
bearing on which class they entered, and most of the students did not take any kind
of standardized test, thus no standardized test scores were available for the
participants. However, the students completed a 100-point C-test (Appendices A
and B) on their first day of class in order to determine their general English
proficiency for the benefit of the instructor and the university as a whole. As
proficiency was one variable examined in this study, the results from this C-test
were used for the proficiency-related aspects of the research design.
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First-year students at this university are generally enrolled in one English
course per term during their first two academic years, half of which are usually
taught by a native English speaker while the other half are taught by Japanese
instructors. Classes meet once per week for a 90-minute session, and each term
lasts 15 weeks. The courses took place in the fall semester, so the participants had
already taken one English course, which was communication-focused, in their
university career thus far. Aside from these English courses, most students have a
heavy course load, usually taking between 10 and 12 other courses as required by
their academic departments.
The learners in the study represented academic majors in both sciences and
liberal arts, including engineering, social science, and economics, all three faculties
of which have been rated fairly highly in annual rankings compiled by Japan’s top
three college preparatory schools or juku: Kawai, Sundai, and Yoyogi. The rating
scores, referred to as hensachi in Japanese, measure the difficulty of entrance into a
particular faculty, which prospective high school students use to correlate to their
own personal hensachi score (assessed by the preparatory schools) in order to
determine the faculty they have the best chances to enter through taking university
entrance exams. Brown (1995) referred to this system as an “abstract notion of a
national norm-referenced person-indexed score” (p. 25). For the above mentioned
three faculties representing students in the study, the average of hensachi scores in
2015 from the three rating agencies ranked them as 12th in engineering (with a
hensachi score of 62), 7th in social science (with a hensachi score of 64), and 14th
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in economics (with a hensachi score of 62), in the country respectively for private
universities (Zenkoku shiritsu daigaku hensachi rankingu 全国 私立大学偏差値ラ
ンキング, n.d.).
In this university, the administrators do not stipulate the nature of course
instruction and assessment, so these are left up to the discretion of individual
instructors. English curricular requirements across all faculties of the university are
for students to take one or two class sessions per week during the students’ first two
years. Class subjects are skills-based, primarily focused on reading, writing, and
speaking, and the curriculum is not unified, meaning that instructors are free to
choose teaching materials and to follow their own preferred teaching method. Most
students are taught by anywhere from one to four native English speakers and one
to four Japanese instructors in their English courses during this time, which
comprises four academic semesters. The theme of the required English course that
the participants in this study took is basic paragraph writing skills. As the focus of
this study was peer review use within a process writing approach to composition,
peer review of written assignments was an integral part of the course and required
of all participants.
Data was collected in the form of C-test scores, learners’ paragraphs, peer
review comments in various forms, and post-peer-review questionnaires. The
participants were informed that such data would be used for research and analysis
purposes in the form of both written and oral announcements, and they had the
opportunity to remove themselves and their individual data from the study if they
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wished (none did). Written announcements to this effect were included prominently
at the top of questionnaires, and oral announcements were also be expressed
whenever compositional or peer review data was collected by the researcher.

Instrumentation
C-test
This C-test used to determine the participants’ proficiency (Appendices A
and B) was developed over a number of years starting in the mid-1990s by the
Japan Association of College English Teachers (JACET) Writing Group (Ishihara,
Hiser & Okada, 2003; Yoshimura, 1999). The test was developed by the group to
be a fast and easily administered alternative to popular multi-hour standardized
tests such as the Test of English for International Communication (TOEIC) then
currently emerging in Japan. It was theorized to measure test takers’ general
language proficiency through assessing their knowledge of English vocabulary,
grammar, sentence structure, and spelling. Individual test scores were not
categorized into levels of language ability such as intermediate or advanced, but
rather scores were used by the faculties of participating universities to determine
year-by-year English proficiency trends of incoming university students over time.
The test was administered in class during the first English class session by the
instructor regardless of the nature of the English course. It was not hypothesized to
measure proficiency in any particular skill such as writing but instead was used as a
general proficiency measure.
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The test is a 100-point, one-page instrument divided into four paragraphs,
each containing 12 or 13 incompletely spelled vocabulary items, for a total of 50
items. The test takers were asked to complete as many of the incomplete words as
they can within 10 minutes. The results were then scored by two raters using a
partial credit system, with each item being given a score of 2 (no errors), 1 (minor
spelling or grammatical errors), or 0 (major spelling or grammatical errors,
incorrect word choice, or item left blank). Scores can range from 0 to 100, and if
co-rater scores differed they discussed the differently rated items and attempted
reach a consensus.

Peer Review Response Questionnaire
In addition to the aforementioned C-test used to determine general English
proficiency, other data in the study derived from learners’ compositional and
review output and a peer review evaluation questionnaire (Appendices C and D).
Questionnaire responses were particularly relevant in answering research questions
1 and 2, which concern the participants’ evaluations of different peer review
modes. In order to analyze such evaluations, I designed a questionnaire to measure
aspects of peer review evaluations that reflect the issues investigated in the research
questions. Specifically, the questionnaire includes items that elicited the
participants’ evaluations of four distinct modes of peer review, both as
reader/reviewers and as comment receivers.
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The wording of the questionnaire items in this study, especially those
centered on the perceived usefulness and learners’ comfort level with peer review
(items R21-R24, V21-V24, and W21-W24), was mostly influenced by or adapted
from those in several other peer review studies that included quantitative
instrumentation in their data collection (Lockhart & Ng, 1993; Roskams, 1999;
Tsui & Ng, 2000). For items dealing with the particular characteristics of different
peer review modes as reader/reviewers (items RE1-RE5, RW1-RW5, RO1-RO5,
and RP1-RP5), or as comment receivers (items WE1-WE5, WW1-WW5, WO1WO5, and WP1-WP5), these were either influenced by questionnaire in similar
studies (DiGiovanni & Nagaswami, 2001; Schultz, 2000) or developed newly for
this study. These 52 items are measured on a 6-point Likert-scale: 1 = Strongly
disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Slightly disagree, 4 = Slightly agree, 5 = Agree, 6 =
Strongly agree. This questionnaire response format closely approximates the
questionnaire used by Roskams (1999), who undertook one of the most
quantitatively oriented peer review studies in the literature.
The questionnaire is divided into two main sections focusing on the
participants’ evaluations of their dual roles in the peer review process: as peer
reader/reviewers and as peer comment receivers. These two sections, in addition to
including general evaluation questions, are also further subdivided to include
questions relating to the learners’ evaluations of two different modes of peer review
(which they had previously engaged in).
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Because the questionnaire was both lengthy and potentially challenging for
less-proficient English speakers to understand, a decision was made to have it
translated into Japanese (Appendix D). The translation was performed by an
advanced Japanese speaker of English, a 42-year-old female who holds a graduate
degree in a non-English-related major and has published several articles in English
in scholarly journals. After the translation was completed, the questionnaire was
then back-translated from Japanese to English by a different Japanese speaker of
English. The latter was a 35-year-old female professor of English at a Japanese
university who holds a doctoral degree in applied linguistics. Based on the back
translation, small changes were made to the Japanese version in order to bring the
contents more in line with the intent of the original English questionnaire.

Research Design
This study uses a quasi-experimental research design. Within the university
course context, true randomization of participants in extremely difficult to achieve,
especially considering the N-size of 120 in this study, so I relied on four intact
groups of participants. However, as one variable I investigated is peer review
evaluations from learners of different proficiencies, it is in a sense fortunate that
these intact groups were not streamed or assigned according to English ability prior
to course placement. This allowed me to investigate peer review’s effects with a
potentially broader range of learners than would be expected with proficiencyplaced participants.
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Class sessions for the four intact groups were once per week for a 15-week
term, which necessarily limited the degree to which peer review activities could be
included in the course curriculum. As the learners were exposed to all four modes
of peer review, there was only time to engage in each mode once during the course.
Although it would have been preferable to include multiple exposure opportunities
for each mode, this was not possible when considering the constraints of instruction
time. One way I chose to mitigate the effects of this limitation was to conduct this
research using a counterbalance design. Each of the four groups of learners
engaged in the four peer review modes in a different order to alleviate potential
sequencing or carryover effects that might serve to confound meaningful data
analysis and results (See Figure 1). Additionally, the two class sessions in which
the participants engaged in the four types of peer review, for their first and second
paragraphs, were separated by a span only three weeks in order to minimize the
effect of passing time as a variable.

Procedures
Course Design
As this was quasi-experimental research, it was important that the context be
designed appropriately, the participants adequately prepared, and, when possible,
the variables controlled for so that data collection and analysis could provide more
insightful results. One overall goal of this study was to determine to what degree
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Class 1

Class 2

Class 3

Class 4

Weeks 1-9: Composition Training

Week 10: Peer Review Training and
Assignment 1: 2 one-paragraph compositions on the topics:
Autumn and Studying English

Week 11: Peer Review
Peer Review Modes

Peer Review Modes

1: Evaluation sheet

1: On draft

2: Oral

2: Oral

Peer Review Modes

Peer Review Modes

1: Evaluation sheet

1: On draft

2: Computer assisted 2: Computer assisted

Week 12: Revised Compositions Submitted

Week 13: Additional Peer Review Training and
Assignment 2: 2 one-paragraph compositions on the topics:
Travel and Holidays

Week 14: Peer Review
Peer Review Modes

Peer Review Modes

Peer Review Modes

Peer Review Modes

1: On draft

1: Evaluation sheet

1: On draft

1: Evaluation sheet

2: Oral

2: Oral

2: Computer assisted 2: Computer assisted

Week 15: Revised Compositions Submitted

Figure 1. Sequence of the counterbalance research design across four classes for
the two peer-reviewed assignments.

various modes of peer review are effective for different proficiency levels of EFL
learners studying paragraph writing. Effectiveness in this case was defined through
the analysis of a number of variables that followed from established research in the
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area of peer review for non-native learners. These included determining the number
of comments produced by the participants, the correctness or incorrectness of these
comments, the incorporation of peer suggestions into later drafts, and interpreting
responses to questionnaires.
In order to adequately prepare the participants for their engagement in peer
review tasks, the composition course curriculum was developed to closely follow
the principles of the process writing method (a sample course syllabus can be found
in Appendix E). As illustrated in Figure 1, much of the first half of the course was
devoted to educating the students in the fundamentals of paragraph writing in
English, and all instruction was done in English. Beginning with an explanation of
the process approach, with an emphasis on the continual feedback and refinement
cycle, which is a hallmark of the method, the early class sessions were devoted to
helping students understand the importance of pre-writing in developing a coherent
and well-organized paragraph. First, the learners were given a topic such as
‘autumn in Kyoto’ and asked to brainstorm as many ideas as they could about it.
These were told to the instructor who wrote them down on the blackboard, in lists
or in a series of connected circles, to illustrate either the listing or idea map prewriting concept explained in the course textbook (Zemach & Islam, 2004).
After this initial brainstorming, the learners were encouraged to find those
ideas that were closely connected and begin to organize them into a coherent theme
that could be developed in one paragraph. Once again, this was demonstrated in
class by the instructor using the blackboard with the aforementioned ‘autumn in
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Kyoto’ topic. Next, paragraph structure and the different types of sentences an
author uses to construct an academic composition were introduced. Specifically,
the learners were taught how to write topic sentences that contain both a topic and a
controlling idea—a concept that narrows the scope of the topic to a single idea or
opinion that reflects the author’s beliefs about that topic. They next learned to write
supporting sentences, which follow the topic sentence and serve to persuade the
reader of the logic of the controlling idea through structured use of reasons (more
general statements reflecting the author’s ideas) and support (factual statements or
examples used to support the author’s assertions). This type of structure was
explained both in class as well as in the textbook (Zemach & Islam, 2004). Finally,
the learners were taught how to end a paragraph by writing a concluding sentence,
which either summarize the most important ideas in the paragraph or uses them to
make a suggestion, a prediction, or any other such type of final statement. As with
the previous stages, each of these steps was explained and illustrated in class by the
instructor using a pre-decided topic example. After each whole-class demonstration
of a stage, the learners were assigned to carry out such steps on their own, either as
in-class work or as assigned homework.

Writing Genre and Assignment
In terms of writing genre, I chose an argumentative/opinion paragraphs for
the assignments in this course. In this type of composition, the author generally
begins the passage with a statement related to their beliefs about the chosen topic.
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For example, if the topic is ‘spring,’ the opinion paragraph might begin with, ‘I
believe spring is the best season for enjoying Kyoto’ (the topic sentence). The next
several lines (the supporting sentences) would then use a series of evidential
statements based on facts, experiences, examples, etc. to support this initial
statement in an effort to sway the reader. In this example, the author might describe
the views of cherry blossoms around Kyoto or the particularities of food
traditionally served in this season. The concluding sentence, if one is included, then
either summarizes the arguments thus made or makes some sort of final statement
about the topic.
This genre of argumentative writing was chosen due to the high likelihood
that the participants were familiar with this style of writing from their L1
education. A number of researchers have reported multiple crossover similarities
between English and Japanese in the composition of argumentative essays
(Kobayashi & Rinnert, 2004; Kobayashi & Rinnert, 2008; Kubota, 1998; Hirose,
2003). These similarities include: a three-part structure, including an introduction, a
body, and a conclusion, and the key components of an initial assertion based
authors’ beliefs (topic sentence or thesis statement), evidential support (supporting
sentences or paragraphs), and a summary and final statement (concluding sentence
or paragraph). While there always exists the potential for genre selection to have an
influence on data results, because the learners in this study were likely familiar
with argumentative writing, there was less concern about the explicit influence of
genre leading to negative or less reliable results. This was due to the fact that the
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learners’ familiarity would lead to fewer incidents of their misinterpreting or
misunderstanding the writing requirements of the genre compared to a scenario in
which the students were writing in a genre completely unfamiliar to them.
Once the learners understood the fundamentals of writing a cohesive
paragraph that introduces and explains an opinion about a particular topic, which
took about nine weeks of course time, they were given their first major assignment
of writing two paragraphs of 8-12 sentences each about two different topics. The
assignment was announced both orally and using the blackboard, and the learners
were informed that the assignment would constitute 15% of their final grade for the
course. One paragraph was to be written about ‘autumn’ and the other about
‘studying English.’ These topics were chosen by the instructor to limit
compositional variety and to make it easier for the learners to write and conduct
peer review. They were also selected because they meet the following criteria: they
are broad enough for most students to form opinions and write about without
difficulty, students could find specific aspects of each topic that appeal to them, and
the topics fell within the learners’ realm of experience, with this last aspect being
perhaps the most important consideration. Supporting this assertion, a recent study
of Chinese EFL learners (Wang, 2014) has demonstrated that learners’ familiarity
with a writing topic can strongly influence how positively they respond to peer
review activities, with perceived usefulness declining according to learners’ prior
knowledge of the topic.

88

The learners were encouraged to write about different aspects of the topic in
each paragraph. For example, if the topic is ‘studying English,’ one paragraph
could be written to argue against the need for formalized studying in primary
school while the second paragraph could be written to propose the best ways to
prepare for English entrance exams. As such, a reader would not need to have read
one in order to understand the other. Examples of two paragraphs submitted by
participants in the study can be found in Appendix F.

Peer Review Introduction and Training
At the same time this task was assigned, learners were introduced to the
peer review process. Each peer review introduction was tailored to the modes of
peer review the learners engaged in, but generally all began with an introduction to
the concept of peer review and an explanation of the activity’s benefits for both
reviewers and authors and included some form of modeling involving the teacher
and the whole class of learners reviewing sample paragraphs. Students received a
copy of a poorly written paragraph (see Appendix G) that illustrated common
issues and errors studied earlier in the term, including lack of unity and
cohesiveness, non-specific topic sentences, unconvincing supporting sentences,
“choppy” writing style filled with fragments and overly short sentence units,
spelling and grammatical mistakes, and incorrect paragraph formatting. Students
also received a list of guided questions to help them to target the compositional
flaws when they conducted their review (see Appendix H).
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The guided questions sheet was developed to draw the learners’ attention to
common paragraph-writing issues that had been covered in class study during the
first nine weeks of the course. Because time had been devoted to choosing topics,
introducing them in clear, well-defined topic sentences, using proper support to
justify argumentative ideas, and composing supporting sentences that were
grammatically correct and not overly short, these points were included on the
guided question sheet. The first section about topic sentences relates to the first
sentence in the paragraph and the choosing of the topic in general, and thus
connects to broad issues in the paragraph. The section on supporting sentences
focuses on issues of unity and cohesion in the paragraph as well as the inclusion of
proper supporting details. The writing style section emphasizes formatting
(including indenting and writing sentences continuously from the beginning to the
end of the paragraph), sentence structure, clarity, grammar, and spelling, and thus
more sentence- or word-level problems. Certain guided questions (i.e., that asking
for grammar and spelling errors) asked reviewers to refer to specific sentences in
the paragraph (e.g., the first sentence, the fifth sentence), so the reviewers were
encouraged to number the paragraph’s sentences if need be. The evaluation sheet
was provided to peer reviewers in English only; however, they were told that they
could write comments in either Japanese or in English.
After the lecture introduction to peer review and receiving these handouts,
the participants examined the sample paragraph and, depending on the modes they
used, reviewed it by commenting on the strengths and weaknesses of the text. In
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the cases of peer review utilizing the guided question sheet or relying on verbal
interaction, they wrote responses to each point on the sheet. For on-draft peer,
comments were written directly on the sample paragraph; and for computerassisted peer review, comments were typed into the draft file on a computer using
the word processing software ‘comment’ feature that enables reviewers to add
marginal comments relating to specific sections of the text (participants were told
not to make any changes to the text itself). The participants were encouraged to
review the sample paragraph in English, regardless of mode.
Following individual review, students were asked to compare their ideas
with another student for a few minutes before moving on to class discussion and
modeling. Modeling varied according to peer review mode. For the guidedquestions response sheet, the instructor elicited comments from learners and
corrected common response errors such as those that were vague, overly broad,
lacking consideration or general helpfulness. These comments, as well as the
sample paragraph, were written on-by-one on the blackboard for the class to see,
and the instructor highlighted the most helpful comments to model appropriate
commenting style. Attention was given to addressing errors and making
suggestions that were specific and clearly focused on particular parts of the text.
The same procedure was done for on-draft and computer-assisted peer
review, where model comments were written by the instructor on the draft
paragraph (written out in advance on the blackboard) or in the word processing
program projected onto a screen in the classroom. For oral peer review, the
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instructor first elicited comments from the entire class and then chose one student
to come to the front and sit with the instructor to role-play a mock peer review
session, with the student taking the part of the reviewer and the teacher acting as
the paragraph author. After observing this performance, the rest of the participants
then acted out their own mock peer-review role-plays using the sample text, taking
turns as composers and reviewers.
Regardless of peer review mode, the sheet of guided questions (Appendix
H) was utilized as a starting point from which the participants could initiate
comments and suggestions related to the text. Although use of this evaluation sheet
was covered most extensively for those about to engage in evaluation sheet peer
review, each type of peer review training started with distribution of this sheet to
help the learners get started in considering various aspects of the text. The guided
questions were explained in detail, and students were encouraged to refer to it
whether they were commenting orally, on the author’s draft, or using a computer.
As their assignment involved writing two paragraphs in English,
participants engaged in two peer-review modes in the following class. Therefore,
this peer-review training session introduced two different modes of peer review a
week prior to the actual peer review. The counter-balanced design of the study
ensures that no two classes follow the same order of peer-review modes, so
different groups receive different peer review training prior to the first assignment.
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The four peer-review modes have characteristic differences relating to how
the participants interact with the text and other learners. Table 3 provides an
overview of some of the more prominent of these differences.

Table 3. Characteristics of Four Peer Review Modes Utilized in the Study
Peer review
characteristic
Structured or
unstructured
Interactive or noninteractive
Spoken or written
feedback
On draft or separate
comments

Evaluation
sheet
Structured

Oral
Unstructured

On draft
Unstructured

Computer assisted
Unstructured

Noninteractive
Written

Interactive

Non-interactive

Spoken

Noninteractive
Written

Separate

Separate

On draft

On draft

Written (typed)

Peer Review Sessions
During the next class session, after a brief review of the tenets of the peer
review process, learners submitted their completed, typed first drafts (or loaded
them into the word processor in the case of computer-assisted review) and soon
thereafter received a different student’s draft to read. Composers and reviewers
were paired in advance according to their scores on the aforementioned C-test—
students with similar scores were grouped together, and partners were announced at
the beginning of the lesson. They were not told that pairing was decided from the
C-test results. Because the students were paired with others with similar C-test
scores, all of the writers were peer reviewing at the same time as their work was
being reviewed. In the case of evaluation-sheet and on-draft peer review, this meant
that drafts were collected and redistributed for review. For computer-assisted
review, the participants brought their assignments on portable USB drives and
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loaded them onto a computer, after which their peer-review partner then went to
that computer to read and comment. For oral peer review, the students first quietly
read their partner’s paragraph after receiving it from the instructor. They then met
with their partner and orally critiqued each other’s work. The learners were given
approximately 30-40 minutes to review the first paragraph using one peer review
mode, which included reading the paragraph, and writing, typing, or saying
comments to the author. After the allotted time for reviewing one paragraph was
finished, the instructor then collected the assignments and redistributed them to the
new partners to review the second paragraph in the new peer-review mode.
Examples of peer-review comments for each of the four modes (from members of
each of the three proficiency groups) can be found in Appendix I.
Each review session had a record of comments for the composer to read
after class, or in the case of oral peer review the composer listened and took notes
on the reviewer’s comments on a separate sheet of paper for later reference. After
this, paragraphs were collected and redistributed to different pairs, also with similar
C-test scores, who engaged in a different peer review mode for the second
composed paragraph for an additional 30-40 minutes.
Timing for oral peer review differed somewhat from the other three modes
due to its interactive nature: whereas the peer partners engaging in evaluation sheet,
on draft, and computer-assisted peer review could both review their peer’s work at
the same time, in oral peer review this could only be done sequentially. Therefore,
instead of 30-40 minutes given to review one paragraph, the peer pairs were given
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50 minutes total to review both peers’ paragraphs, with the instructor announcing at
the 25-minute mark that they should switch from discussing the first partner’s
paragraph to the second partner’s.
For peer review, the participants were instructed that it would be acceptable
to provide feedback in either English or in Japanese. The decision to allow a choice
of L1- or L2-use for feedback was a practical consideration due to the mixedproficiency makeup of the students. Requiring them all to provide feedback in
English would have been disadvantageous for lower-proficiency students as they
would struggle more to leave coherent suggestions with a more limited vocabulary
than would higher-proficiency learners. Additionally, past studies involving peer
review with second-language learners (De Guerrero & Villamil, 1994; Kamimura,
2006) have found that allowing students to use their L1 for feedback increases the
quality of comments. Moreover, a recent study of L1 and L2 use by Chinese EFL
peer reviewers (Yu & Lee, 2014) found that allowing students to choose either
language for commenting led to a complementary balance between suggestions
focused on content and organization (wherein L1 use dominated) and those focused
on form (in which learners preferred to use the L2).
At the end of the lesson, students were assigned to take their drafts and
comments home and consider any necessary revisions before turning in the final
draft of the two paragraphs the following week. They were encouraged to consider
revisions carefully and not to just blindly follow all of their peers’ suggestions.
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In the following class session the students needed to turn in their final drafts
as well as their initial drafts and the two sets of reviewers comments—one for each
paragraph. They were be given several minutes to complete a peer review
evaluation questionnaire translated into Japanese (see Appendix D). All drafts and
comments were photocopied for later analysis before being returned, with the
instructor’s comments and grade, the following week. After two weeks of unrelated
written work, the same type of paragraph-writing assignment was assigned once
more, this time with the students writing one paragraph each about the topics travel
and holidays, and the same peer review process was repeated with two the modes
not used during the first assignment’s cycle. This second assignment was the last
regular assignment in the writing course. The process of training to peer review to
questionnaire using the counterbalance research is shown in Figure 2.
Students in the course were assessed on a number of criteria including:
attendance, in-class participation and in-class written work, textbook writing
exercises, and the two paragraph-writing assignments. The latter assignments were
evaluated by the instructor based on a rubric covering the following compositional
aspects: topic sentence construction, quality of supporting details, writing depth
and length, and paragraph unity.
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Figure 2. Flowchart demonstrating the counterbalanced design of the study with
two classes.

Analyses
In this section I explain the methods I used to analyze the data collected
during the study. I first begin with a description of preliminary analyses I
performed to validate the questionnaire instrument prior to the central data
analyses. Next I detail how I answered each research question through quantitative
and qualitative data analysis methods.

Preliminary Rasch Analyses
To justify the use of the questionnaire instrument in Appendices C and D,
preliminary analyses were carried out using both exploratory factor analysis (EFA)
and Rasch analysis to validate the constructs in the instrument as represented by the
questionnaire items.
In order to complement and expand upon the results derived from EFA,
Rasch analyses were performed in order to clarify the level of unidimensionality of
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the intended constructs within the questionnaire instrument. Unidimensionality can
be defined as the degree to which items cohere along an underlying hierarchical
continuum to represent a construct, as determined by participants’ responses. Like
much research in the social sciences, this study relies on Likert-scale data. Due to
the inherent scale inexactness of such data combined with the potential for overlap
and redundancy among items, using Rasch measurement to determine the
unidimensionality of the items comprising a proposed construct through
measurement of the coherence those items can help to validate constructs and
reveal the degree to which each item contributes to the construct as a whole.
The Rasch analysis rating scale model currently in use derives from the
work of David Andrich (1978) and is represented by the following equation:

log(Pnik /Pnik-1) = Bn – Di – Fik
where
Pnik is the probability of the respondent n rating item i a rating of k
Pnik-1 is the probability of respondent n rating item i a rating of k – 1
Bn is the leniency (bias or error) of respondent n
Di is the importance (frequency/severity) of item i
Fik is the importance of items across categories unique to item i

For the purposes of this study, five types of analysis utilizing the Rasch model
(Rasch, 1960) were carried out using Winsteps 3.68 software (Linacre, 2009).
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First, the items were subjected to a principal components analysis (PCA) of
the item residuals. This type of analysis examines the degree of unidimensional
strength among the items as well as the correlation of residual errors in the data to
determine the existence of potential secondary constructs. For the questionnaire
instrument, all of the data for each construct group was initially input together in
order to confirm that multiple constructs existed. Following this confirmatory step,
PCA analysis was then performed on items representing each individual construct
to determine the degree to which they exhibited unidimensionality.
Unidimensionality criteria follow those suggested by Linacre (2009), with “good”
unidimensionality explained as the measured variance explained being greater than
50%, the eigenvalue of the first principal contrast is less than 3.0 (p. 398), and the
percentage of variance explained by the measures is at least four times greater than
that explained by the first contrast.
Following the Rasch PCA analysis, the rating scale category functioning of
the items in each construct was analyzed. In this analysis, the six-point Likert-scale
representing responses from Strongly disagree to Strongly agree were examined
according to Linacre’s (2002) criteria of minimum observations for each scale step,
outfit mean squares, and gaps in step difficulty. Scale categories that did not meet
one or more of the criteria were combined with higher level categories and
reexamined.
Third, Rasch item statistics were examined in order to determine to what
degree each item fit the Rasch model. Fit statistics analyses depend on the
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following equation to estimate how far actual responses deviate from those
predicted by the Rasch model (Wright & Masters, 1982):

yni = xni – Eni
where
yni is the calculation of the response residual
xni is the actual response
Eni is the Rasch model expectation

In item analysis, the infit mean square statistic is used to indicate the difference
between predicted and observed scores. Items with too high (or too low) infit mean
squares can indicate overly erratic (or overly predictable) responses and should
receive further scrutiny or even possibly be removed from the instrument due to
their deleterious effect on the data. For this study, Linacre’s (2009) recommended
criteria of infit and outfit MNSQ statistics between .5 and 1.5 logits as an indication
of adequate item fit for Likert-scale-based models was adopted.
In order to calculate infit and outfit MNSQ statistics, the following
equations are used (Wright & Masters, 1982):

infit =

∑
∑

where
zni = the average of the standardized residual
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wni = the individual variance of the residuals

outfit =

∑

where
zni = the average of the standardized residual

The fourth type of Rasch analysis performed was examination of the Wright maps.
These maps, output by the Winsteps software, are a visual representation of both
person ability and item difficulty for a given group of respondents and
questionnaire items. In Wright maps the items and persons are distributed vertically
according to their position on a logit scale, logits being a transformation of raw
ordinal data to interval data. This allows for interpretation of the item endorsability
hierarchy as well as the distribution of respondents along the continuum of this
hierarchy.
The final Rasch analysis involved item and person reliability and separation
estimates. According to Bond and Fox (2007) the item reliability estimate
represents the replicability of an item’s hierarchical placement within a group of
items if given to a different group of persons. Item separation is the estimate of the
spread between items representing a variable. Person reliability represents the
degree to which the persons’ responses can be replicated using a different
instrument measuring the same construct. Person separation is the estimate of the
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spread of persons along the continuum of the measured variable. Smith (2001)
recommends the following equation for determining Rasch person reliability:

Rp = SAp2 / SDp2 = 1 – (MSEp / SDp)
where
Rp is the person reliability
SAp2 is the person variance adjusted for measurement error
SDp2 is the observed variance among persons
MSEp is the mean square measurement error

Smith (2001) further recommended the following equation for determining Rasch
person separation:

Gp = SAp / SEp = (Rp / (1 - Rp))1/2
where
Gp is the person separation index
SAp is the person variance adjusted for measurement error
SEp is the root mean square measurement error
Rp is the person reliability
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Main Analyses
Research question 1: How are evaluations of the three peer review roles
(reader, reviewer, and comment receiver) influenced by proficiency level?
This question was answered through analysis of questionnaire items 1
through 12, which targeted three variables representing the participants’
evaluations of three aspects, or roles, of peer review—namely their engagement as
peer readers, peer reviewers, and comment receivers. Using scores from the 100point C-test (Appendix A), learners were divided into three proficiency groups
according to their English proficiency level. These three groups were labeled High
Proficiency, Intermediate Proficiency, and Low Proficiency for the purposes of
analysis, and the split between the three was determined by one-third intervals of
the C-test scores. This group membership represents the between-subjects variable
in the analysis. Three sets of person measures were then derived from the items
representing the three roles, and these act as the within-subjects variable. A mixed
ANOVA analysis was then performed to determine if there are significant
differences in the evaluations of the three peer review aspects according to the
proficiency level of the respondents.
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Research question 2: How do authors and reader/reviewers evaluate the
four peer review modes (guided question sheets, oral, on draft, and computerassisted)? How is the evaluation of the four peer review modes by authors and
reader/reviewers influenced by proficiency level?
To answer this question, person measures were calculated from the
questionnaire instrument responses for all four peer review modes. Two sets of four
measures were used: one set as reader/reviewers and one set as comment receivers.
Each set underwent a mixed ANOVA in order to determine the participants’
evaluations of each mode in comparison with the others, both as reader/reviewers
and comment receivers. The within-subjects variables were role and mode and the
between-subjects variable was proficiency, the latter based on Proficiency Group
membership.

Research question 3: What influence, if any, does peer review mode
have on the amount and type of peer suggestions learners provide?
Because the data relating to this research question (and subsequent ones)
was qualitative in nature, a system for categorizing comments was established prior
to analysis. Such categorization has varied greatly in past peer review research, but
one often used distinction has been between those comments focused on global
issues and local errors (Liou & Peng, 2009; Liu & Sandler, 2003; McGroarty &
Zhu, 1997; Min, 2005). Other researchers have developed different systems of
categorization depending on the nature of their study or the peer comments
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(Kamimura, 2006; Rinnert & Kobayashi 2001; Stanley, 1992; Suzuki, 2008; Zhu,
2001). In most of these cases, data included essay-length compositions, written by
higher-proficiency learners, which were more expansive in nature than the singleparagraph compositions assigned in this study; thus it was difficult to exactly
follow an established categorization method. The peer comment categories
ultimately chosen for the data in this study represent a combination of two prior
research examples that focused on Japanese learners (Kamimura, 2006; Suzuki,
2008), with a few modification to reflect the particular genre, composition length,
and teaching focus involved in this context.
Although several researchers have relied on the global/local distinction, this
was considered somewhat too broad of a division for the in-depth analysis of this
study. On the other hand, due to the limited length of the participants’
compositions, it was equally undesirable to include too many analysis categories. In
her research of Japanese university learners engaging in peer review, Suzuki (2008)
went beyond the global/local distinction to define five broad categories and 13 subcategories of peer comments (or negotiation episodes, a phrase that reflects the
verbal nature of the peer review task in her study). Of the five broad categories,
three (word-level, sentence-level, and text-related) were chosen to represent
categories of peer suggestions in this study (the other two relate too specifically to
multi-paragraph essays or oral peer review to be included). The selected categories
refer to negotiations at different levels of the text—word, sentence, and text as a
whole. In other words, word- and sentence-level comments are analogous to local
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errors while text-related comments correspond to global issues (for this study, the
category text-related was renamed to paragraph-related to better describe the type
of composition being analyzed).
Some, but not all, of Suzuki’s 13 subcategories of peer negotiations were an
appropriate match for the type of comments in the data of this study. A closer
correspondence was found to the categories in another peer review study involving
Japanese learners (Kamimura, 2006). Similar to the learners in the present study,
Kamimura’s participants represented a range of proficiencies from low to high. The
raters determined 11 categories of comments written by students on a peer
feedback sheet in response to assigned essays. Of these 11, eight (unity, coherence,
support, sentence structure, conclusion, word choice, grammar, and mechanics)
appeared frequently enough in the present data to be included. Two sub-categories
from Suzuki’s (2008) study (spelling and topic) were also included. Finally, upon
examining the current paragraphs, three other subcategories not included either of
the previous studies were added due to their common recurrence (length, rephrase,
addition) along with two miscellaneous categories (general comment and other).
All of these categories and subcategories, which were then organized hierarchically
for analysis, are shown in Table 4.
Categorization of peer comments was carried out by two raters. The first
rater, the main researcher, analyzed the comments in all of the paragraphs. The
second rater, a university English-teaching professional colleague of the researcher,
analyzed a portion of the comments (about 15%) in order to validate the

106

categorization results of the researcher. To do this, six paragraphs were initially
chosen that included a variety of comments from the categories above. Both raters
proceeded to discuss the comments in these paragraphs in order to arrive at a
consensus about the comment types. Thereafter, the second co-rater rated
comments in a random selection of 66 other paragraphs, which included all four
peer-review modes.

Table 4. Categories and Subcategories of Peer Review Comments
Comment type

Description and example

Paragraph level
Topic

Relates to the topic choice or the manner it is presented in the topic
sentence
Example: This topic does not have a clear controlling idea.

Conclusion

Comment about the degree to which the final statement in the
paragraph is appropriate or connected to the main idea
Example: Your conclusion is not related to the paragraph’s topic.

Support

Focuses on the adequacy and/or specificity of statements supporting
the author's assertions
Example: This statement needs more facts to support it.

Unity

A comment about the thematic consistency of the paragraph
Example: This idea is unrelated to the main topic of the paragraph.

Length

A suggestion to lengthen or shorten paragraph length
Example: The paragraph is short. Please add 1-2 more sentences to
explain your ideas more.

Sentence level
Clarity

A comment that the meaning of a sentence or phrase is written in
such a way as to be unclear to the reader
Example: I cannot understand the meaning of this sentence.

Rephrase

A suggestion for an alternative phrase for a sentence or clause
Example: “My best favorite season I like is spring.” → “Spring is my
favorite season.”
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Table 4, continued.
Comment type

Description and example

Word level
Addition

A recommendation to insert word(s) into the text
Example: “Please make your effort.” → “Please make your best
effort.”

Word Choice

A suggestion to remove a word that is unnecessary or redundant or
to select an alternative
Example: Use “university” instead of “school.”

Grammar

A grammar correction
Example: “Everyone needs a education.” → “Everyone needs an
education.”

Spelling

A spelling correction
Example: “The answer is collect.” → “The answer is correct.”

Mechanics

A suggestion relating to punctuation or formatting
Example: Indent this paragraph.

General comment

A comment about the text in general without specific advice, usually
complimentary
Example: I enjoyed reading about this topic!

Other

A comment that does not fit into any of the above categories

After categorization, in order to answer Research Question 3, results were
compared according to peer review mode, first using descriptive statistics and then
a Friedman’s ANOVA, in order to determine to what degree this variable
influenced the amount and type of peer suggestions.
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Research question 4: What influence, if any, does peer review mode
have on the amount and type of peer suggestions incorporated into subsequent
drafts?
Similar to the previous question, revisions made in subsequent drafts after
each of the four modes of peer review were counted and categorized and the results
were correlated with a co-rater. The modal data was then compared, first with
descriptive statistics and then using a Friedman’s ANOVA analysis.

Research question 5: To what degree are the amount and type of peer
suggestions influenced by the learners’ proficiency level? To what degree are
the amount and type of suggestions incorporated into subsequent drafts
influenced by the learners’ proficiency level?
Descriptive statistics and a Friedman’s ANOVA were again used to
compare the amount and type of peer suggestions and subsequent revisions for each
of the four peer review modes according to the participants’ English proficiency.

Research question 6: To what degree were peer suggestions accurate
for each peer review mode?
In order to answer this question, the relative correctness of peer suggestions
was analyzed according to peer review mode. Correct, incorrect, and partially
correct suggestions were counted and the results correlated with a co-rater. These
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three categories of suggestions were then analyzed for statistically significant
differences across the four peer review modes.
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CHAPTER 4
PRELIMINARY ANALYSES

Hypothesized Constructs on the Questionnaire
After each peer review session, the participants completed a multi-part peer
review evaluation questionnaire. The majority of each questionnaire (Appendices C
and D) consisted of Likert-scale items, and because the participants engaged in peer
review activities twice during the study (each session included two of the four
modes of peer review), they completed the questionnaire two times for a total 52
Likert-scale items per participant. These items were designed to measure 11
constructs.
Each questionnaire was divided into two parts, one asking for learners’
evaluations of peer review as reader/reviewers and the other as authors receiving
peer comments. These two parts can be further subdivided to reflect the 11
intended constructs listed in Table 5.
Items R21-R24, V21-V24, and W21-W24 are general response questions to
peer review as either readers, reviewers or as comment receivers. These items
remained the same across each of the two iterations of the questionnaire. The five
items in each of the peer review mode evaluation sections were mostly the same
with the wording changed only to reflect the mode of peer review being
investigated. Because of the counterbalanced design of the study, different groups
of participants were introduced to the four modes of peer review in a different
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order. Therefore, items targeting evaluations of each of the four modes as a
reader/reviewer (R-items) were written after the general response questions (on
either the first or second iteration of the questionnaire), and finally those targeting
mode evaluation as a comment receiver (W-items) came last. Validation analyses
aimed at confirming the hypothesized constructs were performed first using
exploratory factor analysis and then a Rasch principal components analysis of item
residuals, the results of which are described in the remainder of this chapter. Data
for these analyses were derived from 120 participants who had completed the study
as described in the Methodology section of Chapter 3.

Table 5. Summary of the 11 Hypothesized Constructs in the Peer Review
Questionnaire
Hypothesized construct
Item
Variable
1
Reader general perceived usefulness
R21-R24
2
Reviewer general perceived usefulness
V21-V24
3
Comment receiver general perceived usefulness
W21-W24
Evaluation sheet reader/reviewer perceived
4
RE1-RE5
usefulness
5
On draft reader/reviewer perceived usefulness
RW1-RW5
6
Oral reader/reviewer perceived usefulness
RO1-RO5
Computer-assisted reader/reviewer perceived
7
RP1-RP5
usefulness
Evaluation sheet comment receiver perceived
8
WE1-WE5
usefulness
9
On draft comment receiver perceived usefulness
WW1-WW5
10
Oral comment receiver perceived usefulness
WO1-WO5
Computer-assisted comment receiver perceived
11
WP1-WP5
usefulness

Exploratory Factor Analysis
As a first step towards validating the constructs measured with the
questionnaire, an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was performed on the data to
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determine how well items loaded on the intended constructs as well as to discover
any potentially problematic items. As the questionnaire was developed to reflect
two categories of variables—general evaluation questions to the peer review
process and evaluations of specific peer review modes—EFAs were conducted
separately for these two variable types.

General Peer Review Perceived Usefulness Items
Before performing the factor analysis, the data were screened to test the
factorability of the correlation matrix. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of
sampling adequacy was .74, supporting the factorability of the R-matrix. Bartlett’s
Test of Sphericity, which examines the existence of multicollinearity and
singularity of the correlational matrix, was significant (p < .001). Thus, the
assumptions of the factor analysis were checked and met prior to the analysis.
Principal axis factoring was performed using varimax rotation.
Table 6 shows the results of a three-factor solution EFA conducted on the
12 items representing variables 1 through 3, intended to represent the participants’
general evaluation of peer review as readers, as reviewers, and as comment
receivers. Nearly all the items loaded onto the intended construct with a loading .45
or higher, regardless of questionnaire iteration. The only exception was item R24
(“I would like to read other students’ writing more in the future”), which loaded
with the items targeting comment receivers. The weakest loading item, R11 (“It
was interesting to read what other students had written”), loaded at .36, below the
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commonly used threshold of .45 at which there is a 20% overlap between the
variable and factor (Comrey & Lee, 1992; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).

Table 6. Principal Axis Factoring Results for Items Relating to General Peer
Review Perceived Usefulness as Readers, Reviewers, and Comment Receivers
Factor
Item description
1
2
3
I felt confident about the correctness of my
.78
.08
.05
suggestions
V24 I could peer review well
.73
.16
.26
V21 I was able to make some suggestions to my partners
.68
-.03
-.01
V23 I think I helped my partners to improve their writing
.66
-.04
.28
R23 Reading other students’ writing helped me to think
.02
.87
.02
about my own writing
R22 I was able to get new ideas by reading other students’
-.05
.77
.19
writing
R21 It was interesting to read what other students had
.11
.49
.37
written
W24 Peer review was useful for me as a author
.18
.22
.74
W21 I was interested in finding out my partners’
.04
.22
.69
suggestions
W23 I felt comfortable letting other students make
.33
-.10
.52
suggestions about my work
W22 I used my partners’ suggestions when re-writing my
.06
.41
.48
paragraphs
R24 I would like to read other students’ writing more in the
.12
.42
.44
future
Eigenvalues
6.86
3.03
2.04
Percentage of variance
28.58
12.64
8.51
Note. R = Reader; V = Reviewer; W = Comment receiver. The middle number represents
the iteration of the questionnaire (first or second). The last number represents the item
number within the construct group.
Item
V22

Peer Review Mode Perceived Usefulness Items
The next EFA analyses were performed on those questionnaire items related
to learners’ evaluations of each mode of peer review. The items were divided
between those targeting learners’ evaluations as reader/reviewers and those
targeting evaluations as comment receivers. Again, the data were screened in order
to test the factorability of the correlation matrix. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure
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of sampling adequacy was .78, supporting the factorability of the R-matrix.
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity, which examines the existence of multicollinearity and
singularity of the correlational matrix, was significant (p < .001). Thus, the
assumptions of the factor analysis were checked and met prior to the analysis.
Principal axis factoring was performed using varimax rotation.
Table 7 shows the results of a four-factor solution EFA conducted on the 20
items representing variables 4 through 7, intended to signify the participants’
evaluation of peer review as readers-reviewers engaging in evaluation sheet peer
review, on-draft peer review, oral peer review, and computer assisted peer review.
All items loaded into the intended groups with a loading .40 or higher
except for item RP2 (“I typed enough comments for my partner”), which loaded
with the items related to evaluation-sheet peer review and had a loading just below
the commonly used threshold of .45, and item RE1 (“I felt comfortable making
written comments to my partner on the evaluation sheet”), an evaluation-sheet item,
which loaded with questions otherwise related to computer-assisted peer review.
Following the analysis of the reader/reviewer items, an analysis was
performed on the comment-receiver items. Table 8 shows the results of a fourfactor solution EFA conducted on the 20 items measuring the participants’
evaluation of peer review as comment receivers engaging in evaluation sheet peer
review, on-draft peer review, oral peer review, and computer assisted peer review.
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Table 7. Principal Axis Factoring Results for Items Relating to Reader/reviewer
Perceived Usefulness of Four Peer Review Modes
Factor
Item description
1
2
3
4
.81
I wrote enough comments for my partner.
.11
.16
.19
.68
I would be interested in doing this written peer
.17
.14
.10
review in the future.
.63
RE4 Using the evaluation sheet was helpful for making
.10
.18
.06
comments.
.53
RE3 I felt my written comments using the evaluation
.23
.11
.19
sheet were clear.
.42
RP2 I typed enough comments for my partner.
.19
.37
.41
.78
RO3 I was able to discuss my partner’s writing
.25
.11
-.06
meaningfully.
.74
RO4 I said enough oral comments to my partner.
.15
.08
.06
.61
RO5 I would be interested in doing oral peer review in
.39
.05
-.04
the future.
.61
RO2 I felt my partner appreciated my oral suggestions.
.14
.22
.12
.58
RO1 I felt comfortable making oral comments to my
-.05
.05
.14
partner.
.66
RW5 I would be interested in doing this written peer
.25
.00
.10
review in the future.
.65
RW3 I felt my written comments were clear.
.16
.02
.10
.63
RW4 It was useful to write comments on my partner’s
.24
.07
-.09
draft.
.63
RW2 I wrote enough comments for my partner.
.06
.33
.06
.55
RW1 I felt comfortable making written comments to my
-.09
.23
.30
partner on their paragraph.
.74
RP1 I felt comfortable typing written comments to my
-.11
.07
.02
partner on the computer.
.59
RP4 It was easy to make comments using the
.15
-.07
-.03
computer.
.52
RP5 I would be interested in doing computer peer
.25
.07
.17
review in the future.
.46
RE1 I felt comfortable making written comments to my
.28
.19
.15
partner on the evaluation sheet.
.42
RP3 I felt my typed comments were clear.
.34
.10
.34
Eigenvalues
5.86
2.23
1.85
1.75
Percentage of variance
29.31 11.13
9.23
8.77
Note. The first letter indicated the role of the questionnaire taker, in this case R =
Reader/reviewer. The second letter indicates the mode of peer review: E = Evaluation
sheet; W = On draft; O = Oral; P = Computer assisted. The last number represents the
item number within the construct group.
Item
RE2
RE5

As before, the data were screened in order to test the factorability of the
correlation matrix. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was
.80, supporting the factorability of the R-matrix. Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity, which
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examines the existence of multicollinearity and singularity of the correlational
matrix, was significant (p < .001). Thus, the assumptions of the factor analysis were
checked and met prior to the analysis. Principal axis factoring was performed using
varimax rotation. All items resulted in factor loadings greater than .45 except for
item WW1, which cohered with items related to oral peer review.

Table 8. Principal Axis Factoring Results for Items Relating to Comment Receiver
Perceived Usefulness of Four Peer Review Modes
Factor
Item description
1
2
3
.86
My partner made suggestions in a clear way.
.08
.12
.83
It was useful to receive typed suggestions.
.12
.15
.76
I received enough typed suggestions.
.05
.11
.63
I felt that my partner read my writing carefully.
.16
.16
.49
I felt comfortable reading my partner’s
.16
.18
suggestions.
.78
WO4 My partner made suggestions in a clear way.
.03
.21
.76
WO2 I felt that my partner read my writing carefully.
.11
.15
.75
WO5 I received enough oral suggestions.
.27
.19
.62
WO1 I felt comfortable listening to my partner’s
.02
-.02
suggestions.
.58
WO3 I could write down some useful oral suggestions
.08
.07
from my partner.
.35
WW1 I felt comfortable reading my partner’s
.09
.18
suggestions.
.80
WW3 It was useful to receive suggestions on my draft.
.11
.13
.74
WW4 My partner wrote suggestions in a clear way.
.14
.07
.72
WW5 I received enough written suggestions.
.14
.18
.69
WW2 I felt that my partner read my writing carefully.
.15
.24
WE3 The written suggestions on the evaluation sheet I
.34
.03
.08
received were clear and useful.
WE2 I felt that my partner read my writing carefully.
.21
-.04
.08
WE4 The evaluation sheet was helpful in receiving
.38
.09
.15
suggestions.
WE1 I felt comfortable reading my partner’s
.10
.29
.04
suggestions.
WE5 I received enough written suggestions.
.41
.28
.03
Eigenvalues
6.57
2.82
2.03
Percentage of variance
32.86
14.08 10.15
Note. The first letter indicated the role of the questionnaire taker, in this case W =
Comment receiver. The second letter indicates the mode of peer review: E = Evaluation
sheet; W = On draft; O = Oral; P = Computer assisted. The last number represents the
item number within the construct group.
Item
WP4
WP3
WP5
WP2
WP1
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4
.26
.19
.30
.15
.23
.01
.22
.03
.12
-.01
.05
.08
.06
.10
.07
.79
.73
.71
.46
.46
1.41
7.06

Rasch Analyses
Rasch PCA of Item Residuals
After completing the factor analysis, the 11 hypothesized constructs in the
three construct groups were analyzed using Rasch principal components analysis
(PCA) in order to determine to what degree they demonstrated unidimensionality.
The items in each section of the questionnaire instrument were first analyzed
together in order to allow the items to cluster freely, as this allowed the items to
demonstrate the degree to which the residuals contained common variance.

General peer review perceived usefulness items
The first Rasch PCA analysis was performed for the 12 items representing
variables 1-3 (general evaluation of peer review as readers, reviewers, and
comment receivers) in the second iteration of the questionnaire given to
participants. It was hypothesized that these items would form three distinct
constructs. The results are displayed in Table 9.
The Rasch model explained 55.8% of the variance (eigenvalue = 15.2); the
first residual contrast explained 11.5% of the variance (eigenvalue = 3.1), which
suggested that the data were not unidimensional. Three of the four items related to
learners’ evaluations as readers (R) had positive loadings over .40 while all items in
the comment receivers construct (W) had loadings below .40. The most
unidimensional construct was represented by items relating to learners’ perceived
usefulness as reviewers (V), all of which had negative loadings greater than -.40.
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Because this construct demonstrated the greatest unidimensionality, it was removed
first for the subsequent analysis.

Table 9. Rasch Principal Components Analysis for the General Peer Review
Perceived Usefulness Items
Item

Loading

Measure

Infit MNSQ

Outfit MNSQ

R22

.71

-0.39

1.29

1.25

R23

.63

-0.23

1.17

1.14

R21

.46

-1.05

0.84

0.84

W22

.34

-1.28

0.74

0.76

R24

.33

-0.19

0.88

0.87

W21

.30

-0.58

1.03

1.01

W24

.17

-0.88

0.71

0.71

V23

-.67

1.39

0.88

0.88

V21

-.64

0.86

0.88

0.91

V24

-.60

0.77

0.76

0.75

V22

-.56

1.13

1.06

1.05

-.35
0.46
1.68
1.66
W23
Note. R = Reader; V = Reviewer; W = Comment receiver. The middle number represents
the iteration of the questionnaire. The last number represents the item number within the
construct group.

Table 10 shows the results of the Rasch PCA analysis for the remaining
general items after the V items were removed. The Rasch model explained 48.1%
of the variance (eigenvalue = 7.4); the first residual contrast explained 14.5% of the
variance (eigenvalue = 2.2). Although these results were indicative of a
unidimensional Two of the four items related to learners’ evaluations as readers (R)
had positive loadings over .40 while two comment receiver (W) items had negative
loadings greater than -.40. One item from the W construct (W22) loaded with the R
items while R24 loaded with the W items, although in each case, as well as with
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items R21 and W21, the loading was quite weak. These results generally indicated
that the reader and comment receiver items were measuring different constructs.

Table 10. Rasch Principal Components Analysis for the Items Relating to Reader
and Comment Receiver General Perceived Usefulness
Item

Loading

Measure

Infit MNSQ

Outfit MNSQ

R23

0.85

0.33

1.02

1.02

R22

0.81

0.15

1.05

1.04

R21

0.10

-0.57

0.82

0.82

W22

0.01

-0.83

0.74

0.77

W23

-0.68

1.00

1.73

1.83

W24

-0.53

-0.39

0.71

0.72

W21

-0.31

-0.06

0.97

0.98

-0.05
0.36
0.79
0.80
R24
Note. R = Reader; W = Comment receiver. The middle number represents the iteration of
the questionnaire. The last number represents the item number within the construct group.

Individual variables 1 through 3
After completing the Rasch PCA analyses for this variable group, each of
the three hypothesized constructs in the general perceived usefulness group was
then subjected to a Rasch PCA of item residuals in order to determine to what
degree they were unidimensional in nature. Unidimensionality criteria follow those
suggested by Linacre (2009), with “good” unidimensionality explained as the
measured variance explained being greater than 50%, the eigenvalue of the first
principal contrast is less than 3.0 (p. 398), and the percentage of variance explained
by the measures is at least four times greater than that explained by the first
contrast.
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Reader general perceived usefulness
The four items in this hypothesized construct are represented in items 1
through 4 on both iterations of the perceived usefulness questionnaire. For analysis,
only those items from the second questionnaire iteration were used as these
responses can be considered a more complete representation of the participants’
evaluation of peer review after having experienced all four modes as opposed to the
evaluations in the first iteration (given after they had experienced only two of the
four modes).
Table 11 shows the result of the Rasch PCA of item residuals analysis for
the four items designed to measure this construct. The Rasch model explained
59.2% of the variance (eigenvalue = 5.8) while the first residual contrast explained
23.4% of the variance (eigenvalue = 2.3). Although the ratio of the percentage of
variance explained by the measures to that of the first contrast did not meet the 4:1
ratio recommended by Linacre (2009), the variance explained by the Rasch model
is almost 50% and the eigenvalue of the first contrast is significantly below 3.0, so
the construct can be considered fairly unidimensional.

Table 11. Rasch Principal Components Analysis for Items Relating to Reader
General Perceived Usefulness
Item
R22
R23
R24
R21

Loading
.79
.76
-.78
-.70

Measure
.12
.38
.43
-.93

Infit MNSQ
1.01
.85
1.14
1.00

Outfit MNSQ
1.02
.83
1.11
.98

Note. R = Reader. The middle number represents the iteration of the questionnaire. The
last number represents the item number within the construct group.
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Reviewer general perceived usefulness
The next hypothesized construct analyzed was represented by items 5
through 8 on both iterations of the perceived usefulness questionnaire. Once again,
only items from the second iteration were used for the Rasch PCA of item residuals
analysis, the results of which are displayed in Table 12. The Rasch model explained
59.3% of the variance (eigenvalue = 5.8) while the first residual contrast explained
16.3% of the variance (eigenvalue = 1.6), which is somewhat less than the
recommended 4:1 ratio of variance explained by the measure to that of the first
contrast. Overall, these results indicate reasonably strong unidimensionality for the
items representing this construct.

Table 12. Rasch Principal Components Analysis for Items Relating to Reader
General Perceived Usefulness
Item
V22
V23
V24
V21

Loading
.84
.27
-.80
-.42

Measure
.20
.66
-.52
-.34

Infit MNSQ
1.13
1.00
.94
.88

Outfit MNSQ
1.16
1.00
.97
.83

Note. V = Reviewer. The middle number represents the iteration of the questionnaire. The
last number represents the item number within the construct group.

Comment receiver general perceived usefulness
The next hypothesized construct analyzed was represented by items 19
through 22 on both iterations of the perceived usefulness questionnaire. Only items
from the second iteration were used for the Rasch PCA of item residuals analysis,
the results of which are shown in Table 13. The Rasch model explained 58.5% of
the variance (eigenvalue = 5.6), while the first residual contrast explained 18.5% of
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the variance (eigenvalue = 1.8), which is less than the recommended 4:1 ratio of
variance explained by the measure to that of the first contrast. Overall, these
measures indicate fairly strong unidimensionality for the items representing this
construct.

Table 13. Rasch Principal Components Analysis for Items Relating to Comment
Receiver General Perceived Usefulness
Item
W23
W21
W22
W24

Loading
.99
-.61
-.58
-.20

Measure
1.32
.03
-.95
-.39

Infit MNSQ
1.25
1.03
.93
.62

Outfit MNSQ
1.39
1.04
.99
.65

Note. W = Comment receiver. The middle number represents the iteration of the
questionnaire. The last number represents the item number within the construct group.

For the items in the remaining first contrast group, four items in the
construct group for readers (R) loaded above .40. These four items consist of those
in the second iteration of the questionnaire indicating stronger unidimensionality
than with the items in the first iteration, R11-R14, which had lower loadings.
The next Rasch PCA of item residuals analyses were performed on those
items relating to the participants’ evaluations of each mode of peer review, first as
reader/reviewers and as comment receivers. Separate analyses were conducted for
each of the constructs.
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Mode perceived usefulness as reader/reviewers
The next Rasch PCA of item residuals analysis was performed with the 20
items representing variables 4-7 (evaluation of the four peer review modes as
reader/reviewers) on the questionnaire. The results are displayed in Table 14.

Table 14. Rasch Principal Components Analysis for Items Relating to
Reader/Reviewer Perceived Usefulness of Four Peer Review Modes
Item
Loading
Measure
Infit MNSQ
Outfit MNSQ
.76
-.05
.98
.99
RO3
.69
.46
.75
.75
RO4
.61
-.17
.99
.99
RO5
.56
.65
.61
.61
RO2
.56
.60
1.61
1.61
RO1
.03
-.37
.83
.83
RE5
.01
.23
.91
.92
RE3
-.39
.07
.75
.75
RP3
-.37
-1.31
1.25
1.42
RP4
-.36
-.28
1.08
1.09
RW5
-.36
.33
.80
.80
RW3
-.33
-.95
1.13
1.11
RP5
-.32
-.24
1.59
1.63
RP1
-.29
.00
.78
.78
RP2
-.19
.93
.88
.88
RE1
-.15
.26
.74
.74
RE2
-.14
.62
1.61
1.61
RW1
-.13
-.62
.95
.97
RW4
-.06
-.55
.78
.77
RE4
-.01
.40
.88
.88
RW2
Note. The first letter indicated the role of the questionnaire taker, in this case R =
Reader/reviewer. The second letter indicates the mode of peer review: E = Evaluation
sheet; W = On draft; O = Oral; P = Computer assisted. The last number represents the
item number within the construct group.

The Rasch model explained 41.6% of the variance (eigenvalue = 14.3); the
first residual contrast explained 8.7% of the variance (eigenvalue = 3.0), indicating
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a marginal degree of unidimensionality. However, all five items related to learners’
evaluation of oral peer review (RO) had positive loadings of over .40 indicating
that the items were plausibly measuring the same construct. Items RE3 (I felt my
written comments using the evaluation sheet were clear) and RE5 (I would be
interested in doing this written peer review in the future) of the evaluation sheet
perceived usefulness items also loaded positively, albeit with very low loading
values. For the items in the remaining first contrast group, none loaded above .40.
As the RO items loaded the strongest, these were removed for subsequent PCA of
item residuals analyses.
Table 15 shows results of the Rasch PCA analysis performed on the
reader/reviewer perceived usefulness questions without the RO items. The Rasch
model explained 46.6% of the variance (eigenvalue = 13.1); the first residual
contrast explained 8.8% of the variance (eigenvalue = 2.5). These results, which
indicated a fundamental degree of unidimensionality, were tempered by the finding
that four of the RE items had positive loadings greater than .40 (item RE1, however,
loaded very weakly). Of the remaining ten items representing the RP and RW
constructs, only four (RP1, RP5, RW1, RP4) had negative loadings greater than .40, while the remaining six loaded less than +/-.20. Due to the cohesiveness of the
RE items, which were designed to form an independent construct, they were
removed for subsequent analyses.
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Table 15. Rasch Principal Components Analysis for Items Relating to
Reader/Reviewer Perceived Usefulness of Three Peer Review Modes
Item
RE2
RE3
RE4
RE5
RP2
RP3
RW4
RE1
RP1
RP5
RW1
RP4
RW5
RW3
RW2

Loading
.75
.62
.56
.46
.18
.09
.09
.07
-.57
-.46
-.42
-.40
-.17
-.16
-.11

Measure
.38
.35
-.47
-.28
.11
.18
-.55
1.07
-.14
-.89
.75
-1.29
-.19
.45
.52

Infit MNSQ
.73
.96
.80
.89
.76
.71
.98
.85
1.58
1.13
1.63
1.24
1.05
.73
.90

Outfit MNSQ
.73
.96
.80
.89
.76
.71
1.05
.85
1.61
1.10
1.63
1.36
1.05
.73
.90

Note. The first letter indicated the role of the questionnaire taker, in this case R =
Reader/reviewer. The second letter indicates the mode of peer review: E = Evaluation
sheet; W = On draft; P = Computer assisted. The last number represents the item number
within the construct group.

Table 16 shows results of the Rasch PCA of item residuals analysis
performed on the reader/reviewer items related to on draft and computer-assisted
peer review. The Rasch model explained 49.8% of the variance (eigenvalue = 9.9),
and the first residual contrast explained 12.6% of the variance (eigenvalue = 2.5).
While these results suggest that the data are fundamentally unidimensional, all of
the RP items loaded positively and three of the five (RP4, RP1, RP5) had loadings
greater than .40. All of the RW items loaded negatively, with all but one (RW1)
loading at greater than -.40; thus, it appears that the two constructs are distinct.
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Table 16. Rasch Principal Components Analysis for Items Relating to
Reader/Reviewer Perceived Usefulness of On Draft and Computer Assisted
Modes
Item
RP4
RP1
RP5
RP3
RP2
RW4
RW2
RW3
RW5
RW1

Loading
0.76
0.64
0.62
0.07
0.03
-0.59
-0.56
-0.45
-0.44
-0.28

Measure
-1.17
-0.03
-0.78
0.3
0.23
-0.46
0.61
0.54
-0.09
0.85

Infit MNSQ
1.17
1.45
1.01
0.74
0.82
0.97
0.82
0.65
0.96
1.39

Outfit MNSQ
1.23
1.46
0.99
0.74
0.81
1.03
0.83
0.65
0.96
1.39

Note. The first letter indicated the role of the questionnaire taker, in this case R =
Reader/reviewer. The second letter indicates the mode of peer review: W = On draft; P =
Computer assisted. The last number represents the item number within the construct group.

Individual variables 4 through 7
After completing the Rasch PCA of item residuals analyses for this variable
group, each of the four hypothesized constructs in the reader/reviewer mode
perceived usefulness group was then subjected to a Rasch PCA of item residuals
analysis to determine the degree to which the items formed independent,
unidimensional constructs.

Evaluation sheet reader/reviewer perceived usefulness
The following four hypothesized constructs relate to participants’
evaluations of different modes of peer review as reader/reviewers. Because each of
the four intact groups of participants was exposed to each peer review mode in a
different order (in order to maintain a counterbalanced approach to the research
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design), these perceived usefulness items might have come on either the first or
second iteration of the questionnaire, and either in items 9 through 13 or 14 through
18, depending on the order of exposure.
The first hypothesized construct analyzed relates to reader/reviewers’
evaluations of peer review using evaluation sheets. The results are displayed in
Table 17. The Rasch model explained 65.3% of the variance (eigenvalue = 9.4),
while the first residual contrast explained 11.5% of the variance (eigenvalue = 1.7),
which is greater than the recommended 4:1 ratio of variance explained by the
measure to that of the first contrast. Overall, these measures indicate strong
unidimensionality for the items representing this construct.

Table 17. Rasch Principal Components Analysis for Items Relating to Evaluation
Sheet Reader/Reviewer Perceived Usefulness
Item
RE3
RE2
RE5
RE4
RE1

Loading
.80
.56
-.69
-.42
-.21

Measure
.24
.28
-.84
-1.15
1.46

Infit MNSQ
1.07
.68
.96
.93
1.28

Outfit MNSQ
1.07
.69
.99
.93
1.29

Note. The first letter indicated the role of the questionnaire taker, in this case R =
Reader/reviewer. The second letter indicates the mode of peer review: E = Evaluation
sheet. The last number represents the item number within the construct group.

On draft reader/reviewer perceived usefulness
The next hypothesized construct analyzed relates to reader/reviewers’
evaluations of peer review performed by making handwritten comments directly on
the author’s draft. The results are shown in Table 18. The Rasch model explained
60.9% of the variance (eigenvalue = 7.8) while the first residual contrast explained
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13.9% of the variance (eigenvalue = 1.8), which is greater than the recommended
4:1 ratio of variance explained by the measure to that of the first contrast. Overall,
these measures indicate strong unidimensionality for the items representing this
construct.

Table 18. Rasch Principal Components Analysis for Items Relating to On Draft
Reader/Reviewer Perceived Usefulness
Item
RW5
RW4
RW2
RW3
RW1

Loading
.81
.61
-.74
-.32
-.29

Measure
-.52
-1.02
.44
.35
.75

Infit MNSQ
.91
.91
.84
.75
1.52

Outfit MNSQ
.90
.92
.84
.74
1.56

Note. The first letter indicated the role of the questionnaire taker, in this case R =
Reader/reviewer. The second letter indicates the mode of peer review: W = On draft. The
last number represents the item number within the construct group.

Oral reader/reviewer perceived usefulness
The next hypothesized construct analyzed relates to reader/reviewers’
evaluations of peer review performed by making oral comments about the author’s
draft in a face-to-face context. The results are displayed in Table 19. The Rasch
model explained 60.6% of the variance (eigenvalue = 7.7) while the first residual
contrast explained 12.6% of the variance (eigenvalue = 1.6), which is greater than
the recommended 4:1 ratio of variance explained by the measure to that of the first
contrast. Overall, these measures indicate strong unidimensionality for the items
representing this construct.
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Table 19. Rasch Principal Components Analysis for Items Relating to Oral
Reader/Reviewer Perceived Usefulness
Item
RO1
RO2
RO5
RO3
RO4

Loading
.89
.24
-.61
-.50
-.34

Measure
.52
.60
-.80
-.59
.27

Infit MNSQ
1.65
.75
1.06
.81
.68

Outfit MNSQ
1.65
.75
1.05
.81
.69

Note. The first letter indicated the role of the questionnaire taker, in this case R =
Reader/reviewer. The second letter indicates the mode of peer review: O = Oral. The last
number represents the item number within the construct group.

Computer-assisted reader/reviewer perceived usefulness
The next hypothesized construct analyzed relates to reader/reviewers’
evaluations of peer review performed by making computer-assisted comments
using word-processing software. The results are displayed in Table 20. The Rasch
model explained 57.5% of the variance (eigenvalue = 6.8) while the first residual
contrast explained 19.6% of the variance (eigenvalue = 2.3), which is less than the
recommended 4:1 ratio of variance explained by the measure to that of the first
contrast. Although the percentage of variance explained by the first contrast is
greater than one-fourth of the variance explained by the measures, the eigenvalue
of the first residual contrast is still significantly below 3.0, and the variance
explained by the measures is almost 60%. The construct can thus be considered
acceptably unidimensional.

130

Table 20. Rasch Principal Components Analysis for Items Relating to ComputerAssisted Reader/Reviewer Perceived Usefulness
Item
Loading
Measure
Infit MNSQ
Outfit MNSQ
.85
.65
.97
.97
RP2
.82
.74
.88
.91
RP3
-.63
-1.11
.91
.88
RP4
-.55
-.61
.96
.94
RP5
-.48
.33
1.29
1.29
RP1
Note. The first letter indicated the role of the questionnaire taker, in this case R =
Reader/reviewer. The second letter indicates the mode of peer review: P = Computer
assisted. The last number represents the item number within the construct group.

Mode perceived usefulness as comment receiver
The next Rasch PCA of item residuals analysis was performed for the 20
items representing variables 8-11 (evaluation of the four peer review as comment
receivers) on the questionnaires. The results are shown in Table 21.
The Rasch model explained 50.1% of the variance (eigenvalue = 20.1), and
the first residual contrast explained 10.1% of the variance (eigenvalue = 4.0),
indicating the existence of more than one construct. Positively loading items
included all items from computer-assisted peer review (WP) and four of the five
items from evaluation sheet peer review (WE). Six of the nine positively loading
items loaded above .40.
For the items in the remaining first contrast group, the five items with
loadings greater than .40 were the oral peer perceived usefulness items (WO). On
draft peer review items (WW) comprised the rest of the first contrast items, along
with item WE1 (“I felt comfortable reading my partner’s suggestions”), which had
a low loading of -.07.
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Table 21. Rasch Principal Components Analysis for Items Relating to Comment
Receiver Perceived Usefulness of Four Peer Review Modes
Item

Loading
Measure
Infit MNSQ
Outfit MNSQ
.70
-.18
.74
.72
WP4
.67
-.08
.94
.92
WP5
.61
-.28
.89
.91
WP3
.60
-.27
1.09
1.03
WE3
.53
-.49
.79
.86
WE4
.41
-.36
1.10
1.16
WE2
.36
-.47
.84
.88
WP2
.33
.27
.78
.85
WE5
.28
-.39
.88
.85
WP1
-.64
.06
1.12
1.06
WO4
-.49
.14
.85
.87
WO2
-.49
.26
.97
.92
WO5
-.44
.35
1.28
1.31
WO1
-.41
.03
1.39
1.72
WO3
-.33
.31
1.18
1.35
WW1
-.32
-.12
1.06
1.04
WW2
-.25
.63
.98
1.06
WW5
-.19
.26
1.13
1.16
WW3
-.19
.28
1.01
1.01
WW4
-.07
.06
.99
1.02
WE1
Note. The first letter indicated the role of the questionnaire taker, in this case W =
Comment receiver. The second letter indicates the mode of peer review: E =
Evaluation sheet; W = On draft; O = Oral; P = Computer assisted. The last number
represents the item number within the construct group.

As items from both the WP group and the WE group comingled in their
positive loadings on this analysis, the next Rasch PCA analysis was conducted with
only these two groups of items in order to determine the dimensionality of the two
groups of items. The results are shown in Table 22.
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Table 22. Rasch Principal Components Analysis for Items Relating to Comment
Receiver Perceived Usefulness of Evaluation Sheet and Computer-Assisted Peer
Review Modes
Item
WP4
WP3
WP5
WP2
WP1
WE2
WE3
WE4
WE1
WE5

Loading
.72
.68
.66
.40
.21
-.63
-.58
-.53
-.37
-.23

Measure
.06
-.09
.20
-.35
-.24
-.20
-.08
-.38
.39
.69

Infit MNSQ
.66
.89
.85
1.05
1.14
1.17
1.02
.78
1.50
.96

Outfit MNSQ
.63
.90
.82
.98
1.17
1.24
.93
.78
1.56
.95

Note. The first letter indicated the role of the questionnaire taker, in this case W =
Comment receiver. The second letter indicates the mode of peer review: E = Evaluation
sheet; P = Computer assisted. The last number represents the item number within the
construct group.

The Rasch model explained 59.1% of the variance (eigenvalue = 14.3), and
the first residual contrast explained 11.5% of the variance (eigenvalue = 2.8). All
five items related to computer-assisted peer review (WP) had positive loadings,
with four of the five having loadings of .40 and above, indicating the fairly strong
unidimensionality of this construct. In contrast to those loadings, the evaluation
sheet peer-review (WE) item residuals all had negative loadings with three of the
five having loadings greater than .40. This result indicated that these two constructs
are distinct enough that they are best conceptualized as independent factors.
The remaining two variables in the comment receiver construct group (WO
and WW) were analyzed next. The results are displayed in Table 23.
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Table 23. Rasch Principal Components Analysis for Items Relating to Comment
Receiver Perceived Usefulness of On Draft and Oral Peer Review Modes
Item

Loading
.71
.69
.65
.60
.01
-.61
-.54
-.54
-.50
-.50

WW4
WW3
WW5
WW2
WW1
WO4
WO5
WO1
WO2
WO3

Measure
.07
.04
.44
-.37
.10
-.17
.05
.14
-.08
-.20

Infit MNSQ
.99
1.07
.90
.94
1.16
.84
.85
1.22
.77
1.26

Outfit MNSQ
.96
1.12
.95
.91
1.25
.78
.78
1.22
.78
1.45

Note. The first letter indicated the role of the questionnaire taker, in this case W =
Comment receiver. The second letter indicates the mode of peer review: W = On draft; O =
Oral. The last number represents the item number within the construct group.

The Rasch model explained 50.9% of the variance (eigenvalue = 10.4), and
the first residual contrast explained 15.8% of the variance (eigenvalue = 3.2),
suggesting the possibility of multidimensionality. All of the WW items loaded
positively while all of the WO items had negative loadings, and every item except
WW1 had a residual loading greater than +/-.40. This result indicates that these two
constructs are distinct enough that they are best conceptualized as independent
factors.

Individual variables 8 through 11
After completing the Rasch PCA of item residuals analyses for this variable
group, each of the four hypothesized constructs in the comment receiver mode
perceived usefulness group was then subjected to a Rasch PCA of item residuals
analysis in order to determine to what degree they were unidimensional.
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Evaluation sheet comment receiver perceived usefulness
The following four hypothesized constructs relate to participants’
evaluations of different modes of peer review as comment receivers. As with the
previous four constructs, questionnaire items related to each variable might have
come on either the first or second iteration of the questionnaire, and either in items
23 through 27 or 28 through 32, depending on the order of exposure.
The next hypothesized construct analyzed relates to comment receivers’
evaluations of peer review using evaluation sheets. The results are displayed in
Table 24. The Rasch model explained 58.8% of the variance (eigenvalue = 7.1)
while the first residual contrast explained 14.1% of the variance (eigenvalue = 1.7),
which is less than the recommended 4:1 ratio of variance explained by the measure
to that of the first contrast. Overall, these measures indicate strong
unidimensionality for the items representing this construct.

Table 24. Rasch Principal Components Analysis for Items Relating to Evaluation
Sheet Comment Receiver Perceived Usefulness
Item
WE1
WE5
WE3
WE4
WE2

Loading
.85
.19
-.76
-.60
-.12

Measure
.37
.74
-.20
-.56
-.35

Infit MNSQ
1.50
1.04
.84
.69
.93

Outfit MNSQ
1.46
1.00
.78
.70
.98

Note. The first letter indicated the role of the questionnaire taker, in this case W =
Comment receiver. The second letter indicates the mode of peer review: E = Evaluation
sheet. The last number represents the item number within the construct group.
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On draft comment receiver perceived usefulness
The next hypothesized construct analyzed relates to comment receivers’
evaluations of peer review performed by making handwritten comments directly on
the author’s draft. The results are displayed in Table 25. The Rasch model
explained 55.0% of the variance (eigenvalue = 6.1) while the first residual contrast
explained 14.8% of the variance (eigenvalue = 1.6), which is slightly less than the
recommended 4:1 ratio of variance explained by the measure to that of the first
contrast. Overall, these results indicate reasonably strong unidimensionality for the
items representing this construct.

Table 25. Rasch Principal Components Analysis for Items Relating to On Draft
Comment Receiver Perceived Usefulness
Item
WW1
WW2
WW4
WW3
WW5

Loading
.85
.30
-.64
-.60
-.25

Measure
.05
-.60
.01
-.03
.55

Infit MNSQ
1.69
.84
.79
.85
.82

Outfit MNSQ
1.65
.81
.78
.86
.87

Note. The first letter indicated the role of the questionnaire taker, in this case W =
Comment receiver. The second letter indicates the mode of peer review: W = On Draft.
The last number represents the item number within the construct group.

Oral comment receiver perceived usefulness
The next hypothesized construct analyzed relates to comment receivers’
evaluations of peer review performed by making oral comments about the author’s
draft in a face-to-face context. The results are displayed in Table 26. The Rasch
model explained 64.2% of the variance (eigenvalue = 9.0), while the first residual
contrast explained 10.7% of the variance (eigenvalue = 1.5), which is greater than
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the recommended 4:1 ratio of variance explained by the measure to that of the first
contrast. Overall, these measures indicate strong unidimensionality for the items
representing this construct.

Table 26. Rasch Principal Components Analysis for Items Relating to Oral
Comment Receiver Perceived Usefulness
Item
WO1
WO4
WO3
WO5
WO2

Loading
.88
.18
-.61
-.54
-.04

Measure
.29
-.17
-.22
.14
-.04

Infit MNSQ
1.36
.75
1.26
.77
.81

Outfit MNSQ
1.35
.72
1.23
.82
.83

Note. The first letter indicated the role of the questionnaire taker, in this case W =
Comment receiver. The second letter indicates the mode of peer review: O = Oral. The last
number represents the item number within the construct group.

Computer-assisted comment receiver perceived usefulness
The next hypothesized construct analyzed relates to comment receivers’
evaluations of peer review performed by making computer-assisted comments
using word-processing software. The results are shown in Table 27. The Rasch
model explained 63.9% of the variance (eigenvalue = 8.8), while the first residual
contrast explained 13.4% of the variance (eigenvalue = 1.9), which is greater than
the recommended 4:1 ratio of variance explained by the measure to that of the first
contrast. Overall, these measures indicate acceptable unidimensionality for the
items representing this construct.
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Table 27. Rasch Principal Components Analysis for Items Relating to ComputerAssisted Comment Receiver Perceived Usefulness
Item
WP4
WP5
WP3
WP1
WP2

Loading
.75
.57
.35
-.70
-.60

Measure
.22
.43
-.01
-.24
-.41

Infit MNSQ
.61
.86
.77
1.53
1.20

Outfit MNSQ
.64
.84
.74
1.43
1.15

Note. The first letter indicated the role of the questionnaire taker, in this case W =
Comment receiver. The second letter indicates the mode of peer review: P = Computer
assisted. The last number represents the item number within the construct group.

Conclusions from the Rasch PCA of Item Residuals Analyses
According to the results of the Rasch PCA of item residuals analyses, all of
the hypothesized constructs, as represented by their respective questionnaire items,
are acceptably unidimensional when measured individually. The constructs with
the strongest unidimensionality, with measured variance of greater than 60% and
first contrast eigenvalues less than 2.0, are: evaluation sheet reader/reviewer
perceived usefulness, on draft reader/reviewer perceived usefulness, oral
reader/reviewer perceived usefulness, oral comment receiver perceived usefulness,
and computer assisted comment receiver perceived usefulness. These constructs
relate to the participants’ evaluations of individual peer review modes, both as
reader/reviewers and as comment receivers. Two of the strongest of these (oral
reader/reviewer perceived usefulness and oral comment receiver perceived
usefulness) relate to oral peer review, indicating that this peer review mode is
particularly distinctive from the others in the participants’ minds. This is a
reasonable outcome as all three of the other modes involve a form of written
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comments (whether handwritten or via computer input), while only oral peer
review involves spoken communication although this is speculation.
The constructs demonstrating the least unidimensionality were reader
general perceived usefulness and computer assisted reader/reviewer perceived
usefulness, with measured variance between 50% and 60% and first contrast
eigenvalues somewhat above 2.0, although even these met the criteria for
unidimensionality suggested by Linacre (2009) and thus can be considered to be
acceptably unidimensional.
When a Rasch PCA of item analysis was performed on groups of like
constructs, divisions were fairly clear. For the general perceived usefulness items,
those related to the participants’ roles as reviewers (V items) loaded positively,
while the items with strong negative loadings were dominated by those relating to
their roles as peer readers (R items). For mode perceived usefulness items as
reader/reviewers, all the items relating to oral peer review (RO) loaded fairly
strongly in contrast to all the other items. Once again it can be speculated that this
peer review mode is relatively distinct.
The analysis of participants’ mode evaluations as comment receivers
resulted in some overlap between computer-assisted and evaluation sheet peer
review items. However, subsequent analysis with only items from these constructs
indicated a fairly clear distinction between the two sets of items.
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Further Rasch Analyses of the 11 Hypothesized Constructs
Upon completion of the PCA of item residuals analyses, the 11
hypothesized constructs were then subjected to further Rasch analyses. Each
construct was analyzed separately for Likert-scale category functioning, and
categories were combined when necessary. Items comprising each construct were
also analyzed for item difficulty and fit to the Rasch model. Rasch item-person
maps were also generated for each construct to provide a visual representation of
the location of persons and items on the construct and to interpret the empirical
item hierarchy. Finally, Rasch separation and reliability indices were examined for
each construct.

Reader general perceived usefulness
Rating scale functioning was examined for the six Likert-scale categories in
the items representing this construct. Linacre (2002) recommends a minimum of 10
observations per category to avoid the excessive influence of individual
observations. This threshold was not met for category 1 (Strongly disagree) and it
was combined with category 2 (Disagree). However, the minimum observations
were still not met with these combined categories. Therefore, these categories were
combined with category 3 and subsequently reanalyzed. The results are shown in
Table 28.
Outfit for all categories was well below the required 2.0 criterion.
Separation between adjacent thresholds was greater than the required 1.1 logits for
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the revised 4-point scale (Linacre, 2002). The smallest gap, between the second and
third thresholds, was 2.75 logits, well above the criterion.

Table 28. Rating Scale Functioning for the Construct Reader General Perceived
Usefulness
Structure Category
Infit
Outfit
measure
measure
Category
Count (%)
MNSQ
MNSQ
1 Disagree
28 (7)
0.98
0.99
None
(-4.03)
4 Slightly Agree
134 (31)
0.95
0.94
-2.89
-1.42
5 Agree
183 (43)
0.95
0.95
0.07
1.46
6 Strongly Agree
83 (19)
1.08
1.07
2.82
-3.96

Next, Rasch item statistics were examined in order to determine to what
degree items were fitting the construct. The results are displayed in Table 29. The
items demonstrated good fit using the .5 to 1.5 criterion recommended by Linacre
(2009).

Table 29. Rasch Statistics for the Items Measuring Reader General Perceived
Usefulness
Outfit
Outfit
Infit
Infit
MNSQ
ZSTD
Item
Measure
PMC
SE
MNSQ ZSTD
.83
-1.2
R24
.38
.16
.85
-1.1
.81
1.02
.2
R23
.12
.16
1.01
.1
.79
.98
-.1
R22
-.93
.17
1.00
.1
.73
1.11
.8
R21
.43
.16
1.14
1.0
.73
Note. PMC = Point-measure correlation. R = Reader. The middle number represents the
iteration of the questionnaire. The last number represents the item number within the
construct group.

Following the examination of the rating scale function and the item
statistics using the combined categories, the Wright map was inspected for Reader
general perceived usefulness (see Figure 3). The map shows the logit scale for both
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persons and items on the far left. In this case, the scale ranges from -5 to 5. The
item mean is set at 0 by convention. The mean person ability estimate was .77.
Participants are represented on the left side of the item-person map as number signs
(#) and periods (.), with each # standing for two persons and periods standing for
one person in the map below. The items measuring the construct are on the right
side of the vertical line. Persons are placed along the line according to the degree to
which they endorsed the items, with persons who endorsed them more highly
toward the top of the map and those who endorsed them less strongly toward the
bottom. In this case, the participants are somewhat evenly distributed on the left
side, albeit with a bias toward endorsing the items. The items are placed according
to their endorsement difficulty level with more difficult to endorse items at the top
and easier to endorse items at the bottom. A person at the mean (M) of person
ability on the left side has a 50% chance of endorsing an item of the same difficulty
level on the right side of the vertical line (Bond & Fox, 2007).
Three of the items (R22, R23, R24) have similar difficulty estimates and were
slightly more difficult to endorse than the mean. Examining the conceptual
similarity between them, one speculation is that all three of these items signify the
perceived value of reading on the reviewers’ current and future writing. The fourth
item (R21, “Interesting to read others' writing”) was far easier for the participants
to endorse, and a gap can be seen between this and the other three items indicating
the difference between them. Perhaps because this item does not reflect on the
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Figure 3. Wright map for Reader general perceived usefulness. Each # is 2 persons. Each
. is 1 person. M = Mean; S = 1 SD; T = 2 SD. R = Reader. The middle number represents
the iteration of the questionnaire. The last number represents the item number within the
construct group.
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value to the readers’ own paragraphs but rather speaks to the interest value of the
activity itself the participants found this easier to endorse.
The Rasch item reliability estimate for this construct was .90, and the item
separation estimate was 3.06, indicating that the item difficulty estimates were
fairly well separated in relation to their standard errors. The person reliability
estimate was .68, and the person separation was 1.46. This reliability estimate is
low, and the separation estimate is below the minimum recommended level of 2.0,
indicating many of the person ability estimates are not distinct enough from one
another due to large standard errors.

Reviewer general perceived usefulness
Rating scale functioning was examined for the six Likert-scale categories in
the items representing this construct. The recommended minimum of 10
observations per category was not met for categories 1 and 2 (Strongly disagree
and Disagree). Therefore, these categories were combined and subsequently
reanalyzed. The results are displayed in Table 30.
Outfit for all categories was well below the required 2.0. Separation
between adjacent thresholds was greater than the required .81 logits for the revised
5-point scale (Linacre, 2002). The smallest gap, between the third and fourth
thresholds, was 2.40 logits, well above the .81 criterion.
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Table 30. Rating Scale Functioning for the Construct Reviewer General Perceived
Usefulness
Structure Category
Infit
Outfit
measure measure
Category
Count (%)
MNSQ
MNSQ
1 Disagree
12 (3)
1.17
1.30
None
(-6.72)
3 Slightly Disagree
102 (22)
0.88
0.88
-5.60
-3.73
4 Slightly Agree
218 (47)
0.91
0.91
-1.86
0.33
5 Agree
87 (19)
1.00
0.99
2.53
3.74
6 Strongly Agree
24 (5)
1.25
1.36
4.93
-6.10

Next, Rasch item statistics were examined in order to determine to what
degree the items met the Rasch model predictions. Results can be seen in Table 31.
The items demonstrated good fit to the model with all four items displaying infit
mean square statistics between the .5 and 1.5, the range of acceptable fit.
Following the examination of the rating scale function and the item
statistics, the Wright map for Reviewer general perceived usefulness was produced
(see Figure 4). The logit scale for both persons and items on the left side ranges
from -6 to 6, with an item mean of 0 and a mean person ability estimate of .27. The
participants are fairly evenly distributed, with a slight bias toward endorsing the
items positively.

Table 31. Rasch Statistics for the Items Measuring Reviewer General Perceived
Usefulness
Outfit
Outfit
Infit
Infit
ZSTD
SE
MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ
PMC
Item
Measure
1.00
.1
V23
.66
.18
1.00
.1
.78
1.16
1.1
V22
.20
.17
1.13
.9
.83
.83
-1.2
V21
-.34
.17
.88
-.8
.76
.97
-.1
V24
-.52
.17
.94
-.4
.78
Note. PMC = Point-measure correlation. Note. V = Reviewer. The middle number
represents the iteration of the questionnaire. The last number represents the item number
within the construct group.
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All four of the item difficulty estimates are somewhat closely together
around the mean. Items V22 and V23 were slightly more difficult to endorse than
items V21 and V24. The two more difficult to endorse items (Helped partner to
improve writing” and “Felt confident about correctness) are understandably so as
they require the participants to declare confidence in their suggestions in order to
rate them highly. The other two items, however (Was able to make suggestions and
I could peer review well), relate more to the participants’ general engagement in the
activity and less on the outcome for the peer whose paragraph they are reviewing,
and thus were easier to endorse, although this is uncertain.
The Rasch item reliability estimate for this construct was .84, and the item
separation estimate was 2.29, indicating that the item difficulty estimates were
fairly well separated in relation to their standard errors. The person reliability
estimate was adequate at .79, and the person separation was 1.93, which is just
below the minimum recommended level of 2.0, indicating the relative similarity of
the person ability estimates for this construct.

Comment receiver general perceived usefulness
Rating scale functioning was examined for the six Likert-scale categories.
The recommended minimum of 10 observations per category was not met for
categories 1 and 2 (Strongly disagree and Disagree). Therefore, these categories
were combined with category 3 and subsequently reanalyzed. The results can be
seen in Table 32.
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------------------------------------------------------------------Persons with more
| More difficult to endorse items
Positive reaction
|
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.##### |
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+
|
.######### |
|
1
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| V23 Helped partner to improve writing
|S
######## M| V22 Felt confident about correctness
0
# +M
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|S V24 I could peer review well
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|
# |
##### |
-2
+
S|
|
#### |
-3
+
|
|
#### |
-4
. +
|
|
.# T|
-5
+
|
|
. |
-6
+
Persons with more
| Easier to endorse items
negative reaction
|
------------------------------------------------------------------Figure 4. Wright map for Reviewer general perceived usefulness. Each # is 2 persons.
Each . is 1 person. M = Mean; S = 1 SD; T = 2 SD. V = Reviewer. The middle number
represents the iteration of the questionnaire. The last number represents the item number
within the construct group.

147

The outfit mean square statistic for all categories was well below the
required 2.0 criterion. Separation between adjacent thresholds was greater than the
required 1.1 logits for the revised 4-point scale (Linacre, 2002). The smallest gap,
between the first and second thresholds, was 2.44 logits, well above the criterion.

Table 32. Rating Scale Functioning for the Construct Comment Receiver General
Perceived Usefulness (4-point Scale)
Structure Category
Infit
Outfit
measure measure
Category
Count (%)
MNSQ
MNSQ
1 Disagree
29 (7)
1.09
1.10
None
(-3.67)
2 Slightly agree
120 (28)
.89
.90
-2.51
-1.31
3 Agree
184 (42)
.94
.97
-.07
1.28
4 Strongly agree
103 (24)
1.09
1.07
2.58
-3.73
Note. PMC = Point-measure correlation.

Next, Rasch item statistics were examined in order to determine to what
degree the items fit the Rasch model. The results are shown in Table 33. All four
items displayed acceptable infit mean square statistics between .5 and 1.5, the range
of acceptable fit as recommended by Linacre (2009).

Table 33. Rasch Statistics for the Items Measuring Comment Receiver General
Perceived Usefulness
Outfit
Outfit
Infit
Infit
SE
MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD
PMC
Item
Measure
1.39
2.5
W23
1.32
.13
1.25
1.6
.70
1.04
.4
W21
.03
.15
1.03
.3
.70
.65
-2.8
W24
-.39
.16
.62
-3.1
.79
.99
.0
W22
-.95
.17
.93
-.4
.62
Note. PMC = Point-measure correlation. Note. W = Comment Receiver. The middle
number represents the iteration of the questionnaire. The last number represents the item
number within the construct group.
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The item-person map for Comment receiver general perceived usefulness is
shown in Figure 5. The logit scale for both persons and items on the left side ranges
from -3 to 5, with an item mean of 0 and a mean person ability estimate of .93. The
participants, while showing fairly even distribution on the left side, also exhibit a
positive bias in their responses to the items, with greater extension above 0 than
below it.
The four items are spaced somewhat apart, with items W21 and W23 placed
at or above the mean and items W22 and W24 being easier to endorse. Of note is
item W23 (Comfortable receiving suggestions), which proved particularly difficult
to endorse. As most learners likely would have had little or no peer review
experience prior to this, it is understandable that this item falls above the other
three as it indicates their relative unease being criticized by their peers. On the
other hand, the fact that items W21, W22, and W24 are at or below the mean is
encouraging as in speculation they all relate to the participants’ perception of the
activity’s usefulness, particularly W24 (Peer review was useful for me) and W22
(Used my partners’ suggestions).
What we can learn from this hierarchy of responses on the Wright map is
that although the learners might not have been comfortable receiving comments on
their written work by their peers, they were nonetheless interested in reading them
and found enough of them helpful that they used them when revising their drafts.
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------------------------------------------------------------------Persons with more
|More difficult to endorse items
Positive reaction
|
5
.### +
|
|
|
|
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4
.#### +
|
|
|
|
|
3
+
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|
S|
|
|
2
.###### +
|T
|
| W23 Comfortable receiving suggestions
.######## |
|
1
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|
|
|
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.####### +M W21 Interested in partners’ suggestions
|
|
| W24 Peer review was useful for me
.###### S|
|S
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+ W22 Used my partners’ suggestions
|
##### |
|
|
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|
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|
|
. |
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+
Persons with more
|Easier to endorse items
negative reaction
|
------------------------------------------------------------------Figure 5. Wright map for Comment receiver general perceived usefulness. Each # is 2
persons. Each . is 1 person. M = Mean; S = 1 SD; T = 2 SD. W = Comment Receiver. The
middle number represents the iteration of the questionnaire. The last number represents
the item number within the construct group.

The Rasch item reliability estimate for this construct was .96, and the item
separation estimate was 5.16, indicating that the item difficulty estimates were well
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separated in relation to their standard errors. The person reliability estimate was
low at .59, and the person separation was 1.20, which is below the minimum
recommended level of 2.0, indicating a strong degree of similarity in the person
ability estimates for this construct.

Evaluation sheet reader/reviewer perceived usefulness
The next eight hypothesized constructs measure the participants’
evaluations of four peer review modes, first as reader/reviewers and then as
comment receivers. Each construct was measured through five Likert-scale items
on the perceived usefulness questionnaire after the participants had engaged in that
mode of peer review.
For the construct of Evaluation sheet reader/reviewer perceived usefulness,
rating scale functioning was examined for the six Likert-scale categories. The
recommended minimum of 10 observations per category was not met for category
1 (Strongly disagree). Therefore, this category was combined with category 2 and
subsequently reanalyzed. The results can be seen in Table 34.
The outfit mean square statistic for all categories was well below the
required 2.0 criterion. Separation between adjacent thresholds was greater than the
required .81 logits for the revised 5-point scale (Linacre, 2002). The smallest gap,
between the first and second thresholds, was 1.96 logits, well above the criterion.
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Table 34. Rating Scale Functioning for the Construct Evaluation Sheet
Reader/Reviewer Perceived Usefulness
Structure Category
Infit
Outfit
measure measure
Category
Count (%)
MNSQ
MNSQ
1 Disagree
68 (12)
1.03
1.04
None
( -4.42)
3 Slightly Disagree
167 (29)
.96
.99
-3.23
-2.28
4 Slightly Agree
214 (38)
.95
.96
-1.27
-.01
5 Agree
93 (16)
.94
.99
1.25
2.28
6 Strongly Agree
27 (5)
1.08
1.08
3.25
-4.44
Note. PMC = Point-measure correlation.

Next, Rasch item statistics were examined in order to determine to what
degree the items fit the Rasch model. The results are shown in Table 35. All five
items displayed acceptable infit mean square statistics between .5 and 1.5, the range
of acceptable fit as recommended by Linacre (2009).

Table 35. Rasch Statistics for the Items Measuring Evaluation Sheet
Reader/Reviewer Perceived Usefulness
Outfit
Outfit
Infit
Infit
ZSTD
Item
Measure
SE
MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ
PMC
1.29
2.1
RE1
1.46
.14
1.28
2.1
.65
.69
-2.7
RE2
.28
.14
.68
-2.7
.83
1.07
.6
RE3
.24
.14
1.07
.6
.74
.99
.0
RE5
-.84
.14
.96
-.3
.75
.93
-.5
RE4
-1.15
.14
.93
-.5
.72
Note. PMC = Point-measure correlation. The first letter indicated the role of the
questionnaire taker, in this case R = Reader/reviewer. The second letter indicates the
mode of peer review: E = Evaluation sheet. The last number represents the item number
within the construct group.

The item-person map for the Evaluation sheet reader/reviewer perceived
usefulness is shown in Figure 6. The logits scale for both persons and items on the
left side ranges from -5 to 4, with an item mean of 0 and a mean person ability
estimate of -.64. The participants display a fairly even distribution on the left side,
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albeit with a slight negative bias in their responses to the items, with a greater
number falling below 0 than above it.
The five items show significant spacing between some and less spacing
between others, with items RE1, RE2, and RE3 placed above the mean and items
RE4 and RE5 being easier to endorse. Item RE1 is noticeably far from the other
four items representing the construct. As with the previous construct, the word
“comfortable” in the item might have made it particularly difficult to endorse as
several learners would likely not feel comfortable commenting (or receiving
comments) about the positive and, particularly, negative aspects of their classmates’
written work. The next most difficult to endorse items (RE2 and RE3) correlate
with the reviewers’ self-performance. In speculation, a lack of confidence in their
own reviewing ability might again have played a role in making these items more
difficult to agree with. The last two items (RE4 and RE5) relate more to the activity
and its instrumentation and less to the learners’ self-perception of their performance,
and were therefore easier to endorse.
The Rasch item reliability estimate for this construct was .98, and the item
separation estimate was 6.30, indicating that the item difficulty estimates were well
separated in relation to their standard errors. The person reliability estimate was .76,
and the person separation was 1.78, which is below the minimum recommended
level of 2.0, indicating a notable degree of similarity in the person ability estimates
for this construct.
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------------------------------------------------------------------Persons with more
| More difficult to endorse items
Positive reaction
|
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|
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+
|
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|
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|
|
|
|
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Persons with more
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|
------------------------------------------------------------------Figure 6. Wright map for Evaluation sheet reader/reviewer perceived usefulness. Each # is
2 persons. Each . is 1 person. M = Mean; S = 1 SD; T = 2 SD. The first letter indicated the
role of the questionnaire taker, in this case R = Reader/reviewer. The second letter
indicates the mode of peer review: E = Evaluation sheet. The last number represents the
item number within the construct group.
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On draft reader/reviewer perceived usefulness
Rating scale functioning was examined for the six Likert-scale categories.
The recommended minimum of 10 observations per category was met for all six
categories. The results can be seen in Table 36. The outfit mean square statistic for
all categories was well below the required 2.0 criterion. Separation between
adjacent thresholds was greater than the required .59 logits for the 6-point scale
(Linacre, 2002). The smallest gap, between the first and second thresholds, was
1.18 logits, well above the criterion.

Table 36. Rating Scale Functioning for the Construct On Draft Reader/reviewer
Perceived Usefulness
Structure Category
Infit
Outfit
measure measure
Category
Count (%)
MNSQ
MNSQ
1 Strongly Disagree
16 (3)
1.24
1.27
None
( -4.37)
2 Disagree
60 (11)
.91
.92
-3.09
-2.58
3 Slightly Disagree
161 (29)
.83
.83
-1.91
-.98
4 Slightly Agree
193 (34)
.96
.96
-.15
.83
5 Agree
95 (17)
1.02
1.02
1.83
2.63
6 Strongly Agree
35 (6)
1.17
1.16
3.31
-4.56
Note. PMC = Point-measure correlation.

Next, Rasch item statistics were examined in order to determine to what
degree the items fit the Rasch model. The results are shown in Table 37. Four of
the five items displayed acceptable infit mean square statistics between .5 and 1.5,
the range of acceptable fit as recommended by Linacre (2009). Item RW1, however,
had a measure of 1.52, just above this suggested range. In order to measure the
degree to which this item’s misfit was affecting the unidimensionality of the
construct, results from 5% (n = 6) of the most misfitting persons were removed,
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and these revised person measures were then compared to the original person
measures. The revised infit mean square for item RW1 was 1.35; thus, the item was
retained.

Table 37. Rasch Statistics for the Items Measuring On Draft Reader/reviewer
Perceived Usefulness
Outfit
Outfit
Infit
Infit
Item
Measure
SE
MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD
PMC
1.56
3.7
RW1
.75
.12
1.52
3.4
.73
.84
-1.2
RW2
.44
.13
.84
-1.2
.73
.74
-2.1
RW3
.35
.13
.75
-2.0
.72
.90
-.7
RW5
-.52
.13
.91
-.6
.77
.92
-.6
RW4
-1.02
.13
.91
-.7
.71
Note. PMC = Point-measure correlation. The first letter indicated the role of the
questionnaire taker, in this case R = Reader/reviewer. The second letter indicates the
mode of peer review: W = On draft. The last number represents the item number within the
construct group.

The item-person map for on draft reader/reviewer perceived usefulness is
shown in Figure 7. The logit scale for both persons and items on the left side ranges
from -3 to 5, with an item mean of 0 and a mean person ability estimate of 32. The
participants display a fairly even distribution, albeit with somewhat of a positive
bias in their responses to the items due to the greater number falling above the
mean than below it.
Similar to the RE construct, the five items show greater spacing between
some items and less spacing between others, with the item hierarchy being
correlative to the items to that construct (RW1, RW2, and RW3 placing above the
mean and items RW4 and RW5 falling below it). Once again, the first item (RW1),
places at the top of the hierarchy, although this time the gap between it and the next
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item is less significant. To speculate, as with the previous construct, the word
“comfortable” in the item might have made it difficult for learners to endorse due
to a lack of confidence in commenting on their classmates’ written work. The next
most difficult items (RW2 and RW3) correlate to the reviewers’ self-performance.
One hypothesis is that a lack of confidence in their own reviewing ability
might again have played a role in making these items more difficult to endorse
strongly. The last two items (RW4 and RW5) relate more to the activity and less to
the learners’ self-perception of their performance, and were therefore easier to
endorse. Of note is the gap between these two items. To a degree RW5 still relates
to the learners, specifically their interest in doing this activity again, hence there is
perhaps more reticence to endorse this view. RW4, on the other hand, only asks
about the usefulness of the activity itself and is therefore easier to endorse as it does
not ask them to reflect strongly on their own performance.
The Rasch item reliability estimate for this construct was .96, and the item
separation estimate was 4.88, indicating that the item difficulty estimates were
quite well separated in relation to their standard errors. The person reliability
estimate was .76, and the person separation was 1.78, which is below the minimum
recommended level of 2.0, indicating a notable degree of similarity in the person
ability estimates for this construct.
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Positive reaction
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------------------------------------------------------------------Figure 7. Wright map for On draft reader/reviewer perceived usefulness. Each X 1 person.
M = Mean; S = 1 SD; T = 2 SD. The first letter indicated the role of the questionnaire taker,
in this case R = Reader/reviewer. The second letter indicates the mode of peer review: W
= On draft. The last number represents the item number within the construct group.
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Oral reader/reviewer perceived usefulness
Rating scale functioning was examined for the six Likert-scale categories.
The recommended minimum of 10 observations per category was not met for
category 1 (Strongly disagree). Therefore, this category was combined with
category 2 and subsequently reanalyzed. The results can be seen in Table 38.
The outfit mean square statistic for all categories was well below the
required 2.0 criterion. Separation between adjacent thresholds was greater than the
required .81 logits for the revised 5-point scale (Linacre, 2002). The smallest gap,
between the third and fourth thresholds, was 1.33 logits, over .5 logits above the
criterion.

Table 38. Rating Scale Functioning for the Construct Oral Reader/reviewer
Perceived Usefulness
Structure Category
Infit
Outfit
measure measure
Category
Count (%)
MNSQ
MNSQ
1 Disagree
83 (15)
1.11
1.10
None
( -4.29)
2 Slightly Disagree
192 (35)
.90
.93
-3.11
-2.11
3 Slightly Agree
189 (34)
.93
.95
-1.04
.15
4 Agree
65 (12)
.96
.96
1.41
2.12
5 Strongly Agree
26 (5)
1.06
1.05
2.74
-4.01
Note. PMC = Point-measure correlation.

Next, Rasch item statistics were examined in order to determine to what
degree items fit the model. The results are shown in Table 39. Four of the five
items displayed acceptable infit mean square statistics between .5 and 1.5, the range
of acceptable fit as recommended by Linacre (2009). Item RO1, however, had a
measure of 1.65, above this suggested range. In order to measure the degree to
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which this item’s misfit was affecting the unidimensionality of the construct,
results from 5% (n = 6) of the most misfitting persons were removed, and these
revised person measures were then compared to the original person measures in
order to discover the degree to which a sample of misfitting responses affected the
item. The Pearson correlation of measures with and without the six misfitting
persons was .98. The revised infit mean square for item RO1 was 1.51, which is
above the 1.50 threshold but only very slightly so, and thus the item was retained.

Table 39. Rasch Statistics for the Items Measuring Oral Reader/reviewer
Perceived Usefulness
Outfit
Outfit
Infit
Infit
MNSQ
ZSTD
Item
Measure
SE
MNSQ ZSTD
PMC
.75
-2.1
RO2
.60
.14
.75
-2.1
.73
1.65
4.2
RO1
.52
.14
1.65
4.2
.71
.69
-2.6
RO4
.27
.14
.68
-2.7
.79
.81
-1.5
RO3
-.59
.14
.81
-1.5
.82
1.05
.4
RO5
-.80
.14
1.06
.5
.75
Note. PMC = Point-measure correlation. The first letter indicated the role of the
questionnaire taker, in this case R = Reader/reviewer. The second letter indicates the
mode of peer review: O = Oral. The last number represents the item number within the
construct group.

The item-person map for the Oral reader/reviewer perceived usefulness is
shown in Figure 8. The logit scale for both persons and items on the left side ranges
from -5 to 3, with an item mean of 0 and a mean person ability estimate of -.90.
The participants display a fairly even distribution on the left side, albeit with a
negative bias in their responses to the items as determined by the greater number
falling below 0 than above it.

160

The five items show a significant gap between items RO1, RO2, and RO4
and items RO3, and RO5. The first three of these were more difficult to endorse
and fall above the mean score. These items ask students to judge their performance
in the peer review activity, so speculatively they were more likely to hesitate
scoring these aspects highly. As with the previous two constructs, the word
“comfortable” in item RO1 might have made it difficult to endorse as several
learners would likely not feel comfort in commenting on their classmates’ written
work. Even more difficult to endorse, however, was item RO2, which asks to what
degree they felt their partner appreciated their comments. As oral peer review is the
only one of the four modes in which reviewers engage directly with the peer
authors, only this mode involves some degree of feedback from the composer, thus
the inclusion of this question. As with the comfort question, hypothetically the
participants might not have felt confident that their partners received their
comments with appreciation and therefore hesitated to endorse this item as much as
the others. The last two items (RE3 and RE5) relate more to the activity and its
context and less to the learners’ self-perception of their performance, and were
therefore easier to endorse, hence the gap between these and the other three items.
The Rasch item reliability (separation) estimate for this construct was .94
(3.89), indicating that the item difficulty estimates were well separated in relation
to their standard errors. The person reliability (separation) estimate was .78 (1.88),
which is below the minimum recommended level of 2.0, indicating a notable
degree of similarity in the person ability estimates for this construct.
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------------------------------------------------------------------Figure 8. Wright map for Oral reader/reviewer perceived usefulness. Each X 1 person. M =
Mean; S = 1 SD; T = 2 SD. The first letter indicated the role of the questionnaire taker, in
this case R = Reader/reviewer. The second letter indicates the mode of peer review: O =
Oral. The last number represents the item number within the construct group.
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Computer-assisted reader/reviewer perceived usefulness
Rating scale functioning was examined for the six Likert-scale categories.
The recommended minimum of 10 observations per category was not met for
category 1 (Strongly disagree). Therefore, this category was combined with
category 2 and subsequently reanalyzed. The results can be seen in Table 40.
The outfit mean square statistic for all categories was well below the
required 2.0 criterion. Separation between adjacent thresholds was greater than the
required .81 logits for the revised 5-point scale (Linacre, 2002). The smallest gap,
between the third and fourth thresholds, was 1.50 logits, well above the criterion.

Table 40. Rating Scale Functioning for the Construct Computer-Assisted
Reader/reviewer Perceived Usefulness
Structure Category
Infit
Outfit
measure measure
Category
Count (%)
MNSQ
MNSQ
1 Disagree
34 (6)
1.51
1.44
None
( -3.81)
2 Slightly Disagree
125 (22)
.92
.90
-2.60
-1.75
3 Slightly Agree
198 (35)
.98
.97
-.78
.06
4 Agree
142 (25)
.82
.79
.94
1.76
5 Strongly Agree
61 (11)
.94
.95
2.44
-3.68
Note. PMC = Point-measure correlation.

Next, Rasch item statistics were examined in order to determine to what
degree the items fit the Rasch model. The results are shown in Table 41. All five
items displayed acceptable infit mean square statistics between .5 and 1.5, the range
of acceptable fit as recommended by Linacre (2009).
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Table 41. Rasch Statistics for the Items Measuring Computer-Assisted
Reader/reviewer Perceived Usefulness
Outfit
Outfit
Infit
Infit
Item
Measure
SE
MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD
PMC
.91
-.7
RP3
.74
.12
.88
-.9
.67
.97
-.2
RP2
.65
.12
.97
-.2
.69
1.29
2.0
RP1
.33
.12
1.29
2.0
.66
.94
-.4
RP5
-.61
.12
.96
-.3
.69
.88
-.9
RP4
-1.11
.13
.91
-.7
.66
Note. PMC = Point-measure correlation. The first letter indicated the role of the
questionnaire taker, in this case R = Reader/reviewer. The second letter indicates the
mode of peer review: P = Computer-assisted. The last number represents the item number
within the construct group.

The item-person map for the Computer-Assisted reader/reviewer perceived
usefulness is shown in Figure 9. The logit scale for both persons and items on the
left side ranges from -5 to 4, with an item mean of 0 and a mean person ability
estimate of .26. The participants display a fairly even distribution on the left side
with a slightly positive bias in their responses to the items as determined by the
greater number falling above 0 than below it.
There are significant gaps between items RP1, RP2, and RP3, item RP5,
and item RP4. The first three of these were more difficult to endorse and fall above
the mean score. These items ask students to judge their performance in the peer
review activity, so they were more likely to hesitate scoring these aspects highly. In
contrast, the last two items (RP4 and RP5) relate more to the activity and its
context (typing comments into the computer) and less to the learners’ selfperception of their performance, and were therefore easier to endorse. To a degree
RP5 still relates to the learners involvement, specifically their interest in doing
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|
------------------------------------------------------------------Figure 9. Wright map for Computer-assisted reader/reviewer perceived usefulness. Each #
is 2 persons. Each . is 1 person. M = Mean; S = 1 SD; T = 2 SD. The first letter indicated
the role of the questionnaire taker, in this case R = Reader/reviewer. The second letter
indicates the mode of peer review: P = Computer-assisted. The last number represents the
item number within the construct group.
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this activity again, thus making it somewhat more difficult to endorse than RP4,
which asks about the ease with which the computer helped them to make comments,
thus allowing them to endorse the mode instead of their performance.
The Rasch item reliability estimate for this construct was .97, and the item
separation estimate was 5.84, indicating that the item difficulty estimates were
quite well separated in relation to their standard errors. The person reliability
estimate was .66, and the person separation was 1.39, which is below the minimum
recommended level of 2.0, indicating a notable degree of similarity in the person
ability estimates for this construct.

Evaluation sheet comment receiver perceived usefulness
Rating scale functioning was examined for the six Likert-scale categories.
The recommended minimum of 10 observations per category was not met for
categories 1 and 2 (Strongly disagree and disagree). Therefore, these categories
were combined with category 3 and subsequently reanalyzed. The results are
displayed in Table 42. The outfit mean square statistic for all categories was well
below the required 2.0 criterion. Separation between adjacent thresholds was
greater than the required 1.1 logits for the revised 4-point scale (Linacre, 2002).
The smallest gap, between the first and second thresholds, was 2.41 logits, was well
above the criterion.
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Table 42. Rating Scale Functioning for the Construct Evaluation Sheet Comment
Receiver Perceived Usefulness
Structure Category
Infit
Outfit
measure measure
Category
Count (%)
MNSQ
MNSQ
1 Disagree
46 (8)
1.18
1.19
None
( -3.68)
2 Slightly Agree
162 (29)
.88
.91
-2.52
-1.33
3 Agree
234 (43)
1.02
1.06
-.11
1.28
4 Strongly Agree
108 (20)
.96
.96
2.62
-3.77
Note. PMC = Point-measure correlation.

Next, Rasch item statistics were examined in order to determine to what
degree the items fit the Rasch model. The results are shown in Table 43. All five
items displayed acceptable infit mean square statistics between .5 and 1.5, the range
of acceptable fit as recommended by Linacre (2009).

Table 43. Rasch Statistics for the Items Measuring Evaluation Sheet Comment
Receiver Perceived Usefulness
Outfit
Outfit
Infit
Infit
Item
Measure
SE
MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD
PMC
1.00
.1
WE5
.74
.15
1.04
.3
.73
1.46
3.1
WE1
.37
.15
1.50
3.2
.61
.98
-.1
WE2
-.35
.16
.93
-.5
.75
.78
-1.7
WE3
-.20
.16
.84
-1.2
.82
.70
-2.5
WE4
-.56
.16
.69
-2.5
.80
Note. PMC = Point-measure correlation. The first letter indicated the role of the
questionnaire taker, in this case W = Comment receiver. The second letter indicates the
mode of peer review: E = Evaluation sheet. The last number represents the item number
within the construct group.

The item-person map for the Perceived Usefulness On Draft Peer Review as
Comment Receiver is shown in Figure 10. The logits scale for both persons and
items on the left side ranges from -4 to 5, with an item mean of 0 and a mean
person ability estimate of .64. The participants display a fairly even distribution on
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the left side with a slightly positive bias in their responses to the items as
determined by the greater number falling above 0 than below it.
There are gaps between items WE5 and WE1, and WE1 and items WE2, WE3, and
WE4. Starting from the bottom, the easier to endorse items were focused on the
usefulness of the instrument (WE4) and the effort made by their peer reviewers
(WE2 and WE3). WE1 asked about the ease and comfort of reading the peer
comments, understandably a more difficult prospect as it involves exposing oneself
to criticism. WE5 was the most difficult to endorse, which is perhaps a reflection
on how much they value their own writing. To speculate, if the participants were
modest about the perceived quality of their work, they might feel that there were
many flaws, more than the reviewer attended to. Therefore, this item, which
reflects their satisfaction with the amount of comments received, might have been
difficult to endorse if they felt there were more flaws than were addressed by the
peer reviewer.
The Rasch item reliability estimate for this construct was .89, and the item
separation estimate was 2.81, indicating that the item difficulty estimates were
fairly well separated in relation to their standard errors. The person reliability
estimate was .74, and the person separation was 1.70, which is below the minimum
recommended level of 2.0, indicating a notable degree of similarity in the person
ability estimates for this construct.
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------------------------------------------------------------------Figure 10. Wright map for Evaluation sheet comment receiver perceived usefulness. Each
# is 2 persons. Each . is 1 person. M = Mean; S = 1 SD; T = 2 SD. Note. The first letter
indicated the role of the questionnaire taker, in this case W = Comment receiver. The
second letter indicates the mode of peer review: E = Evaluation sheet. The last number
represents the item number within the construct group.
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On draft comment receiver perceived usefulness
Rating scale functioning was examined for the six Likert-scale categories.
The recommended minimum of 10 observations per category was not met for
category 1 (Strongly disagree). Therefore, this category was combined with
category 2 and subsequently reanalyzed. The results can be seen in Table 44. The
outfit mean square statistic for all categories was below the required 2.0 criterion.
Separation between adjacent thresholds was greater than the required .81 logits for
the revised 5-point scale (Linacre, 2002). The smallest gap, between the first and
second thresholds, was 1.04 logits, was above the criterion.

Table 44. Rating Scale Functioning for the Construct On Draft Comment Receiver
Perceived Usefulness
Structure Category
Infit
Outfit
measure measure
Category
Count (%)
MNSQ
MNSQ
1 Disagree
16 (3)
1.68
1.89
None
(-3.82)
2 Slightly Disagree
62 (12)
.82
.81
-2.51
-2.04
3 Slightly Agree
204 (38)
.89
.91
-1.47
-.21
4 Agree
181 (34)
.78
.79
.95
2.02
5 Strongly Agree
71 (13)
1.11
1.06
3.04
-4.22
Note. PMC = Point-measure correlation.

Next, Rasch item statistics were examined in order to determine to what
degree the items fit the Rasch model. The results are shown in Table 45. Four of
the five items displayed acceptable infit mean square statistics between .5 and 1.5,
the range of acceptable fit as recommended by Linacre (2009). Item WW1,
however, had a measure of 1.69, which is above this suggested range. In order to
determine the degree to which the most misfitting persons affected the item fit,
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results from 5% (n = 6) of the most misfitting persons were removed. The revised
infit mean square for item WW1 was 1.28, thus the item was retained.

Table 45. Rasch Statistics for the Items Measuring On Draft Comment Receiver
Perceived Usefulness
Outfit
Outfit
Infit
Infit
Item
Measure
SE
MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD
PMC
.87
-.9
WW5
.55
.14
.82
-1.3
.80
1.65
4.0
WW1
.05
.14
1.69
4.1
.54
.86
-1.0
WW3
-.03
.14
.85
-1.0
.78
.78
-1.7
WW4
.01
.14
.79
-1.6
.76
.81
-1.4
WW2
-.60
.15
.84
-1.1
.77
Note. PMC = Point-measure correlation. The first letter indicated the role of the
questionnaire taker, in this case W = Comment receiver. The second letter indicates the
mode of peer review: W = On draft. The last number represents the item number within the
construct group.

The item-person map for the On Draft comment receiver perceived
usefulness is shown in Figure 11. The logit scale ranges from -3 to 5, with an item
mean of 0 and the mean person ability estimate was 81. The participants display a
somewhat jagged distribution skewed toward the positive end in their responses to
the items as shown by the greater number falling above 0 than below it.
The five items show gaps between item WW5 and items WW1, WW3, and
WW4 and another gap between these three items and item WW2. As with the
previous evaluation sheet construct, the easier to endorse items were focused on the
usefulness of the mode (WW3) and the effort made by their peer reviewers (WW2
and WW4), in this case particularly endorsing the degree to which they felt that
their partner read their paragraph. WW1 asked about the ease and comfort of
reading the peer comments, and was slightly more difficult to endorse. The item
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asking about satisfaction with the number of comments received (WW5) was once
more the most difficult to endorse, reflecting the relatively low esteem the
participants assigned their work as they felt there were more flaws than were
addressed by the peer reviewer.
The Rasch item reliability estimate for this construct was .83, and the item
separation estimate was 2.18, indicating that the item difficulty estimates were well
separated in relation to their standard errors. The person reliability estimate was .72,
and the person separation was 1.59, which is below the minimum recommended
level of 2.0.

Oral comment receiver perceived usefulness
Rating scale functioning was examined for the six Likert-scale categories.
The recommended minimum of 10 observations per category was not met for
category 1 (Strongly disagree). Therefore, this category was combined with
category 2 and subsequently reanalyzed. The results can be seen in Table 46. The
outfit mean square statistic for all categories was below the required 2.0 criterion.
Separation between adjacent thresholds was greater than the required .81 logits for
the revised 5-point scale (Linacre, 2002). The smallest gap, between the first and
second thresholds, was .84 logits, was just above the recommended criterion.
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|
------------------------------------------------------------------Figure 11. Wright map for On draft comment receiver perceived usefulness. Each # is 2
persons. Each . is 1 person. M = Mean; S = 1 SD; T = 2 SD. Note. PMC = Point-measure
correlation. The first letter indicated the role of the questionnaire taker, in this case W =
Comment receiver. The second letter indicates the mode of peer review: W = On draft. The
last number represents the item number within the construct group.
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Table 46. Rating Scale Functioning for Oral Comment Receiver Perceived
Usefulness
Structure
Category
Count
Infit
Outfit
measure
measure
Category
(%)
MNSQ
MNSQ
1 Disagree
20 (4)
1.04
1.10
None
( -3.83)
2 Slightly Disagree
52 (9)
.99
1.00
-2.49
-2.12
3 Slightly Agree
184 (33)
.92
.99
-1.65
-.33
4 Agree
198 (36)
.83
.84
.84
2.09
5 Strongly Agree
100 (18)
1.25
1.11
3.30
-4.46
Note. PMC = Point-measure correlation.

Next, Rasch item statistics were examined in order to determine to what
degree the items fit the Rasch model. The results are shown in Table 47. All five
items displayed acceptable infit mean square statistics between .5 and 1.5, the range
of acceptable fit as recommended by Linacre (2009).

Table 47. Rasch Statistics for the Items Measuring Oral Comment Receiver
Perceived Usefulness
Outfit
Outfit
Infit
Infit
Item
Measure
SE
MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD
PMC
1.35
2.3
WO1
.29
.14
1.36
2.3
.69
.82
-1.3
WO5
.14
.15
.77
-1.7
.81
.83
-1.2
WO2
-.04
.15
.81
-1.4
.80
1.23
1.6
WO3
-.22
.15
1.26
1.7
.72
.72
-2.2
WO4
-.17
.15
.75
-1.9
.82
Note. PMC = Point-measure correlation. The first letter indicated the role of the
questionnaire taker, in this case W = Comment receiver. The second letter indicates the
mode of peer review: O = Oral. The last number represents the item number within the
construct group.

The Wright map for Oral Comment Receiver perceived usefulness is shown
in Figure 12. The logit scale for both persons and items on the left side ranges from
-3 to 5, with an item mean of 0 and a mean person ability estimate of 1.14. The
participants display a fairly regular distribution on the left side skewed towards the
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positive end in their responses to the items as determined by the significantly
greater number falling above 0 than below it.
The five items representing this construct group closely around the mean
with no significant gaps between them. As with the other constructs, the more
difficult to endorse items (WO1 and WO5) relate to the participants’ comfort level
receiving suggestions and satisfaction with the number of peer comments. The
easier to endorse items (WO3 and WO4) focus on their partners’ efforts and the
perceived usefulness of their suggestions.
The Rasch item reliability estimate for this construct was low at .41, and the
item separation estimate was also low at .84, indicating that the item difficulty
estimates were less well separated in relation to their standard errors than with the
other constructs. On the other hand, the person reliability estimate was .80, and the
person separation was 2.00, reaching the minimum recommended level of 2.0. The
results indicates that the person ability estimates display greater differences among
the respondents than for the other constructs, perhaps due to the interactive nature
of this peer review mode compared to the other three, which rely on one-directional
communication.
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------------------------------------------------------------------Figure 12. Wright map for Oral comment receiver perceived usefulness. Each # is 2
persons. Each . is 1 person. M = Mean; S = 1 SD; T = 2 SD. Note. The first letter indicated
the role of the questionnaire taker, in this case W = Comment receiver. The second letter
indicates the mode of peer review: O = Oral. The last number represents the item number
within the construct group.
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Computer-assisted comment receiver perceived usefulness
Rating scale functioning was examined for the six Likert-scale categories.
The recommended minimum of 10 observations per category was not met for
categories 1 and 2 (Strongly disagree and Disagree). Therefore, these categories
were combined with category 3 and subsequently reanalyzed. The results are
displayed in Table 48. The outfit mean square statistic for all categories was well
below the required 2.0 criterion. Separation between adjacent thresholds was
greater than the required 1.1 logits for the revised 4-point scale (Linacre, 2002).
The smallest gap, between the second and third thresholds, was 3.30 logits, was
well above the criterion.

Table 48. Rating Scale Functioning for the Construct Computer-Assisted Comment
Receiver Perceived Usefulness
Structure Category
Count
Infit
Outfit
measure
measure
Category
(%)
MNSQ
MNSQ
1 Disagree
34 (7)
.91
.91
None
( -4.46)
2 Slightly Agree
169 (33)
.98
.97
-3.34
-1.67
3 Agree
210 (41)
.86
.92
.02
1.67
4 Strongly Agree
97 (19)
1.21
1.20
3.32
-4.45
Note. PMC = Point-measure correlation.

Rasch item statistics were examined to determine to what degree items fit
the model. The results are shown in Table 49. Four of the five items displayed
acceptable infit mean square statistics between .5 and 1.5, the range of acceptable
fit as recommended by Linacre (2009). Item WP1, however, had an infit MNSQ
statistic of 1.53, just above this suggested range. In order to determine the degree to
which the most misfitting persons were affecting the item’s fit, the responses from
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5% (n = 6) of the most misfitting persons were removed; the revised infit mean
square for item WP1 was 1.35, thus the item was retained.

Table 49. Rasch Statistics for the Items Measuring Computer-Assisted Comment
Receiver Perceived Usefulness
Outfit
Outfit
Infit
Infit
Item
Measure
SE
MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD
PMC
.84
-1.1
WP5
.43
.17
.86
-.9
.86
.64
-2.7
WP4
.22
.18
.61
-2.8
.88
.74
-1.8
WP3
-.01
.18
.77
-1.5
.87
1.43
2.6
WP1
-.24
.18
1.53
3.0
.71
1.15
1.0
WP2
-.41
.19
1.20
1.3
.76
Note. PMC = Point-measure correlation. The first letter indicated the role of the
questionnaire taker, in this case W = Comment receiver. The second letter indicates the
mode of peer review: P = Computer-assisted. The last number represents the item number
within the construct group.

The item-person map for the Perceived Usefulness Computer-Assisted Peer
Review as Comment Receiver is shown in Figure 13. The logit scale for both
persons and items on the left side ranges from -4 to 5, with an item mean of 0 and a
mean person ability estimate of .80. The participants display a fairly even
distribution on the left side with a positive bias in their responses to the items.
Notably, a particularly large group falls at the very top of the distribution.
The five items representing this construct cluster somewhat closely around
the mean with small gaps separating WP5 and WP2 from the others. As with
previous constructs, the most difficult to endorse item (WP5) relates to the
participants’ satisfaction with the number of peer comments received. Unlike the
results from other constructs, however, the participants had an easier time
endorsing the item (WP1) focusing on their comfort reading suggestions in this
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format. Speculatively, this could be an indication of their preference for receiving
comments via computer commenting compared to the other three modes.
Additionally, the fact that item WP2, relating to how carefully participants felt the
reviewers read their writing, was highest in endorsability also indicates greater
satisfaction with this aspect of peer review in this mode.
The Rasch item reliability estimate for this construct was .61, and the item
separation estimate was 1.25, indicating that the item difficulty estimates were less
well separated in relation to their standard errors compared to the other constructs
in the questionnaire. The person reliability estimate was .81, and the person
separation was 2.08, which is above the minimum recommended level of 2.0, the
highest separation of all 11 constructs.

Comparison of the Rasch Analyses and EFA Results
A summary of the exploratory factor analysis and Rasch PCA analysis for
the 11 constructs in the questionnaire can be seen in Table 50. Of the 52 items
analyzed, five items (R24, RE1, RP2, RP3, WW1) did not load on their intended
constructs using EFA. However, these items did load as expected in the Rasch PCA
of item residuals analysis. Therefore, all items were retained for further Rasch
analyses.
Table 51 shows the Rasch statistics for each of the 11 constructs. The
variance explained for each of the measures is fairly high, and all were over the
50% threshold recommended by Linacre (2009, p. 398).
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------------------------------------------------------------------Figure 13. Wright map for Computer-assisted comment receiver perceived usefulness.
Each # is 2 persons. Each . is 1 person. M = Mean; S = 1 SD; T = 2 SD. Note. The first
letter indicated the role of the questionnaire taker, in this case W = Comment receiver. The
second letter indicates the mode of peer review: P = Computer-assisted. The last number
represents the item number within the construct group.
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Table 50. A Comparison of the Constructs Identified by the Exploratory Factor
Analysis and Rasch Analyses
Name

EFA items loading on each
factor

Rasch PCA items loading on
each factor

Reader general
perceived usefulness

R21, R22, R23

R21, R22, R23, R24

Reviewer general
perceived usefulness

V21, V22, V23, V24

V21, V22, V23, V24

W21, W22, W23, W24

W21, W22, W23, W24

RE2, RE3, RE4, RE5

RE1, RE2, RE3, RE4, RE5

RW1, RW2, RW3, RW4,
RW5

RW1, RW2, RW3, RW4,
RW5

RO1, RO2, RO3, RO4, RO5

RO1, RO2, RO3, RO4, RO5

RP1, RP4, RP5

RP1, RP2, RP3, RP4, RP5

WE1, WE2, WE3, WE4, WE5

WE1, WE2, WE3, WE4, WE5

WW2, WW3, WW4, WW5

WW1, WW2, WW3, WW4,
WW5

WO1, WO2, WO3, WO4,
WO5

WO1, WO2, WO3, WO4,
WO5

Comment receiver
general perceived
usefulness
Evaluation sheet
reader/reviewer
perceived usefulness
On draft
reader/reviewer
perceived usefulness
Oral reader/reviewer
perceived usefulness
Computer-assisted
reader/reviewer
perceived usefulness
Evaluation sheet
comment receiver
perceived usefulness
On draft comment
receiver perceived
usefulness
Oral comment receiver
perceived usefulness

Computer-assisted
comment receiver
WP1, WP2, WP3, WP4, WP5 WP1, WP2, WP3, WP4, WP5
perceived usefulness
Note. The first letter indicated the role of the questionnaire taker, in this case R = Reader;
V = Reviewer; W = Comment receiver. The second letter indicates the mode of peer
review: E = Evaluation sheet; W = On draft; O = Oral; P = Computer assisted. The last
number represents the item number within the construct group.
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Table 51. Rasch Analyses Statistics for the 11 Constructs

Name
Reader general
perceived usefulness
(R items)
Reviewer general
perceived usefulness
(V items)
Comment receiver
general perceived
usefulness
(W items)
Evaluation sheet
reader/reviewer
perceived usefulness
(RE items)
On draft
reader/reviewer
perceived usefulness
(RW items)

Eigenvalue

First
residual
variance
(%)

Eigenvalue

PS

IS

59.2

5.8

23.4

2.3

1.46

3.06

59.3

5.8

16.3

1.6

1.93

2.29

58.5

5.6

18.5

1.8

1.20

5.16

65.3

9.4

11.5

1.7

1.78

6.30

60.9

7.8

13.9

1.8

1.78

4.88

7.7

12.6

1.6

1.88

3.89

6.8

19.6

2.3

1.39

5.84

7.1

14.1

1.7

1.70

2.81

6.1

14.8

1.6

1.59

2.18

9.0

10.7

1.5

2.00

0.41

8.8
13.4
separation.

1.9

2.08

1.25

Explained
variance
(%)

Oral reader/reviewer
perceived usefulness
(RO items)
60.6
Computer-assisted
reader/reviewer
perceived usefulness
(RP items)
57.5
Evaluation sheet
comment receiver
perceived usefulness
(WE items)
58.8
On draft comment
receiver perceived
usefulness
(WW items)
55.0
Oral comment
receiver perceived
usefulness (WO
items)
64.2
Computer-assisted
comment receiver
perceived usefulness
(WP items)
63.9
Note. PS = person separation; IS = item
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Another consideration is the percentage of variance explained by the first
residual contrast. For five of the variables (represented by the R, V, W, RP, and
WW items) this statistic was greater than one-fourth of the variance explained by
the measures, a threshold Linacre (2009) proposes is important when considering
construct unidimensionality. However, in each case the eigenvalue of the first
residual contrast is still significantly below 3.0, another important threshold
proposed by Linacre. For these reasons, all items and constructs were retained.
Most items in the questionnaire instrument fit the model as intended
according to the infit mean square statistic derived from Rasch item analysis.
However, four items, seen in Table 52, had infit mean squares above the
recommended 1.50 threshold. Removing 5% of the most misfitting persons reduced
this score to below 1.50 for three of the four items, and the revised score for the
fourth item (RO1) was so close to the threshold that it was also retained.

Table 52. Rasch Statistics for the Most Misfitting Items
Item

Item description
I felt comfortable making written comments
RW1 to my partner on their paragraph.
I felt comfortable making oral comments to
RO1 my partner.
I felt comfortable reading my partner’s
WW1 suggestions.
I felt comfortable reading my partner’s
WP1 Suggestions.

Infit MNSQ

Revised Infit
MNSQ

1.52

1.35

1.65

1.51

1.68

1.28

1.53

1.35

Note. The revised infit mean square was derived by removing 5% (N = 6) of the most
misfitting persons from the measurement. The first letter indicated the role of the
questionnaire taker: R = Reader/reviewer; W = Comment receiver. The second letter
indicates the mode of peer review: W = On draft; O = Oral; P = Computer-assisted. The
last number represents the item number within the construct group.
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CHAPTER 5
RESULTS

The purpose of this chapter is to report the quantitative and qualitative
results for the six research questions.

Research Question 1: Perceived Utility of Peer Review Roles
The first research question asked how evaluations of the three peer review
roles (reader, reviewer, and comment receiver) were influenced by proficiency
level. The data examined for this analysis include the results from the 100-point Ctest (Appendix A) and items R21-R24, V21-V24, and W21-W24 from the
questionnaire instrument (Appendix B) representing the constructs of Reader
General Perceived Usefulness, Reviewer General Perceived Usefulness, and
Comment Receiver General Perceived Usefulness, respectively. Of the 121
participants, eight did not take the initial C-test and thus were excluded from the
analyses involving proficiency as a variable. Scores for the 113 participants who
did take the C-test ranged from 35 to 93. Due to the spread of scores over this 59point range, they were divided into three groups for subsequent analysis, hereafter
labeled High Proficiency Group, Intermediate Proficiency Group, and Low
Proficiency Group. The Low Proficiency Group was made up of participants with
scores up to 60, the Intermediate Proficiency Group’s scores ranged from 61 to 69,
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and the High Proficiency Group’s learners had scores from 70 to 93. The n-sizes
for the three groups were 38, 38, and 37, respectively.
A mixed ANOVA was conducted to assess the degree to which differences
existed in learners’ evaluations of the three roles, and the degree to which
proficiency group membership had an impact on these evaluations. The withinsubjects variable, role, consisted of three levels—Readers, Reviewers, and
Comment Receivers—representing the repeated-measures factor to which all the
participants were exposed. The between-subjects variable, proficiency, was
determined by membership to one of the three Proficiency Groups described above
according to the C-test results. Rasch person measures were extracted for each
participant from the three groups of items representing the three levels—the
participants’ roles as Readers, Reviewers, and Comment Receivers—relating to
peer review, and analysis was undertaken using SPSS 20 software (SPSS, 2011).
The first step was to determine the descriptive statistics for the person
measures (Table 53). Members of the Low Proficiency Group had an almost equal
evaluation of being readers and comment receivers, while Intermediate Proficiency
Group members strongly preferred receiving comments to the other two roles. High
Proficiency Group participants, on the other hand, most favored being readers with
somewhat less favorability towards being comment receivers and far less for being
reviewers, although the difference in their preferences was not as great as it was for
Intermediate Proficiency Group participants.
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Table 53. Descriptive Statistics for Person Measures of Participants’ General Perceived Usefulness of Three Peer Review
Roles According to Proficiency

Group
Low Proficiency
Reader
Reviewer
Comment receiver
Middle Proficiency
Reader
Reviewer
Comment receiver
High Proficiency
Reader
Reviewer
Comment receiver

M

SEM

95% CI
Lower
Upper

SD

Skewness

SE

Kurtosis

SE

0.59
-0.43
0.58

0.22
0.23
0.20

0.14
-0.91
0.17

1.04
0.04
0.98

1.37
1.45
1.22

0.92
0.60
-0.08

0.38
0.38
0.38

2.59
1.50
0.01

0.75
0.75
0.75

0.40
-0.34
1.03

0.21
0.21
0.24

-0.02
-0.76
0.55

0.83
0.08
1.51

1.30
1.27
1.47

0.49
0.14
1.13

0.38
0.38
0.38

1.29
-0.78
1.30

0.75
0.75
0.75

0.87
-0.15
0.60

0.31
0.27
0.24

0.24
-0.69
0.12

1.49
0.40
1.09

1.88
1.63
1.46

0.70
-0.33
0.86

0.39
0.39
0.39

0.88
0.62
2.02

0.76
0.76
0.76
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Before the main analysis, the assumptions of sphericity, homogeneity of
variance, and equality of covariance matrices were tested. Mauchly’s test of
sphericity was non-significant (p = .12), so the null hypothesis of equal variance
between treatments was sustained. Levene’s test of equality of error variance was
also non-significant for all three roles (Readers, Reviewers, and Comment
Receivers) representing levels of the within-subjects variable (p = .10, .82, .66,
respectively), so the homogeneity of variance assumption was upheld. Finally,
results for Box’s test of equality of covariance matrices was non-significant (p =
.16), also upholding this assumption.
After the assumptions were tested, interaction effects between variables and
main effects were examined. There was no significant interaction between the
variables role and proficiency, F(4, 220) = 1.49, p = .21, partial η2 = .03. There was
a significant main effect for role, F(2, 220) = 26.09, p < .01, partial η2 = .19, with
all three groups showing the least preference for the role of reviewer in comparison
to the other two roles.
The main effect comparing the three proficiency levels was non-significant,
F (2, 110) = .30, p = .74, partial η2 = .01, suggesting little difference in the
responses to each role according to the learners’ English proficiency.
While the participants’ proficiency level accounted for some differences in
role preference, these differences did not meet the criteria for statistical
significance. Moreover, the interaction effects between the two independent
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variables role and proficiency was limited in all three proficiency groups, thus
limiting definitive conclusions as to preference based on this factor.
The variable of role alone, however, was significant. In particular, the
participants evaluated being peer reviewers less positively than being readers or
comment receivers, although it is notable that evaluations of this role improved
with each increase in proficiency level.

Research Question 2: Perceived Utility of Peer Review Modes
The second research question asked how the learners evaluated written (on
draft or using guided question sheets), oral, and computer-assisted modes of peer
review as reader/reviewers and comment receivers and to what degree these
evaluations were related to the learners’ proficiency levels. Similar to the first
research question, the analysis relied on data from the 100-point C-test and the
post-peer review perceived usefulness questionnaires. However, whereas the
previous question included data from items targeting the participants’ general
response to peer review roles, this inquiry was specifically focused on their
evaluations of the four peer review modes they engaged in, both as
reader/reviewers and comment receivers. (The former role is a conflation of two of
the three roles in the previous question. They were combined in order to reduce the
total number of variables in the analysis from 12 to 8 and thus the likelihood of
interaction effects affecting the analysis.
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Questionnaire items analyzed included those focused on participants’ roles
as readers/reviewers and comment receivers in the four roles. Items RE1-RE5,
RO1-RO5, RW1-RW5, and RP1-RP5 represented the participants’ evaluations as
reader/reviewers to evaluation sheet, oral, on draft, and computer-assisted peer
review modes, respectively. Items WE1-WE5, WO1-WO5, WW1-WW5, and
WP1-WP5 presented evaluations of the same four modes as comment receivers.
Based on their C-test scores, the participants were divided into the same three
proficiency groups described in Research Question 1 (High Proficiency Group,
Intermediate Proficiency Group, and Low Proficiency Group).
Initially, descriptive statistics were performed on the Rasch person
measures for each peer review mode with the participants divided into one of the
three Proficiency Groups. In the resulting analysis, where the participants were
categorized by role as either reader/reviewers (Table 54) or comment receivers
(Table 55), there are notable differences both in mode evaluations within the same
role and, more notably, between the two roles. As reader/reviewers, the students
responded least positively to peer review using an evaluation sheet and,
particularly, in verbal face-to-face engagement (the Oral mode). The latter results
are similar across proficiency groups while those of the former, though consistently
averaging negative mean Rasch person measures, indicate the role proficiency
played in responses. Low Proficiency learners responded most negatively to
evaluation sheet peer review, but the High Proficiency Group’s learners’ measures,
while still negative, show a markedly different perceived usefulness, thus
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indicating a greater degree of comfort with this mode. Switching to the comment
receiver role, evaluations of evaluation sheet peer review are consistently more
positive, although it was still the least favorite among those in the Low Proficiency
Group. The questionnaire did not include a question for respondents to explain their
reasons for not liking a given mode, but looking at the person measures for the five
questionnaire RE (Reader/Reviewer, Evaluation Sheet) items for the Low
Proficiency Group participants, the two items with the highest item measures (and
therefore the least endorsable) were RE1 (I felt comfortable making written
comments to my partner on the evaluation sheet) with a measure of 1.46 and RE2 (I
wrote enough comments for my partner) with a measure of .54. One way to
interpret this result is that for these students, the evaluation sheet did not provide
enough structure or guidance to allow them to feel that they were writing
meaningful comments for their peers.
In contrast, looking at the comment receiver role descriptive statistics, the
Intermediate Proficiency Group’s measures were highest for the evaluation sheet
mode, although it should be noted that mean measures for this group were all in a
fairly tight range (in the comment receiver role).
The strongest demonstration of the influence of the role variable in the
participants’ evaluations of the four modes can be found in the oral peer review
results. Across all proficiency groups, this mode was met with a similarly negative
perceived usefulness, with a mean Rasch person measure of -0.91. However,
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Table 54. Descriptive Statistics for Rasch Person Measures of Participants’ Perceived Usefulness of Four Peer Review Modes
as Reader/Reviewers According to Proficiency
Group
Low Proficiency
Evaluation Sheet
On Draft
Oral
Computer-assisted
Intermediate
Proficiency
Evaluation Sheet
On Draft
Oral
Computer-assisted
High Proficiency
Evaluation Sheet
On Draft
Oral
Computer-assisted

M

SEM

95% CI
Lower
Upper

-1.31
0.25
-0.89
0.10

0.29
0.23
0.25
0.27

-1.90
-0.21
-1.41
-0.44

-0.72
0.71
-0.38
0.64

1.79
1.40
1.57
1.64

0.18
0.43
0.07
0.09

0.38
0.38
0.38
0.38

1.31
-0.20
-0.48
3.33

0.75
0.75
0.75
0.75

-0.40
0.09
-0.94
0.28

0.24
0.22
0.26
0.21

-0.89
-0.35
-1.47
-0.15

0.10
0.53
-0.41
0.71

1.50
1.35
1.62
1.31

0.33
-0.06
0.31
1.87

0.38
0.38
0.38
0.38

0.55
-0.45
-0.36
5.49

0.75
0.75
0.75
0.75

-0.19
0.54
-0.91
0.77

0.27
0.24
0.33
0.23

-0.74
0.06
-1.59
0.30

0.36
1.02
-0.23
1.24

1.65
1.45
2.03
1.41

0.35
0.62
0.13
1.21

0.39
0.39
0.39
0.39

-0.27
0.55
0.47
2.12

0.76
0.76
0.76
0.76
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SD

Skewness

SE

Kurtosis

SE

Table 55. Descriptive Statistics for Person Measures of Participants’ Perceived Usefulness of Four Peer Review Modes as
Comment Receivers According to Proficiency
Group
Low Proficiency
Evaluation Sheet
On Draft
Oral
Computer-assisted
Intermediate
Proficiency
Evaluation Sheet
On Draft
Oral
Computer-assisted
High Proficiency
Evaluation Sheet
On Draft
Oral
Computer-assisted

M

SEM

95% CI
Lower
Upper

0.38
1.19
1.30
1.02

0.33
0.27
0.29
0.44

-0.28
0.64
0.71
0.12

1.04
1.73
1.89
1.91

2.02
1.66
1.80
2.72

0.35
1.00
0.27
0.11

0.38
0.38
0.38
0.38

0.23
1.61
-0.92
-1.07

0.75
0.75
0.75
0.75

1.31
1.11
1.27
1.29

0.36
0.31
0.38
0.46

0.58
0.47
0.51
0.36

2.04
1.74
2.03
2.21

2.21
1.93
2.31
2.82

0.35
1.04
0.08
0.52

0.38
0.38
0.38
0.38

-0.37
0.34
-0.58
-1.00

0.75
0.75
0.75
0.75

1.07
0.72
1.09
1.81

0.29
0.29
0.31
0.44

0.48
0.13
0.46
0.91

1.66
1.31
1.72
2.71

1.77
1.77
1.88
2.70

0.23
0.48
0.70
0.09

0.39
0.39
0.39
0.39

0.10
0.67
0.58
-0.54

0.76
0.76
0.76
0.76
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SD

Skewness

SE

Kurtosis

SE

moving to the comment receiver role results, oral peer review was viewed much
more positively, again across all three groups, with a total measure of 1.22—the
second highest of all mode person measures. Going back to the Rasch item
measures for items relating to oral peer review as reader/reviewers (RO items), the
range of item measures was -.86 to .65, with RO2 (I felt my partner appreciated my
oral suggestions) and RO1 (I felt comfortable making oral comments to my
partner) receiving the highest item measures (and therefore being the least
endorsable). On the other hand, as authors receiving comments, the perception was
quite different, with the most endorsable statements, as determined by Rasch item
measures, being two items relating to their roles as comment receiver doing oral
peer review—WO3 (I could write down some useful oral suggestions from my
partner) and WO4 (My partner made suggestions in a clear way).
One other notable result relates to computer-assisted peer review
evaluations. The total mean Rasch person measures were highest for this mode in
both reader/reviewer and comment receiver roles. However, these were not
uniformly high for all three proficiency groups. In the reader/reviewer averages,
this statistic was substantially higher for the High Proficiency Group’s learners
(0.77) compared to those in Low and Intermediate Proficiency groups (0.10 and
0.28). This was also true in the comment receiver role statistics (1.81 compared to
1.02 and 1.29). In general, this indicates that preference for this mode, while
generally positive across groups, rose notably with proficiency.
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One additional consideration is the relatively high standard deviation for
computer-assisted measures for comment receivers, which was far higher than the
other standard deviations, thus indicating a greater measure range for these items.
This is evidence of a great deal of variance in the participants’ evaluations of this
mode, with those most in favor differing markedly from those less inclined toward
using computers to receive peer comments. A mixed ANOVA was conducted to
assess the degree to which differences existed in learners’ evaluations of the four
peer review modes in two roles, and also to what degree learner proficiency had an
impact on these evaluations. The within-subjects variables were role and mode.
Role had two levels (Reader/Reviewer and Comment Receiver) and mode had four
levels (Evaluation Sheet, Oral, On Draft and Computer Assisted). The betweensubjects variable was proficiency, represented by the three C-test outcome
proficiency levels. Rasch person measures were extracted for each participant from
the items representing the eight constructs related to peer review and analysis was
undertaken using SPSS.
Before the main analysis, the assumptions of sphericity, homogeneity of
variance, and equality of covariance matrices were tested. Mauchly’s test of
sphericity was significant for the variable mode (p = .00) and the interaction of
mode and role (p = .03), indicating the null hypothesis of equal variance was
violated for these cases (there was no measure for the variable of role as this factor
has only two levels whereas the sphericity test requires three or more). Due to this
assumption violation, the Greenhouse-Geisser correction was used.
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Levene’s test of equality of error variance was non-significant for all eight
dependent variables, which were students acting as Reader/Reviewers during
Evaluation Sheet, Oral, On Draft, and Computer Assisted modes (p = .64, .61, .89,
.78, respectively) and students acting as comment receivers during the same four
mode (p = .47, .19, .52, .77, respectively), so the homogeneity of variance
assumption was upheld. Finally, results for Box’s test of equality of covariance
matrices was non-significant (p = .29), upholding this assumption.
Upon completing the assumptions testing, interaction effects between
variables were examined. There was no significant interaction between the
variables role and proficiency, F (2, 110) = .66, p = .52, partial η2 = .01. This result
is similar to that for research question 1, where there was no significant effect
measured for these two variables, and we can therefore deduce that the learners’
English proficiency had limited influence on their evaluations of the peer review
activities. However, there was a significant interaction effect between mode and
proficiency, F(5.41, 297.47) = 2.67, p = .02, partial η2 = .05, indicating that
evaluations of the four peer review modes differed according to the learners’
proficiency level. Finally, there was no significant interaction between all three
variables, F(5.59, 307.38) = .51, p = .79, partial η2 = .01.
In terms of main effects, both role and mode reached statistical significance.
For role, F (1,110) = 90.92, p < .01, partial η2 = .45, this indicates that the learners’
perceptions differed according to whether they were acting as reader/reviewers or
as authors receiving comments. For mode, F(2.70, 297.40) = 11.11, p < .01, partial
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η2 = .09, it indicates that there were substantial differences in their evaluations of
engaging in the four peer review modes.
In addition to the mixed ANOVA, a profile analysis was also performed on
the data. Profile analysis is a type of repeated-measures multivariate analysis that
helps researchers to identify differences in characteristics of two or more groups of
test or questionnaire takers after they complete a series of tasks. In this instance, the
repeated measures are represented by the four modes of peer review, and the
grouping variable is represented by the three proficiency levels according to the Ctest scores.
As with the mixed ANOVA, the within-subjects variables were role
(reader/reviewer or comment receiver) and mode (the four peer review modes). The
between-subjects variable was proficiency. Prior to analysis, the estimates of the
Rasch person measures were standardized by converting them into z-scores.
Before the main analysis, the assumptions of sphericity, homogeneity of
variance, and equality of covariance matrices were tested. Results from all three
tests were non-significant, thus upholding the assumptions. Main analysis followed.

Research Question 3: The Influence of Mode on Peer Suggestions
The third research question asked whether the four peer review modes
resulted in differences in the amount and type of peer suggestions learners
provided. This research question was answered with data from the participants’
paragraphs and peer comments conveyed in all four modes were examined. Each
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student in the study completed two 2-paragraph assignments, and subsequently peer
reviewed the resulting four paragraphs—one in each of the four peer review modes
(evaluation sheet, oral, on draft, and computer-assisted)—for different classmates’
paragraphs. Paragraphs and peer suggestions were collected, photocopied and
collated after each peer review sessions for later analyses.
Peer review partners were different for each of the four paragraphs/modes,
and these were chosen based upon C-test scores. Participants were paired with four
other learners who had similar C-test scores (within a range of +/- 5 points) and
were within the same proficiency group in order to maintain relative uniformity of
this variable across all treatments.
Peer review data varied according to mode. The evaluation sheet mode
comments were written on the guided question sheet (Appendix H). Oral peer
review comments were written on a handout by the composer as he or she listened
to the peer reviewer’s suggestions. On draft comments were handwritten directly
on the composition itself. Computer-assisted comments were typed adjacent to the
original text using the word processing “comment” feature.
Data in the form of paragraphs was collected from 122 participants in the
four classes. Twenty-five students, however, did not participate in all treatments,
usually due to absence on the day peer review was carried out; all 122 participated
in at least one peer review activity during the study. As each student was assigned
to write four paragraphs, data consisted of 448 paragraphs and their attendant peer
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comments, which is the total of all assigned paragraphs (488) minus those from
students who did not participate in one or more peer review sessions (40).
Following initial categorization of peer comments by the researcher, a
second rater rated comments in a random selection of 66 other paragraphs that
included all four peer-review modes. All categorizations (n = 261) in these 66
paragraphs from both raters were correlated and a relatively strong correlation
between the categorizations of the two raters, r = .88, p < .01 was found, so
quantitative analysis of all of the comments categorized by the researcher (N =
1,626) proceeded. Descriptive statistics were then calculated for the total amount
and category and subcategory amounts for each peer review mode (Table 56). The
greatest number of total comments was conveyed during computer-assisted peer
review while the least number came during oral peer review. Computer-assisted
peer review also resulted in the most comments for sentence- and word-level
suggestions, and for paragraph-level suggestions it was second only to peer review
using an evaluation sheet. Conversely, students wrote the fewest number of general
comments in the PC mode.
In order to determine to if these differences were significant, statistical
analysis was performed. Due to the non-parametric nature of the data, a Friedman’s
ANOVA was performed. Because there were very few instances of peer comments
in some of the subcategories and the other category, only the four main categories
(paragraph-level, sentence-level, word-level, and general comments) were tested,

198

Table 56. Instances of Peer Comments, Categorized and Subcategorized, According to Peer Review Mode
Evaluation Sheet
(N = 112)

Oral
(N = 112)

On Draft
(N = 110)

Computer-assisted
(N = 114)

Comment Type
n

% of
category/total

n

% of
category/total

n

% of category/total

n

% of
category/total

Paragraph level
Topic
Conclusion
Support
Unity
Length
Total

34
9
45
31
6
125

27.2/8.5
7.2/2.3
36/11.3
24.8/7.8
4.8/1.5
/31.4

29
4
34
12
13
92

31.5/8.4
4.3/1.2
37/9.8
13/3.5
14.1/3.8
/26.6

24
8
40
12
7
91

26.4/5.8
8.8/1.9
44/9.6
13.2/2.9
7.7/1.7
/21.9

18
15
49
23
5
110

16.4/3.9
13.6/3.2
44.5/10.6
20.9/5
4.5/1.1
/23.8

Sentence Level
Clarity
Rephrase
Sentence Structure
Total

21
27
33
81

25.9/5.3
33.3/6.8
40.7/8.3
/20.4

18
19
16
53

34/5.2
35.8/5.5
30.2/4.6
/15.3

34
34
24
92

37/8.2
37/8.2
26.1/5.8
/22.1

40
41
32
113

35.4/8.6
36.3/8.9
28.3/6.9
/24.4

Word Level
Addition
Word Choice
Grammar
Spelling
Mechanics
Total

6
38
47
9
32
132

4.5/1.5
28.8/9.5

8.6/3.8

7.2/3.2
17.8/7.8
/43.9

19
54
77
10
31
191

9.9/4.6
28.3/13

6.8/2.3
24.2/8
/33.2

13
50
51
11
27
152

5.2/2.4
16.2/7.5
/45.9

9
52
86
19
43
209

4.3/1.9
24.9/11.2
41.1/18.6
9.1/4.1
20.6/9.3
/45.1

52

/13.1

49

/14.2

37

/8.9

27

/5.8

8
398

/2

3
349

/0.9

5
416

/1.2

4
463

/0.9

General Comment
Total
Other Total
Total (All Comments)

35.6/11.8

32.9/14.5
33.6/14.7
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40.3/18.5

and only data from those participants who had participated in all four peer review
activities (N = 97) were included. The results can be seen in Table 57.

Table 57. Prevalence of Peer Comments by Participants (N = 97) for the Four
Peer Review Modes
Comment type

Evaluation
sheet

Oral

On draft

Computerassisted

p

χ²

Paragraph level

111

82

80

91

7.32

.06

Sentence level

72

46

83

92

7.77

.05

106

129

164

176

11.54

.01

56

47

43

29

14.24

<.01

345

304

370

388

13.10

<.01

Word level
General comment
Total

According to the results of the Friedman’s ANOVA, differences in the
number of each comment category among the four peer review modes were
statistically significant at p = .05 for all but the paragraph-level category (which
approached significance with a p-value of .06). The largest number of total
comments was found in the computer-assisted mode, while the least was seen in the
oral mode.
Following the Friedman’s ANOVA main analysis, post-hoc tests were
conducted for the three comment-type categories that reached statistical
significance (sentence level, word level, and general comment) as well as for the
category of total number of comments. For the sentence-level category, only one
modal pair reached a statistically significant outcome: oral and computer-assisted
modes. For the word-level category, only one modal pair reached a statistically
significant outcome: evaluation sheet and on-draft modes. For the general comment
category, only one modal pair reached a statistically significant outcome:
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evaluation sheet and computer-assisted modes. Finally, for the total number of
comments, only one modal pair reached a statistically significant outcome: oral and
computer-assisted modes.
Looking at results in the three suggestion categories (paragraph-level,
sentence-level, and word-level) there is a notably larger number of computerassisted and on draft comments for two of them (sentence-level and word-level),
while the third category (paragraph level) resulted in more evaluation sheet
suggestions.
One exception to the similar prevalence of word-level suggestions in the ondraft and computer-assisted modes is the low number of addition suggestions made
during computer-assisted peer review. Unlike the on-draft mode, during which the
participants can easily indicate word addition through the use of symbols such as a
caret, the process for suggesting additions during computer-assisted review is
somewhat more onerous as the reviewer must highlight a space between words and
then marginally suggest adding a new word or words there. This distinction
between being able to comment on any part of the draft versus only being able to
make marginal comments might be reflected in the lower number of addition
suggestions made in the computer-assisted mode. In all other types of word-level
suggestions, the number of suggestions for these two modes was either similar or
were greater for the computer-assisted mode.
Whereas on-draft and computer-assisted peer review resulted in more
comments in most categories, this was not the case with the category of general
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comments. This category also had the lowest p-value for the chi-square measure.
The greatest number of these comments, which are usually complimentary in
nature, were made in the evaluation sheet mode almost always in answer to the
final question (“Please write 1-2 other suggestions or comments”), where there are
almost twice as many compared to peer review using a PC.
Finally, results for oral peer review tended to have a lower number of
comments in most categories. There were the fewest instances of sentence-level
suggestions and the second fewest number of word-level and paragraph-level
suggestions across the four modes.
As to the condition of participants not writing down all of the comments
they received, this was found to occur, although to a relatively limited degree. Of
the 112 learners who participated in oral peer review, the peer review sessions of
approximately 10% of them—six pairs—were recorded in order to judge how many
of the verbally conveyed comments were actually written down. After matching the
recordings to the written records from the sessions, it was found that of the 36
negotiations that could be classified as “peer comments,” two, or 5.6%, were
discussed but not explicitly written down. Therefore we can conclude that, to a
small degree, the number of oral peer comments is understated.

Research Question 4: The Influence of Mode on Revisions
The third research questions asked if the four peer review modes resulted in
differences in the amount and type of peer suggestions incorporated into
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subsequent drafts. As with the previous question, the data set included the
participants’ paragraphs and peer review comments from each of the four modes. In
addition to the original paragraphs, this analysis also included the post-peer-review
revised drafts, which were turned in one week after each of the peer review
activities were concluded.
Once again, the qualitative nature of the data required categorization of
revisions by two co-raters. The raters reviewed the target of each peer suggestion in
the original draft and then examined the revised draft to determine if, and how, the
composer subsequently responded to it. In labeling the responses, if the composer
responded to the suggestion in accordance with the advice of the peer reviewer, the
response was categorized as revised. If there were no indications of revision
according to the peer suggestion, the response was labeled “unrevised.” Finally, in
cases where the composer responded to focus point of the peer suggestion but in a
different way from the advice of the peer, the case was categorized as differently
revised.
As with the previous research question, a co-rater assisted the researcher in
categorizing a portion (about 15%) of the comments into the three categories. Only
those comments that were classified as suggestions (as opposed to general
comments and other, which did not clearly recommend any alteration of the text)
were examined. All categorizations of the responses to peer suggestions (n = 237)
in these 66 paragraphs from both raters were then correlated using a Pearson
product-moment correlation coefficient. There was a strong correlation between the
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categorizations of the two raters, r = .93, p < .01, so quantitative analysis of all of
the responses (N = 1,441) categorized by the researcher proceeded.
Upon completion of categorization of suggestion responses, descriptive
statistics were calculated for the total amount and category of response for each
peer review mode (Table 58).
In order to determine to what degree these differences were significant,
statistical analysis was performed. Due to the non-parametric nature of the data, a
Friedman’s ANOVA was run using SPSS software. Only data from those
participants who had participated in all four peer review activities and received
suggestions (i.e., not only general comments) were included (N = 80). The results
are displayed in Table 59.
Following the Friedman’s ANOVA main analysis, post-hoc tests were
conducted for the three response categories, all of which reached statistical
significance. For the revised as suggested category, there were no cases of post-hoc
paired comparison that reached statistical significance, even though the initial
ANOVA analysis did. For the unrevised category, two modal pairs reached a
statistically significant outcome: evaluation sheet and oral modes, and oral and ondraft modes. For the differently revised category, only one modal pair reached a
statistically significant outcome: oral and computer-assisted modes.
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Table 58. Composer Responses to Peer Suggestions in Subsequent Drafts According to Mode
Evaluation Sheet

Oral

On Draft

Computer-assisted

Comment
Type

Revised

Unrevised

Different
Revised

Revised

Unrevised

Different
Revised

Revised

Unrevised

Different
Revised

Revised

Unrevised

Different
Revised

Paragraph
Level

45

67

12

51

37

1

41

46

5

61

39

9

Sentence
Level

35

38

8

33

19

1

49

40

4

57

40

15

Word
Level

88

33

9

106

36

7

125

47

17

146

46

12

Total

168

138

29

190

92

9
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133

26

264

125

36

205

Table 59. Prevalence of Response Types According to Peer Review Mode
Evaluation
Sheet

Oral

On Draft

Computerassisted

Response

n

% of
Total

n

% of
Total

n

% of
Total

n

% of
Total

χ²

Revised as
Suggested

132

48.18

145

66.21

173

58.45

181

59.34

9.16*

Unrevised

118

43.07

68

31.05

103

34.80

97

31.80

13.83*

Differently
Revised

24

8.76

6

2.74

20

6.76

27

8.85

11.82*

* p < .05
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With the exception of the evaluation sheet mode, the majority of comment
receiver responses to peer suggestions was to revise as suggested, with the greatest
prevalence of this response occurring after oral peer review, where nearly two-thirds
of suggestions led to revisions in subsequent drafts, despite the fact that this mode
resulted in significantly fewer suggestions than the other three modes.
On draft and computer-assisted suggestions made their way into nearly 60%
of the revised paragraphs, with between 30 to 35% of target areas left unrevised and
fewer than 10% of incidents revised differently than suggested. On the other hand,
of suggestions made during the evaluation sheet sessions, only about 48% were
followed while 43% were ignored and nearly 9% differently revised. The chi-square
statistic indicates significant differences across all three response types.
An examination of Table 59 leads to the conclusion that, although the
evaluation sheet mode led to the greatest number of paragraph-level suggestions,
fewer of them were followed than in other modes. In contrast to paragraph-level
suggestions, those classified as word-level outnumbered the other categories across
all four modes. Moreover, word-level advice that was subsequently revised as
suggested ranged from 66% to 71% across all modes—also much higher than the
other two response categories.

Research Question 5: The Influence of Proficiency on Comments and Revisions
The fifth research question asked, “To what degree are the amount and type
of peer suggestions influenced by the learners’ proficiency level? To what degree
are the amount and type of suggestions incorporated into subsequent drafts
influenced by the learners’ proficiency level?” Using the data from the previous two
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research questions, the participants were divided into the same three proficiency
groups as were used to answer Research Question 2. In order to analyze the
influence of mode at the three proficiency levels, the total number of comments in
each of the four peer review modes was calculated for each participant, after which
they were placed into the groups categorized as High Proficiency, Intermediate
Proficiency, and Low Proficiency. For calculating the influence of mode on
revisions at each proficiency level, the average percentage of revisions (as suggested
by their peer reviewer) made by each participant to subsequent drafts was
calculated, after which they were again placed into one of three proficiency groups.
Due to the non-parametric nature of the data (number of comments and
percentage of revisions), Friedman’s ANOVA was again used for analysis. For the
analysis of comments, 91 of the 122 participants had taken the C-test and had
experienced the four peer review modes. For the revisions analysis, 76 of the 122
participants had C-test scores, results from all four peer review modes, and
suggestions to respond to (rather than receiving only general comments that did not
suggest any revisions, which was the case for 1% of the peer reviewed paragraphs).
The results for the two tests are displayed in Tables 60 and 61.

Table 60. Prevalence of Comments at the Three Proficiency Levels According to
Peer Review Mode
Proficiency group

Evaluation
sheet

Oral

On draft

Computerassisted

χ²

p

High (n = 30)
Intermediate (n = 30)

101
115

85
101

100
119

140
122

18.34
2.83

< .01
.42

Low (n = 31)

113

97

121

106

2.65

.45
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Table 61. Average Percentages of Suggested Revisions Made to Subsequent
Drafts at the Three Proficiency Levels According to Peer Review Mode
Evaluation
sheet

Oral

On draft

Computerassisted

χ²

p

High (n = 25)

43.00%

60.37%

52.49%

58.89%

5.00

.17

Intermediate (n = 26)
Low (n = 25)

56.93%
47.09%

77.11%
57.87%

59.63%
53.29%

56.02%
66.00%

4.38
3.82

.22
.28

Proficiency

Of the three proficiency groups, the effect of mode on the number of
comments produced only reached statistical significance for those in the High
Proficiency Group. Somewhat surprisingly, members of this group tended to make
fewer comments across modes when compared to the other two groups, except in the
case of computer-assisted peer review, where they made substantially more. An
examination of the descriptive statistics do not provide a clear indication why the
High Proficiency Group made fewer comments in three of the four modes. All three
proficiency groups included members who made as few as one comment or as many
as eight or more comments, thus indicating that, within each group, there were
participants who engaged lightly, moderately, and heavily in peer commenting.
Similar to the results from the other research questions, proficiency did have a
strong impact on most of the results, except, as noted above, for computer-assisted
review.
This result correlates with the questionnaire results described in relation to
Research Question 2. In that analysis, a significant interaction effect was found to
exist between the variables of role and mode. Person measures indicated that High
Proficiency learners evaluated computer-assisted peer reviewer far more positively
than the other two proficiency groups, both as reader/reviewers and as comment
receivers. As seen in Table 60, this mode was also the only one where these High
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Proficiency learners provided more peer comments than the other groups, with 140
comments in total.
Following the Friedman’s ANOVA main analyses, post-hoc tests were
conducted for the prevalence of comments in the High Proficiency Group’s as that
was the only analysis that reached statistical significance. The post-hoc tests
revealed that two modal pairs reached a statistically significant outcome: oral and
computer-assisted modes, and on-draft and computer-assisted modes
The effect of mode on revisions made at each proficiency level was more
limited. None of the Friedman’s ANOVA tests resulted in statistical significance
when learners were divided into the three proficiency groups (Table 61). This result
contrasts with those in Research Question 4, in which the percentage of revisions
made according to peer review mode were statistically significant (when proficiency
was not a factor). Thus while mode might be a contributing factor to what
percentage of suggestions were followed, its effect did not hold up when the learners
were divided according to proficiency.
As a final measure of the influence of proficiency in this study, the total
number of comments and revisions made by the participants, regardless of mode,
was measured after dividing them into the three proficiency groups. This time a
Kruskal-Wallis analysis was performed. The Kruskal-Wallis test is appropriate when
measuring non-parametric data (number of comments and percentage of revisions)
across different groups (three proficiency categories). In the case of comment
number, proficiency did not have a significant effect, χ²(2) = 1.55, p = .46. For
percentage of revisions made, proficiency also did not have a significant effect, χ²(2)
= 2.72, p = .26.
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Research Question 6: The Accuracy of Peer Suggestions
The final research question asked to what degree the peer suggestions were
correct, and whether this was influenced by peer review mode. As before, the
qualitative nature of the data set—peer suggestions—required categorization
according to the relative “correctness” of comments. After initial data analysis, three
categories were decided upon by the co-raters. A peer suggestion was labeled
“correct” if the rater determined it could potentially lead to improvement of the
paragraph. Suggestions that would lessen the quality of the paragraph were labeled
incorrect. Finally, suggestions that raters were uncertain would lead to
improvement, or that were a mix of correct and incorrect ideas, were labeled
partially correct.
As with the previous research question, a co-rater assisted the researcher in
categorizing a portion (about 15%) of the suggestions into the three categories. Only
those comments that were classified as suggestions (as opposed to general
comments and other, which did not clearly recommend any alteration of the text)
were examined. All categorizations of the responses to peer suggestions (n = 237) in
these 66 paragraphs from both raters were then correlated using a Pearson productmoment correlation coefficient. There was a strong correlation between the
categorizations of the two raters, r = .82, p < .01, so quantitative analysis of all of
the suggestions (N = 1,441) categorized by the researcher proceeded.
After all of the suggestions were categorized according to correctness, a
Friedman’s ANOVA was performed for those participants who had given
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suggestions in all four peer review modes (N = 80). The results can be seen in Table
62.
Incidents of correct, incorrect, and partially correct suggestions were
relatively similar across peer review modes. None of the three chi-square results
reached statistical significance thus indicating that mode was a relatively
uninfluential variable on the correctness of peer suggestions.
Across all four modes, the percentage of correct suggestions ranged from 73% to
about 78%, far outnumbering incorrect suggestions, which ranged from 12% to
18.5%, and partially correct suggestions, which were in single-digit percentages.
The ratio of correct to other (incorrect + partially correct) suggestions was in most
cases greater than 3:1, and so although not all suggestions would lead to improved
revisions if followed, a large majority would.

Summary of Findings
This study was guided by six research questions relating to various aspects of
peer review use in a mixed-proficiency EFL context, including the participants’
evaluation of their roles in engaging in peer review, their response to four different
modes of peer review, the type of peer suggestions made, and the changes
incorporated into subsequent drafts. Data analyses revealed several notable results.
First, peer review role affected the participants’ questionnaire responses.
Mean person measures were significantly higher for the roles of being readers and
comment receivers than they were for being reviewers. Person measures for the
latter role increased with each proficiency level and was highest (although still
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Table 62. Prevalence of Peer Suggestions by Relative Correctness across the Four Peer Review Modes
Evaluation
Sheet

Oral

n

% of
Total

n

% of
Total

n

Correct

197

72.96

168

78.14

222

Incorrect

50

18.52

26

12.09

Partially
Correct

23

8.52

21

9.77

Suggestion

Computerassisted

On Draft
% of
Total

n

% of
Total

χ²

77.89

231

77.78

3.67

46

16.14

49

16.50

4.18

17

5.96

17

5.72

2.7

213

negative) for the highest proficiency group, but there was no statistically significant
interaction effect between the variables role and proficiency. Explain more after
profile analysis.
Second, the participants responded differently to the four peer review modes,
with secondary factors such as their role in peer review and their proficiency having
an effect on their evaluation of the modes. The majority of participants responded
less enthusiastically to peer review as reader/reviewers, especially during oral peer
review, but were quite interested in receiving comments on their writing from other
students. Also, computer-assisted peer review had the most favorable response from
those in the High Proficiency Group, both as reader/reviewers and as comment
receivers.
Third, peer review mode did have some effect on the number and type of
peer review comments the participants made. In most modes, the participants made a
far greater number of word-level suggestions than any other type of comment. There
were fewer instances of paragraph-level suggestions, except for evaluation sheet
peer review, in which case there were more than other modes. Sentence-level
suggestions numbered fewer still while general comments saw the lowest number of
instances. In most cases, peer review mode had a statistically significant impact on
the number of each comment type, and typically more comments were made during
computer-assisted review than for the other modes.
A fourth result relates to the rates of incorporation of peer suggestions into
subsequent drafts. These rate of revisions made that corresponded to suggestions
ranged from about 48% to 66%, the lowest being for evaluation sheet review and the
highest being for oral peer review. Rates of suggestions that did not lead to revisions
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ranged from 31% to 43%, with the lowest being for oral peer review and the highest
being for evaluation sheet peer review.
The fifth result relates to the effect of the four peer review modes on
commenting and revisions across the three proficiency groups. Proficiency did not
appear to have a great impact on the prevalence of comments nor on the rates of
revision. Only in the case of number of comments made by the High Proficiency
Group was mode a significant variable. In this case, there were statistically
significant differences between the computer-assisted mode and the other modes.
Finally, the sixth line of inquiry investigated the accuracy of the suggestions
made during peer review. A strong majority of suggestions were determined to be
accurate across the four modes, with accuracy rates ranging from 73% to 78%. Peer
review mode did not appear to have a significant impact on rates of accurate or
inaccurate suggestions.
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CHAPTER 6
DISCUSSION

Research Question 1: Perceived Utility of Peer Review Roles
The first research question asked, “How are evaluations of the three peer
review roles (reader, reviewer, and comment receiver) influenced by proficiency
level?” In the past, several researchers have noted the benefits peer review can
bestow on learners as reader/reviewers in addition to helping them as authors
(Lockhart & Ng, 1993; Mangelsdorf, 1992; Min, 2005). Lundstrom and Baker
(2009) in particular noted that the writing skills of lower-proficiency learners can
benefit more through the act of reviewing others’ compositions than through merely
receiving feedback. However, previous researchers have tended not to separate
learners’ evaluations according to their roles as readers, reviewers, and comment
receivers, despite the fact that anyone participating in bi-directional peer review
would engage in all three. Moreover, until recently little attention has been paid to
the effect of English proficiency on learners’ evaluations of peer review activities.
The first line of investigation into this research question involved looking for
any interaction effects between the learners’ proficiencies and the three peer review
roles—reader, reviewer, and comment receiver. According to the results of the
current study, there were limited interaction effects between these variables,
indicating that responses to the three roles were somewhat similar across the three
proficiency levels. Of note are the distinctions between the mean person measures
when the students responded as readers and comment receivers (mean measures
were positive across all proficiency groups indicating greater person ability, or in
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this case ‘comfort,’ in the role) and those when responding as reviewers (negative
across all groups indicating lesser ability, or comfort, in being a reviewer).
This contrast is not entirely surprising as reviewing requires action, in this
case critiquing a peer’s composition, whereas reading and receiving comments is a
passive activity with less at stake. Past researchers have reported that many EFL
learners, particularly those from Asia, are often reluctant to critically evaluate their
peers’ work (Allaei & Connor, 1990; Carson & Nelson, 1996; Hyland, 2000;
Sengupta, 1998), and this discomfort with the reviewing role in this study is almost
certainly influenced in part by the emphasis on harmony-maintenance aspects
common in Japan and other Asian societies (Carson & Nelson, 1996; Hofstede,
1984; Triandis, Bontempo, Villareal, Asai, & Lucca, 1988; Triandis, Brislin, & Hui,
1988). Training prior to engaging in peer review has been shown to alleviate some
of this anxiety about reviewing (Hu, 2005; Kamimura, 2006; Liou & Peng, 2009;
McGroarty & Zhu, 1997; Min 2005, 2006). Although the participants in this study
received some training in advance, it clearly did not remove all apprehension about
needing to critically review their peers’ work.
Two other approaches that have been shown to help improve learners’
attitude toward reviewing include in-depth explanation of the benefits of peer review
and continued engagement in reviewing activities. Regarding the former, as
suggested by Hu (2005), instructors introducing peer review to their students can
practice “awareness raising” by highlighting the advantages of peer review over
teacher review, such as writing for an expanded audience, improvement in draft
quality and writing skill, and the social interaction elements of peer review. An
explicit description of these points helps to reassure learners and persuade them not
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to be so anxious about playing the reviewer role. Second, learners’ comfort with
peer reviewing can increase with each reviewing experience. Because most Japanese
university students, such as the ones in this study, have had infrequent, if any, prior
experience critically evaluating their classmates’ academic work, it is natural that
the first instance would be uncomfortable for many (Min, 2005). This tendency is
likely responsible for the negative mean person measures in this study, where peer
review was only conducted during part of two class sessions. However, the positive
responses the participants had as readers and comment receivers indicates that they
did find benefit in participating in the activities. As those benefits accrue and
become clearer through continued engagement in peer review, and learners become
more used to playing the role of reviewer through practice, their reluctance to review
would likely decrease over time (Lundstrom & Baker, 2009; McGroarty & Zhu,
1997; Tsui & Ng, 2000).
Aside from the analysis of the participants’ evaluations of the different peerreview roles, further subdividing the results according to their English proficiency
revealed four notable points. First, there was some alignment in the moderately
enthusiastic perceived usefulness from members of the Low Proficiency and High
Proficiency Groups in the roles. Measures for these two groups in the role of
comment receivers were quite similar (M = .58 and M = .60 for High Proficiency
and Low Proficiency, respectively). On the other hand, the High Proficiency Group
participants demonstrated the most comfort being peer readers (M = .87) while the
Low Proficiency Group learners were in the middle (M = .59). Second, the fact that
the High Proficiency Group members were most comfortable reading their peers’
work is also mirrored in the mean person measures for the reviewer role. There is a

218

difference of about .2 to .3 logits in the measures from the Low and Intermediate
Proficiency Groups (M = -.43 and -.34, respectively) to those of the High
Proficiency Group (M = -.15). The positive perceived usefulness of High
Proficiency Group members to being readers and reviewers corresponds to a study
by Kamimura (2006), who found that higher proficiency Japanese learners
responded better and more successfully to peer review than those of lower
proficiency, in part as a result of more capably internalizing the lessons of pre-peerreview training.
A third point concerns the Intermediate Proficiency Group. Unlike the High
and Low Proficiency Groups, members of this group demonstrated significant
divergence by strongly preferring receiving comments (M = 1.03) to reading others’
drafts (M = .40), indicating that they were far more interested in learning what others
had to say about their work than in reading their peers’ work. Taking this
interpretation one step further, these learners saw the greatest value in receiving
suggestions to improve their subsequent drafts, and evidence of this was borne out in
later analyses (for Research Question 5) where these Intermediate Proficiency
learners incorporated a higher percentage of suggestions into their later drafts than
did those in the other two groups. One interpretation is that the participants in this
group had more interest or confidence in their Intermediate Proficiency Group
peers’ ability to meaningfully comment on their work, even if at the same time they
felt less comfortable or confident reading and reviewing themselves.
A fourth point was that the mean person measures for the High Proficiency
Group were higher for reading (M = .87) than for receiving comments (M = .60),
indicating that they found greater value in reading others’ work than in receiving
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comments from their peers, a result converse to that of the Intermediate group. This
reflection of their greater confidence as authors, less reliant on peer suggestions than
the Intermediate Proficiency Group’s participants, mirrors the results of a study by
Lundstrom and Baker (2009). They found that higher proficiency peer reviewers
benefitted more from reading others’ drafts than from receiving suggestions from
their peer. The confidence of the High Proficiency Group is also reflected in their
evaluation of being peer reviewers. As noted above, all groups’ average person
measures were negative for this role, but the mean score increased for each
proficiency level. Thus it appears that with greater ability comes greater confidence
in reviewing others’ work.
Results for this research question correspond to some degree with those of
prior studies. The use of peer review in second language writing classrooms
originally arose in Western contexts and they therefore incorporate different
educational ideals to those in different social cultural environments (Carson &
Nelson, 1994; Ramanthan & Atkinson, 1999). All of the participants in this study
were Japanese and, due to the face-saving nature of many Asian cultures,
consequently might have harbored reservations about criticizing the work of their
peers (Hu, 2002; Sengupta, 1998; Tsui & Ng, 2000). To some degree, the negative
person measures in response to the participants’ role as reviewers appear to confirm
this concern. However, the apparent rise in reviewing confidence with each
proficiency level is an indication that culture is not the only variable, and in fact
might not even be the strongest one.
Evidence for this latter supposition can be seen in studies by Min (2005) and
Hu (2005), where Asian learners underperformed and reacted negatively to peer

220

review before receiving extensive training from the instructor. After training,
however, attitudes toward peer review improved markedly in both studies thus
highlighting the particular necessity of laying the groundwork of these activities for
Asian learners by preparing them both through modeling and awareness-raising.
While Western students come from educational backgrounds that emphasize and
find more value in peer feedback, those from Asia, and particularly those with lower
English proficiency, often require more preparation in order to understand the value
and techniques involved peer review.

Research Question 2: Perceived Utility of Peer Review Modes
The second research question asked, “How do authors and reader/reviewers
evaluate the four peer review modes (guided question sheets, oral, on draft, and
computer-assisted)? How is the evaluation of the four peer review modes by authors
and reader/reviewers influenced by proficiency level?” There are several examples
of research in the literature that have included more than one peer review mode,
although comparison has not always been the focus of study (Hu, 2005; Yang,
Badger, & Zhen, 2006; Tsui & Ng, 2000). Many of those researchers that have
analyzed multiple modes with L2 learners have compared oral and computerassisted peer review (DiGiovanni & Nagaswami, 2001; Jones, Garralda, Li, & Lock,
2006; Schultz, 2000; Sullivan & Pratt, 1996; Tuzi, 2004), or written and computerassisted modes (Bloch & Brutt-Griffler, 2001; Liu & Sadler, 2003). Few researchers,
if any, have compared participant evaluations of three or more peer review modes,
both as reader/reviewers and comment receivers, as was done in the current study.
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The outcomes relating to Research Question 2 indicate the difference that
these two roles can play for learners when responding to the four modes. The results
were consistently lower when the participants responded as reader/reviewers than
when responding as authors receiving comments. Mean person measures for the
reader/reviewer role ranged from -.64 to .38 while those for the comment-receiver
role ranged from .92 to 1.37 (N = 113). As was explained in the results for Research
Question 1, the participants enjoyed the act of reviewing far less than reading and
receiving comments, likely due to the greater commitment involved in critiquing
peers as well as the uncertainty of the veracity of one’s comments. These factors
would no doubt have carried over into the evaluations of peer review modes, even
though for these questionnaire items the roles of reader and reviewer were
conflated.
In the position of reader/reviewers, the participants in all three proficiency
groups responded more negatively to evaluation-sheet and oral peer review than
they did to on-draft and computer-assisted review. This was particularly true for oral
peer review, where the mean person measures, ranging from -.94 to -.89, were
nearly the lowest for all modes across all proficiency groups. As seen in previous
studies, oral peer review can be particularly threatening for learners who are not
accustomed to critiquing peer work directly to a peer’s face, especially those from
harmony maintenance cultures such as Japan where learners typically expect
instructors, not peers, to review their work (Allaei & Connor, 1990; Carson &
Nelson, 1996; Hyland, 2000; Sengupta, 1998). Whereas the other three modes all
involve written or typed peer responses, the oral mode is the only one that involves
this alternate form of communication. What is surprising is that the mean person
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measures for this mode did not increase with the learners’ proficiency—even those
in the High Proficiency Group displayed similar levels of discomfort with this mode
to those in the other two groups. One interpretation is that, for oral peer review, the
well-documented cultural inhibitions often felt by Japanese learners when critiquing
face-to-face can override the supposed benefits of improved communicative ability
that come with higher proficiency if the task at hand requires face-to-face critique.
For this reason, language instructors in cultures such as Japan who choose to include
oral peer review in their writing classes would be advised to schedule a greater
amount of time on oral peer review training than they would for other modes in
order to put the learners more at ease.
Despite this reluctance to orally critique their peers, it must be noted that
when the participants switched roles and received face-to-face comments, their
disposition improved markedly, with average person measures ranging from 1.09 to
1.30 across the three groups. As discussed below, this mode is unique in that it
allows for bidirectional discussion and the participation of the authors through their
ability to ask for clarification. Thus, while orally reviewing another’s work might
prove to be a burden for Japanese learners, they nonetheless appear to find value in
receiving oral suggestions from peers who have read their work.
The participants in the Low Proficiency Group also responded poorly to
evaluation-sheet peer review as reader/reviewers, with a mean Rasch person
measure of -1.31, lower than any of the other person measures analyzed in the study.
This result was mirrored in the Rasch person measures for the participants as
comment receivers, where the Low Proficiency Group’s mean measures for the
evaluation sheet mode were the lowest of any analyzed. This result was initially
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confusing as explicitness of the guided questions on the feedback page would seem
to be supportive for learners with lower English proficiency, who also presumably
would have had less experience with peer review in English. Nonetheless, the Low
Proficiency Group participants were least comfortable with this mode, and the
reason for this might lie in the nature of the guided questions.
Unlike the other three modes where the participants had the freedom to
choose the issues in their peers’ paragraph they wished to comment on, the
evaluation sheet included focus areas for commenting that were already concretely
laid out through the use of guided questions. As examined further in the discussion
for Research Questions 3 and 4, when given the choice, learners across all
proficiency groups tended to focus more attention on local errors such as spelling,
grammar, and word choice rather than on holistic issues such as cohesion and
support. Additionally, the local suggestions tended to lead to a higher percentage
being taken up by authors during revisions than was the case with global issues. The
guided question sheet, however, was developed to include questions that focused on
all areas of the paragraph, from local to global. The global, whole-text questions in
particular were likely one reason those in the Low Proficiency Group responded less
positively to this mode. These questions tend to be more abstract and open-ended,
relying more on the reviewer to define the problem and, hopefully, propose a
solution (McGroarty & Zhu, 1997). This finding presents a particular challenge to
students with lesser ability, many of whom would already be lacking confidence to
meaningfully critique their peers’ work. With local errors, such as misspellings or
simple grammar or word choice issues, the path to writing meaningful suggestions is
clearer and more concrete. Abstract issues are more difficult for learners at any
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proficiency level to address and help resolve, but particularly so for lower
proficiency learners or EFL learners who often require more attention to local errors
initially (Liou & Peng, 2009; Min, 2005). Those in the Intermediate and High
Proficiency Groups responded far less negatively to the evaluation sheet mode, both
as reader/reviewers and, particularly, as comment receivers, where the mean Rasch
person measures were in line with their responses to the other modes. The fact that
those in the Low Proficiency Group responded so negatively in both roles indicates
that they found far less value using the evaluation sheet, both through reviewing and
through receiving their peers’ comments.
One consistent finding for the two roles was the strength of computerassisted peer review in comparison to the other modes. The total mean Rasch person
measures were highest for this mode in both roles, although when looking at the
same data divided according to proficiency group membership, the strongest
endorsement came from those in the High Proficiency Group. The generally positive
response to the computer-assisted mode correlates somewhat to a prior study by
DiGiovanni and Nagaswami (2001), in which more than half of the participants (17
out of 32) preferred online peer review to oral peer review. However, proficiency
was not measured in that study, and a closer look at the present results indicates that
the preference for computer-assisted peer review increased with proficiency. In fact,
those in the Low Proficiency Group did not rate computer-assisted peer review
highest as reader/reviewers nor as comment receivers, and the Intermediate
Proficiency Group only rated it highest as reader/reviewers.
In connection with this point, many comparative studies with ESL/EFL
learners that have included computer-assisted modes resulted in mixed conclusions
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on the part of the researchers. To my knowledge, no researcher has concluded that
instructors should exclusively favor PC modes over oral or other modes, and a
common recommendation has been to include both modes for their complementary
advantages (Jones, Garralda, Li, & Lock, 2006; Hewett, 2000; Schultz, 2000; Tuzi,
2004). Rather than collecting questionnaire data, as was done in the current study,
these researchers focused on other phenomena, such as turn-taking (Jones, Garralda,
Li & Lock, 2006; Sullivan & Pratt, 1996), number and type of comments made (Liu
& Sadler, 2003), and the effect of mode on revisions (Hewett, 2000; Tuzi, 2004), the
latter two of which are considered below. Additionally, similar to the DiGiovanni
and Nagaswami study (2001), learners in many of these studies were not grouped by
proficiency, thus limiting the applicability of their findings to the current study.
One prior comparative study (Schultz, 2000) where the participants,
university learners of French, were divided according to proficiency is relevant to
the current study. After exposing learners to both face-to-face and (synchronous)
computer-assisted peer review, the researcher determined from an analysis of the
changes made to drafts that the higher-proficiency learners benefitted more from the
computer-assisted activity than those in the lower-proficiency group, although she
also concluded that it is better to use both rather than only one mode. While no
questionnaire data were collected, this assertion appears to be related to the current
study in which only the high-proficiency learners exhibited a clear preference for the
computer-assisted mode in both roles. However, no other mode was strongly
preferred by the Lower Proficiency and Intermediate Proficiency participants across
both reader/reviewer and comment receiver roles, and even for these groups, Rasch
person measures for computer-assisted review were usually the highest or second
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highest among the four modes. Therefore, despite considering the mixed results in
the Low and Intermediate Proficiency Groups, peer review using a PC is still likely
to be a strong mode choice to use with learners at all proficiency levels, but this is
particularly true for higher-proficiency students. Moreover, as computers will no
doubt continue to proliferate in writing classrooms, this mode will become all the
more endorsable.

Research Question 3: The Influence of Mode on Peer Suggestions
The third research question asked, “What influence, if any, does peer review
mode have on the amount and type of peer suggestions learners provide?” While the
null hypothesis posits that mode would have no effect on the amount and type of
comments made, evidence to the contrary exists in prior research (Bloch & BruttGriffler, 2001; Jones, Garralda, Li & Lock, 2006; Liu & Sadler, 2003). In the current
study, the total number of comments made by those participants who engaged in all
four peer review activities ranged from 304 to 388, depending on the mode. This
difference in comment number, while statistically significant, was not as dramatic as
in previous studies. For instance, Liu and Sadler (2003) found that participants using
PCs to peer review made nearly two times the number of comments compared to
when they engaged in traditional written peer review (316 and 180 comments,
respectively). This contrasts with the current study, where the total number of
comments made for these two modes was quite similar (370 for on-draft, 388 for
computer-assisted). Oral peer review resulted in the lowest number of comments
(304), a likely consequence of the unique, interactive nature of this mode—face-toface communication offers the opportunity to question and clarify, thus potentially
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taking more time to complete each comment. Also, as noted in the results, there was
some degree of underreporting of comments by the learners due to their not writing
down every single suggestion given to them while engaged in face-to-face
discussion with their peers.
As the total number of comments made in each mode did not vary
dramatically, a logical next step was to examine the types of comments made to look
for notable differences. Comments were divided into four categories: (whole)
paragraph-level suggestions, sentence-level suggestions, and word-level suggestions
(these three categories partially follow the five-part classification system established
by Suzuki [2008]), and general comments. Quantitative analyses revealed interesting
modal distinctions. First, the computer-assisted mode resulted in the highest number
of total comments, but these were not equally distributed among the four comment
types. The participants made nearly twice as many word-level suggestions in this
mode (176) compared to text- and sentence-level suggestions (91 and 92 comments,
respectively), and over six times the number of the general comments (29
comments). This corresponds with earlier research that was focused on similar
phenomena. Liu and Sadler (2003) found that the ESL participants commenting on
the computer made far more “local” comments (228) compared to global
suggestions (88). A comparable study by Bloch and Brutt-Griffler (2001) resulted in
similar findings, with the participants focusing more on local errors than global
issues when using a computer for peer review.
However, unlike other comparative peer review research, this local-error
focus among the current study’s participants extended across three of the four
modes, the exception being evaluation-sheet review where there was a similar
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number of word-level and paragraph-level suggestions. Within the subcategories of
word-level suggestions, the three most common suggestion types across all four
modes were (in descending order): grammar, word choice, and mechanics. The fact
that these were the most frequent types of word-level suggestions, in this order,
across all modes, provides strong evidence that these are the types of word-level
comments learners feel the most confidence providing to their peers. In comparison,
the subcategories of spelling and (word) addition had relatively few instances of
peer suggestions provided. Instructors might therefore want to focus on the three
more common types of suggestions when introducing and initially training students
in peer review, as learners are most likely to focus on these areas.
Unlike word-level suggestions, the number of suggestions at the sentence
level was more uniform across subcategories. Sentence-level suggestions were
subdivided into three categories: coherence, rephrase, and sentence structure. In
terms of total number of sentence-level suggestions, there were far fewer of these
than word-level suggestions—usually about half the number (one-third in the case of
oral peer review). This finding is likely due to two factors: less comfort or
confidence on the part of reviewers to critique at the sentence level than at the word
level and fewer categories of comment types (three categories for sentence
suggestions and five categories for word suggestions). Nonetheless, all three
sentence-level categories saw a double-digit number of instances across all four peer
review modes, and in no mode did instances in one category greatly outnumber the
other two. Therefore, all three suggestion types appear to be well represented in the
results and are likely to be made by even first-time peer reviewers such as those in
this study. Like the three common word-level categories above, these three
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sentence-level suggestions are meaningful areas for learners to focus on during their
peer review training.
Unlike those at the sentence level, there was significant variation in the
number of paragraph-level suggestions within the five subcategories. Suggestions
related to textual support (statements supporting the author’s assertions) were the
most common across all peer review modes, representing between 36 and 44% of all
paragraph-level comments. After support-related suggestions, those related to the
topic and topic sentence and unity within the paragraph also had a double-digit
number of instances across the four modes and generally represented between 13
and 31% of paragraph-level suggestions. Comments about unity and the conclusion
sentence were generally far less common.
In terms of the total number of suggestions in the paragraph-level category,
like sentence-related suggestions, this type of suggestion tended to be far lower than
the number of word-level suggestions across modes. The exception to this tendency
was in the case of peer review using the evaluation sheet, where the number of
paragraph-level suggestions nearly equaled the number of word-level suggestions
(125 and 132 suggestions, respectively). This latter point might be explained by the
fact that the evaluation sheet included several guided questions specifically asking
about whole-text level aspects of the author’s paragraphs, so it would have been
more difficult for the participants to ignore these facets of the paragraph when
engaging in this mode. On-draft and computer-assisted peer review, however,
resulted in similar proportions of different comment types. This finding contrasts
with the results of the study by Liu and Sadler (2003), in which there were a vastly
larger number of local comments using a computer than on-draft, and those of the
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Bloch and Brutt-Griffler (2001) study, in which more global comments were made
during on-draft peer-review activities compared to the computer-assisted mode. This
discrepancy is difficult to definitively explain, but one possible reason for the
similarity in comment types and number between these two modes in the current
study is the relatively short length of the compositions involved—single
paragraphs—that limits the potential for one mode to include a substantially larger
number of comments compared to others.
One result that corresponds more closely to that of a previous study is in the
low number of general comments made during computer-assisted peer review
(general comments being those that were not revision oriented). Liu and Sadler
(2003) found that peer reviewers using computers made about half the number of
non-revision oriented comments compared to on-draft reviewers; analyses in the
current study revealed a similar trend. One possibility is that the more precise nature
of using a computer to comment has a somewhat depersonalizing effect compared to
pen-and-paper review (Liu & Hansen, 2002), thus leading reviewers to focus more
on error correction than on such functions as complimenting the writing or
remarking on the content. Instructors who prefer learners to include these nonrevision style of comments would be advised to either remind and encourage
computer reviewers to include them or to choose a different peer review mode
altogether.
Oral peer review, on the other hand, resulted in the largest number of general
comments in proportion to the total number. The back-and-forth nature of this mode
led to more discussion outside of the scope of pure revision orientation. Nonetheless,
as noted below, this outcome did not negatively affect the degree to which
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suggestions were taken up by authors in their second drafts after engaging in this
mode.
The most balanced of the four modes in terms of the four suggestion
categories was evaluation sheet review. Whereas the other modes showed a clear
dominance of word-level comments, there were fewer of this suggestion type in this
mode and a greater number of paragraph-level and general comments than was
found in the other modes. As mentioned above, this balance in focus is likely the
result of balance among the guided questions on the evaluation sheet.
However, it should be noted that this balance also derives from the fact that
there were fewer sentence- and word-level suggestions for evaluation-sheet review
than for most of the other modes. This demonstrates a weakness of using a guided
question sheet such as the one in this study. It is easier to make suggestions related
to the whole text as these tend to be more abstract or general. However, sentenceand word-level suggestions usually target more specific parts of the text, which can
be more difficult to refer to in this mode because the evaluation sheet is so separate
from the original text being reviewed. The nature of using a separate sheet thus
necessitates numbering of sentences (or even words in sentences) in the text in order
to point out where errors lie. This can be done more easily in oral peer review where
specific error instances can be “shown” both physically and verbally by the reviewer
in discussion, as well as in on-draft or computer-assisted review where reviewers
interact directly with the text. The onerousness of responding to local errors on a
separate page likely impacted the number of such instances in this mode.
Nonetheless, for learners new to peer review then, this mode can be a good choice
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for instructors interested in helping students to comment on all aspects of their
peers’ texts in order to encourage a more holistic reviewing approach.

Research Question 4: The Influence of Mode on Revisions
The fourth research question asked, “What influence, if any, does peer
review mode have on the amount and type of peer suggestions incorporated into
subsequent drafts?” There have been indications from previous ESL peer review
research focused on revisions that learners consider their classmates’ suggestions
seriously and often incorporate them into their final drafts (Guardado & Shi, 2007;
Kamimura, 2006; Tang & Tithecott, 1999; Villamil & De Guerrero, 1998), although
a minority of researchers have reported few peer suggestions being accepted
(Connor & Asenavage, 1994; Yang, Badger, & Zhen, 2006). Moreover, results from
research incorporating multiple peer review modes have not been uniform. For
instance, Tuzi (2004) exposed learners to computer-assisted and oral peer review
and found more revisions derived from PC peer review (15.6%) than oral (9.6%)
review (the greatest number of revisions in that study, 42.1%, originated from selfreview, not peer review). This finding contrasts with other studies in which oral
review was used and in which far more suggestions were incorporated. For instance,
in Min’s (2006) study 77% of peers’ comments were accepted, and in Villamil and
De Guerrero’s (1998) study 74% of oral comments were incorporated into later
drafts. To further complicate the issue, Liu and Sadler’s (2003) findings indicated
that written peer review resulted in more revisions based on peers’ suggestions
(41%) than computer-assisted review (27%).
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An examination of the current study’s data leads to three notable
observations in this line of inquiry. First, oral peer review, which resulted in the
lowest number of suggestions, nonetheless had the highest rate of those suggestions
incorporated into the subsequent drafts (66%). To some degree this is an expected
outcome—while fewer overall comments were made during this mode due to the
extra time taken to discuss each suggestion, two-way communication likely led to a
greater understanding of the reviewers’ intent and therefore a stronger likelihood of
their ideas being taken seriously and subsequently incorporated. The relatively high
rate of incorporation for this mode reinforces conclusions from the previous studies
mentioned above (Min, 2006; Villamil & De Guerrero, 1998) in which a higher
percentage of incorporated suggestions derived from oral peer review. As discussed
in the following section for Research Question 5, this higher rate of incorporation
was consistent across the three proficiency groups. Following this logic, oral peer
review is a strong mode choice where suggestion incorporation into subsequent
drafts is concerned.
A second notable finding relates to evaluation sheet peer review. The
comment receivers took up far fewer suggestions made in this mode (48%); there
are at least two possible reasons for this outcome. First, the evaluations sheet was
divorced from the actual paragraph. Reviewers could not write (or type) comments
directly on the draft or (orally) discuss them at length, thus leading to a greater
number of non-committal or vague comments that did not always pinpoint specific
places in the text. Additionally, there were fewer suggestions that included
alternative ideas or recommendations in this mode compared to the other modes.
Second, as discussed earlier, this mode had the greatest number of paragraph-level
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comments (as opposed to word- and sentence-level suggestions) due to several of
the sheet’s guided questions being focused on general issues such as the topic, the
author’s ideas, and unity, and whole-text suggestions tended to lead to fewer
revisions in general across the four modes. For evaluation sheet review, a larger
number of these were left unrevised rather than being taken up (67 ignored, 45
incorporated), again likely due in part to the vague nature of comments, such as,
“you need a clearer main idea,” or, “some sentences do not match the theme.” In
contrast, word-level suggestions, which tended to be the most specific and explicit,
resulted in a far higher degree of incorporation (88 out of 130 suggestions), thus
ensuring positive outcomes for this mode.
Unfortunately, relatively few researchers have focused exclusively or
secondarily on this mode of peer review, despite the presence of guided peer review
sheets present in many modern ESL/EFL writing textbooks (Blanchard & Root,
2010; Folse, Muchmore-Vokoun, & Solomon, 2009; Zemach & Islam, 2004). Most
peer review researchers have tended to use oral, computer-assisted, or on-draft
modes in their studies. It is therefore difficult to compare the evaluation sheet results
in this study to previous research, and discussion of the outcomes related to this
mode are more speculative than those of other, more widely researched peer review
modes.
A third outcome of this research question related to the incorporation rates at
different levels of the text. In all four modes, there were far higher rates of
subsequent incorporation of word-level suggestions than those at the text or sentence
level. This result echoes the fact that the reader/reviewers had a greater propensity
toward making word-level (or local error) suggestions in the first place.
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This trend indicates that EFL instructors would do well to focus initially on
local errors when introducing peer review to their students in order to bolster the
learners’ comfort and confidence in their ability to perform peer review activities.
The greater clarity and specificity of these types of suggestions benefit reviewers
and authors alike and give each a concrete foundation upon which to learn about the
broader suggestions that are more common in global, whole-text suggestions.
Taking this notion further, teachers who have enough time to do multiple peerreview sessions would benefit from gradually introducing different suggestion types
over the course of a class term, first beginning with concrete issues learners can
grasp quickly, such as spelling, word choice, and mechanics, and then later moving
on to sentence-level and phrasal commenting before finally focusing on the text as a
whole with issues such as unity, coherence, and thematic choice. Building upon each
stage has the potential to improve suggestion quality and not overwhelm the peer
reviewers from pressure to comment on many aspects of the text from the first
review session.
For practitioners with the need to select a peer review mode for classroom
practice, an examination of these outcomes in aggregate does not lead to a clearly
superior mode choice. As discussed previously, oral peer review resulted in the
fewest total comments, but it had the highest incorporation rate and the lowest
number of ignored suggestions. However, learners’ evaluations in the post-peerreview questionnaire indicated a preference for computer-assisted review, and the
greatest number of comments was also made in this mode. Instead, the best mode
choice depends upon what the instructor wishes to accomplish. Peer review using an
evaluation sheet was the least popular among the participants and led to the smallest
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number of incorporated suggestions, but there was also a greater balance of
suggestion types due to the variation in guided questions. Oral peer review resulted
in better incorporation rates, but not all learners were comfortable with confronting
their peers’ errors face-to-face, at least not without adequate advance training.
Computer-assisted and on-draft review received positive evaluations from the
learners and a respectable percentage of suggestions were included in later drafts, so
these are likely acceptable choices for those looking for a balance between learner
satisfaction and peer review outcomes, computer-assisted review in particular
considering the increasing presence of technology in language education. This mode
is also likely to be particularly suited to higher-proficiency learners as they
responded most positively in the questionnaire instrument. In fact, proficiency
should be a consideration for instructors selecting a peer review mode, and the
results of comments and revisions according to this variable are discussed in the
next section.

Research Question 5: The Influence of Proficiency on
Comments and Revisions
The fifth research question asked, “To what degree are the amount and type
of peer suggestions influenced by the learners’ proficiency level? To what degree
are the amount and type of suggestions incorporated into subsequent drafts
influenced by the learners’ proficiency level?” One concern in this study is whether
peer review is equally appropriate and effective for English learners at different
proficiency levels. While much of the prior ESL research into peer review has not
included proficiency as an experimental variable, some researchers have taken it into
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account, although the outcomes have varied depending on the nature of the study.
Lundstrom and Baker (2009), for example, attempted to relate proficiency to quality
gains in compositions after peer review. They introduced peer review to two
proficiency groups in an ESL university class in the United States and found that the
high-beginner proficiency learners made more quality gains after review than those
in the high-intermediate proficiency class, especially students who reviewed texts
(In that study, the participants were either comment receivers or reviewers, not
both).
Other researchers have focused on the types of comments and/or revisions
made as part of the writing process. In his study of peer review use in two French as
a Second Language courses, Shultz (2000) found that the students in her lowerproficiency level course made more sentence-level revisions after peer review, while
higher-proficiency learners revised more content-related, global issues in their
subsequent drafts. A related result was found in a study by Kamimura (2006), in
which “high” and “low” Japanese learners were exposed to peer review using a
worksheet followed by an oral response session. The lower-proficiency students
made more comments, which were also more local in nature, than the higherproficiency participants, although both groups also commented on broader
“meaning” aspects of their peers’ compositions. In both groups, peer review was
found to lead to improved draft quality. Alternatively, Rinnert and Kobayashi (2001)
introduced peer review to “experienced” and “inexperienced” Japanese learners
using a rating sheet and asked the participants to rate and comment on various
aspects of a common compositional draft (akin to peer evaluation). They found that
proficiency group membership affected the focus of the students’ ratings with the
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less experienced learners tending to direct their assessment more to the content of
the writing passage, and less on language use, while those with more experience
took most notice of the passage’s rhetorical features. However, it should be noted
that because the learners were evaluating the text as a whole rather than commenting
directly on it or to the author, the results do not necessarily correspond to other peer
review studies or to the current study.
A more recent study (Allen & Mills, 2015) also investigated the impact of
proficiency of English proficiency on the number of peer review suggestions and
incorporations by pairing students of similar and different levels. The researchers
found that a similar number of mean suggestions were made by pairs of similar
ability (high and low pairs made a mean of 11.1 and 10.9 suggestions, respectively),
but that those in the higher ability pairs incorporated more, although not
dramatically more, suggestions than those in the lower ability pairs (6.4 to 5.4 mean
suggestions incorporated).
While the evidence of the impact of peer review on learners at different
proficiency levels is limited and not always in alignment, one general observation
that can be made is that peer review has been found to improve draft quality at
various proficiency levels, even if the types of comments reviewers make differ
depending on their language proficiency. Less proficient learners tend to direct their
suggestions toward local errors, and see more draft improvement as a result, while
higher proficiency learners include more comments about meaning and rhetorical
features in the text as a whole (i.e., global issues). However, it is uncommon to find
studies in which the researchers have examined the interrelation between learner
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proficiency, commenting and revisions, and peer review mode as the current study
has.
Similar to Kamimura’s (2006) and Allen and Mills’ (2014) findings, the
participants in this study’s Low Proficiency Group made a similar number of peer
comments compared to those in the High Proficiency group (High Proficiency
Group: 426; Intermediate Proficiency Group: 457 comments; Low Proficiency
Group: 437 comments). In this case, those in the lower group actually made more
comments, although this difference in total comments between groups was not
statistically significant. Nonetheless, this is an encouraging indication that
proficiency either has a limited impact on peer commenting or can influence the
number of comments in favor of those with lower language proficiency. Moreover,
the modal distribution of comments was non-significant for the Intermediate and
Low Proficiency Groups, which can be interpreted as a sign of their readiness to
engage in peer review regardless of whatever mode is chosen. In other words,
following these results, the number of suggestions made by peers does not need to
be a priority concern for the selection of peer review mode for learners below
advanced proficiency. For the High Proficiency learners, however, there were
meaningful differences.
The modal distribution of comments in the High Proficiency Group was
significant at the .01 level, with far more comments made in computer-assisted
review (140 comments) than in other modes (particularly oral review, which totaled
only 80 comments for this group). This result, when matched with the outcomes of
Research Question 2 indicating a clear preference for computer-assisted review
among higher-proficiency learners—a result that corresponds to DiGiovanni and
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Nagaswami’s (2001) conclusion favoring this mode for the advanced learners in
their study. Thus the evidence continues to build in favor of utilizing computer
review for learners at higher levels.
This conclusion is nonetheless qualified, although not contradicted, by the
second analysis reported for Research Question 5. Among all three proficiency
groups, mode had a non-significant impact on the percentage of suggestions that led
to revisions in subsequent drafts, and for the High Proficiency Group participants,
computer-assisted review did not even result in the greatest rate of revisions
(although it was nearly as high as the top-rated oral peer review). The results for
each of the three levels were quite varied and concrete suggestions for the classroom
are therefore difficult to prescribe. The two most notable outcomes were that the
Intermediate Proficiency Group learners incorporated a high percentage of
suggestions made in oral review (77.11%), while those in the Low Proficiency
Group made the greatest number of revisions based on computer-assisted comments
(66.00%).
Although the Friedman’s ANOVA for these revision-related results across
the four modes was non-significant, instructors desiring to utilize a single peer
review mode for learners at comparable levels of proficiency might take these
findings into account. On the other hand, for those who have the time and facilities
to blend two peer review modes, these results reinforce the assertions made by
earlier researchers that oral and computer-assisted review are complementary
(Schultz, 2000; Sullivan & Pratt, 1996; Tuzi, 2004). The characteristics of each of
these modes can appeal to learners in different ways or address different aspects of
learners’ compositions. The participants usually preferred Computer-assisted peer
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review over other modes, both as reader/reviewers and as authors receiving
comments. Moreover, they tended to give more suggestions in this mode, and the
incorporation rate was respectable as well. On the other hand, oral peer review
resulted in fewer suggestions overall, but those suggestions were often better
comprehended and they were incorporated into subsequent drafts at a higher rate
than other modes.
One final discovery from this analysis is the relatively low standing of
evaluation sheet peer review in comparison to the other modes. Peer review in this
mode led to the lowest or second-lowest revision rate across all three groups. As
discussed earlier, the use of a separate guided questions worksheet appears to have
had a distancing effect for reviewers in relation to the draft, leading to vaguer
suggestions and less participant satisfaction. Nevertheless, such a worksheet has
certain benefits, such as providing a good foundation for learners to grasp the
various elements of peer review they should direct their attention toward, and
therefore could conceivably be more useful if used in conjunction with a second
mode, such as oral or computer-assisted review. On its own, however, evaluation
sheet review seems to have the lowest potential for positive revision outcome and
learner satisfaction.

Research Question 6: The Accuracy of Peer Suggestions
The final research question, “To what degree were peer suggestions accurate
for each peer review mode?” highlights another fundamental concern of utilizing
peer review, namely whether the suggestions made by learners are accurate enough
to justify carrying out peer review in the first place. If many or most of the
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suggestions are inaccurate, and the comment receiver was to take up those
suggestions in subsequent drafts, it could potentially lessen final draft quality and
bring the whole practice of peer review into question (although even in this case
there may be benefits gained by the reader/reviewers). Conversely, if a strong
majority of suggestions are deemed valid, and they are later incorporated by the
comment receivers, this would help practitioners justify devoting time to peer
review as composition quality would likely improve. In this way, the accuracy of
peer suggestions can be considered one of the more important considerations in
determining whether or not to carry out peer EFL review.
While peer review has been shown to bring benefits for both
reader/reviewers and authors in ESL contexts, including improvement the
composers’ outlook (Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 1992); expanding the authors’ sense of
audience (Berg, 1999; Lundstrom & Baker, 2009; Tsui & Ng, 2000, Tuzi, 2004);
improvement in reviewing ability (Lockhart & Ng, 1993; McGroarty & Zhu, 1997;
Min, 2005); and improved social interaction (Roskams, 1999; Villamil & De
Guerrero, 1996), arguably the most important is the improvement of the composer’s
work (Kamimura, 2006; Yang, Badger, & Zhen, 2006; Paulus, 1999). Without a
marked improvement in draft quality, peer review becomes more of an academic
exercise than a process that leads to concrete results. Although a concept such as
“draft quality” is by nature subjective and therefore rater-dependent and difficult to
measure, there are means to indirectly determine how a draft is being improved
through the peer review process, one of which is the accuracy of peer suggestions
(and also to what degree authors incorporate those suggestions into later drafts).
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Researchers who have examined accuracy in peer review have usually
reached positive conclusions. Several have deduced that the comments made during
second-language peer review were usually legitimate and/or led to meaningful
revisions (Berg, 1999; Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 1992; Paulus, 1999, Stanley, 1992;
Villamil & De Guerrero, 1998). Further, several of the researchers who analyzed the
ratio of accurate to inaccurate suggestions reported a majority to be correct. Caulk
(1994), Jacobs (1989), and Yang, Badger, and Zhen (2006), reported that greater
than 80% of all suggestions made were valid.
The results of the current study are encouraging and generally align with the
positive conclusions of previous researchers. Across all four peer review modes,
suggestion correctness ranged between 73% and 78%. This outcome bolsters the
case for peer review in two ways. First, the majority of suggestions were considered
to be correct by the raters—more than three out of four suggestions were accurate
for three of the modes (the evaluation sheet review had the weakest outcome). The
implication is that there is a strong probability that suggestions made during peer
review improve rather than reduce subsequent draft quality. Second, the results were
relatively mode-agnostic. Regardless of which mode the participants engaged in, the
suggestions were accurate by a wide margin and correctness percentages did not
differ greatly from mode to mode.
When these results are taken together with the high incorporation rate of
suggestions discussed in Research Question 5, the argument for including peer
review becomes all the stronger. Regardless of proficiency level, and even, to a
degree, regardless of mode, results from the current study clearly indicate that peer
review leads to a large number of mostly accurate suggestions being incorporated
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into later drafts in a process that received a largely positive response from the
participants. As long as learners are adequately prepared through initial training and
explanation of peer review’s benefits, and they are coached in a way that focuses on
making meaningful suggestions according to their proficiency level (local and
concrete for lower-level learners, global and conceptual for those with higher
ability), peer review can become an important addition to nearly any EFL
composition curriculum.

Pedagogical Implications
The results of this study have several implications for process writing in
EFL, and particularly Japanese, language learning contexts. While there appears to
be a degree of truth in the stereotype of Japanese students being uncomfortable with
the prospect of peer reviewing one another’s written work, this discomfort does not
extend to all aspects of the peer review process. On the whole, students representing
a wide range of proficiencies responded positively to engaging in peer review as
readers and comment receivers; it was only in the role of reviewers that their
evaluation was less enthusiastic. It is therefore this role that requires more focus
from the instructor, both through initial training and explication of the benefits of
peer review, in order to allay students’ anxiety and concerns (although it should be
noted that this conclusion is somewhat speculative as anxiety was not a variable
measured in this study). A number of previous ESL/EFL researchers have attested to
the benefits of pre-peer review training (Berg, 1999; Hu, 2005; Kamimura, 2006;
Liou & Peng, 2009; McGroarty & Zhu, 1997; Min 2005, 2006; Rothschild &
Klingenberg, 1990; Stanley, 1992), and this study confirms the necessity of training
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for Japanese university-aged learners. In this case, as proficiency increased so did
comfort with reviewing, and instructors would be advised to spend significantly
more time (50-100% more) preparing lower proficiency learners than those with
higher English proficiency.
Additionally, training time might vary with the mode. Because of the facethreatening nature of oral peer review, where participants must critique one
another’s work verbally in real-time, it is advisable for instructors to include more
modeling and role play using sample compositions when introducing oral peer
review in order to alleviate potential cultural difficulties Japanese students might
experience when engaging in this mode.
Determining which mode to use is another key consideration for EFL
instructors wishing to include peer review as part of a writing curriculum. Compared
to 10 to 15 years ago, the increasing availability of computers, coupled with
Japanese students’ (gradually developing) computer literacy, indicates a clear choice
for the modern EFL writing course: computer-assisted peer review. However, such
an assumption is somewhat simplistic and ignores the fact that each mode brings
with it its own strengths and weaknesses. It is true that computer-assisted peer
review was most strongly preferred overall by the participants in this study, and this
mode resulted in the highest number of suggestions made by many students
(especially those with higher English proficiency), but the computer-assisted mode
is not a panacea for potential peer reviewers. Oral peer review resulted in more
suggestions being incorporated into subsequent drafts, and peer review using an
evaluation sheet, despite being the lowest rated of the four modes, produced the best
balance between local and global suggestions made by the reader/reviewers.
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The solution to the question of mode choice therefore depends on the goals
of the instructor and the classroom context. If the preference is for a single mode,
and the instructor has ready access to computer facilities, then computer-assisted
peer review makes a good deal of sense. Outcomes were respectable across all
measures and across all proficiency levels. However, using an evaluation sheet can
impress upon learners the need to comment on the different aspects of a
composition—at the word-, sentence-, and (whole) text-levels—and therefore is a
good mode choice to initially introduce and practice peer review with learners.
Additionally, oral peer review has the benefit of engaging them in a bidirectional
discussion of the text, allowing them to clarify areas of confusion and more
profoundly consider reviewed compositions from the perspective of the author. The
fact that a higher percentage of suggestions were taken up after engaging in this
mode also cannot be ignored, and instructors who subscribe to a perspective in
which scaffolding and collaboration are key components of the language learning
process would naturally gravitate to the inherently social characteristics of oral peer
review.
Taken together, these outcomes indicate the benefits of introducing multiple
modes of peer review to learners. Instructors who have the time to go into more
depth in peer review activities could follow this sequence of steps to derive the
maximum advantage: Begin by explaining to learners the peer review process and its
benefits; train them how to effectively read, review, and respond to critiques of their
compositions through modeling and the use of guided questions; have them then
read and review their peers’ work on a computer using the ‘comment’ feature while
referring to the guided question sheet; follow this computer-assisted review with an
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oral session during which reviewers verbally explain their computer-written
comments to the composers while offering suggestions for improvement; each
learner then revises his or her composition, taking into account the peer suggestions
before submitting the final draft to the instructor. Blending different modes in this
manner would allow learners who are anxious about peer review to move into it at a
slower, stepped pace, first passively through training and reliance on guided
questions, then more actively, yet individually, in computer review, and finally fully
engaging with the composer during oral review.
Naturally, writing proficiency would also have a bearing on how the
instructor approaches each step in the sequence. For example, groups of higher
proficiency learners probably require somewhat less training and instead can benefit
from spending more time on review and self-revision. On the other hand, those of
lower proficiency need much more time for training and reviewing. They would also
be better served by initially introducing more guided questions that are focused on
local errors as they tend to be weaker at making text-level suggestions. That being
said, global issues should not be ignored completely.
In this study, although the largest amount of suggestions was of the local,
word-level type, there was a substantial number of global, paragraph-level
suggestions as well. One emphasis of the process writing approach is for learners to
start with broad concepts related to topics and main ideas that are then bolstered by
unity and support throughout the paragraph or essay. Local issues tend to be less of
an initial focus in process writing, so although instructors may be tempted to solely
highlight local errors when introducing peer review, especially to lower-proficiency
learners, in a sense such an emphasis would be counter to the principles of process
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writing. It is true that local errors represent an accessible avenue for learners to
concretely grasp how to initially peer review, but adding a few guided questions
pertaining to global issues can help to illuminate those process-writing principles as
well. As the learners’ experience in process writing and peer review progresses,
additional global and local issues can be introduced in tandem but with an increasing
emphasis on the global concerns over local errors. These global issues will become
more consequential to the quality of longer and more in-depth texts being written as
their ability improves.
As long as instructors carefully manage the peer review experience by taking
the learners and context into account, the outcomes will justify introducing these
activities into EFL writing courses. Results of this and other studies have shown
that, given enough preparation, learners of all proficiencies tend to make accurate
and relevant suggestions that are then incorporated into later drafts more often than
not. Given the limited downsides, many of which can be mitigated by suitable peer
review training, the question becomes not if peer review should be included in EFL
writing curriculums but how it is best introduced.
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CHAPTER 7
CONCLUSION

Summary of the Findings
Six research questions pertaining to the use of peer review in mixedproficiency, EFL writing courses guided this study. The first question asked how
EFL learners evaluated engaging in peer review as readers, reviewers, and comment
receivers. The second question extended this inquiry to focus on evaluations of four
modes of peer review: reviewing with an evaluation sheet, orally commenting on the
drafts, handwriting suggestions on the drafts, and utilizing a computer to make
comments. The third research question concerned the number and type of comments
made in each peer review mode. The fourth question inquired as to the number and
type of suggestions that were taken up in subsequent drafts. The fifth question
focused on the number of suggestions and revisions made according to peer review
mode. Finally, the sixth question asked to what degree peer suggestions were
considered accurate.
In order to answer these questions, data were collected from approximately
100 first-year L2 university students who were members of four introductory writing
courses at a Japanese university. Using a counterbalanced design to introduce the
four modes of peer review, a post-activity perceived usefulness questionnaire
instrument was used to collect evaluations from the participants after each peer
review session. Data also included the results from a C-test, used to initially measure
the participants’ proficiency, and the learners’ paragraphs, including first drafts and
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post-peer review final drafts. Both quantitative and qualitative analyses were
performed on the data.
In order to answer the first research question, the participants were divided
into three proficiency groups according to the results of the C-test, and questionnaire
items pertaining to the three peer review roles were then subjected to a Rasch
analysis. Person measures from this analysis indicated that the participants had a
positive evaluation of reading one another’s drafts and receiving suggestions from
each other, but they did not feel as comfortable reviewing their peers’ work. This
discomfort was greatest for the Low Proficiency Group, but diminished to a degree
with increasing proficiency. The participants appeared to enjoy peer review, but
teachers should be sensitive when introducing it into the curriculum, particularly for
Asian learners such as those from Japan for whom maintaining group harmony
through face-saving behavior is a common trait. Preceding peer review with training
and explication of its benefits, such as was done in this study, can help to relieve
some of the anxiety associated with critiquing others’ work. As the discomfort was
most pronounced for those with lower English proficiency, more time should be
taken with such learners before engaging them in peer review.
Questionnaire data were further analyzed to answer the second research
question about evaluations of the four peer review modes. Findings were mixed and,
as was found in answering the first research question, the participants responded less
enthusiastically to each mode as reader/reviewers than as comment receivers.
Nonetheless, when the data were divided according to the learners’ proficiencies and
the four different peer review modes, some patterns emerged. Computer-assisted
peer review had the highest person measures overall and received the highest
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endorsement from those in the High Proficiency Group. Person measures for Low
Proficiency learners, on the other hand, were generally higher for on-draft peer
review, while those for Intermediate Proficiency participants tended not to indicate
strong endorsement for any particular mode. Also of note was the contrast in person
measures between evaluation of oral peer review as reader/reviewers and as
comment receivers—the former were the lowest of the four modes while the latter
were the second highest. This finding illustrates the weaknesses and strengths of
face-to-face review for Japanese learners: it is difficult to directly critique another’s
work in conversation, but when they received oral suggestions from their peers they
better understood and appreciated them. On balance, the learners evaluated
computer-assisted peer review favorably enough that this appears to be a strong
mode choice in terms of learner acceptance.
Answering the third research question (and all subsequent questions)
involved analyzing the students’ written drafts and comments. Here the focus was
on the types of peer comments the participants made for each of the four review
modes. In nearly all cases, word-level suggestions outnumbered those at the
sentence and whole-text levels; the most frequent comments concerned authors’
word choice, grammar, and mechanics. The only mode in which there was a
comparable number of other comment types was the evaluation sheet peer review, in
which the participants produced more paragraph-level suggestions than word-level
suggestions. This result can be explained by the balance of targeted levels in the
guided questions themselves—the evaluation sheet was produced to elicit responses
about all levels of the text. Thus it would appear that the advantage of this mode is
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in creating awareness among learners of the need to analyze issues in the text at all
levels.
Whereas the third research question concerned the types of suggestions made
by reviewers, the fourth question pertained to the types of revisions made to
subsequent drafts by authors. As with suggestions, the most common revisions were
at the word level, with authors incorporating their peer reviewers’ ideas in this area
over two-thirds of the time. The results did not tend to vary dramatically across the
peer review modes, although computer-assisted peer review had the highest number
of suggestions that were incorporated into subsequent drafts across all three levels
(word-level, sentence-level, and paragraph-level). When looking at the incorporation
rates for all of the suggestions together, oral peer review had the highest percentage
of ‘revised as suggested’ instances (66.2%) while evaluation sheet review had the
lowest (48.8%), with on-draft and computer-assisted in the middle (58.4% and
59.3% respectively). By this measure, oral peer review was the most successful of
the four modes, despite having the lowest number of total suggestions. The most
likely explanation for this finding is that a larger number of those suggestions were
understood and incorporated by the authors due to the unique, bidirectional nature of
this mode, giving authors the ability to ask for clarification of comments and
suggestions for improvement.
The fifth research question added the variable of learner proficiency to the
previous two questions’ emphasis on suggestions, revisions, and mode. Nonparametric analyses of the number of comments and revisions made in each mode
by each proficiency group resulted in mostly non-statistically significant differences.
The only significant result (p < .01) was for the number of peer comments made by
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members of the High Proficiency Group. In this case, the participants made about
40% or more suggestions during computer-assisted peer review compared to the
other three modes, providing further evidence that the higher proficiency language
learners in the study were better equipped for and performed better as reviewers in
this mode. This result did not extend to the analysis of revisions by proficiency,
however, as none of the groups displayed significant differences, by mode, in the
percentage of suggestions taken up in later drafts.
The sixth and final research question related to the accuracy of the
suggestions made by the peer reviewers in the study. Absent accuracy, suggestions
can be misleading and/or confusing to the authors receiving them and in the worst
case, can result in a revised draft of lesser quality than the original. It is therefore
important that suggestions be as correct as possible. In this study, accuracy was
fairly high across all peer review modes, ranging between 73 and 78%. Incorrect
suggestions ranged from 12 to 19%, and those that were partially correct ranged
from 6 to 10%. The ratio of correct to incorrect suggestions was greater than 3:1, so
these results can be considered relatively successful, especially bearing in mind that
the vast majority of participants in the study had never before engaged in EFL peer
review.

Limitations
A limitation of this study involves the use of a C-test for proficiency
measurement. Because an important variable of this study was the participants’
English language proficiency, use of an in-house C-test to determine this ability
limits the degree to which the results can be replicated in other contexts.
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Unfortunately, I did not have access to a more standardized or internationally
recognized measure of English language proficiency, such as the TOEFL or IELTS
tests, or even the domestic Eiken examination, so results related to proficiency in
this study must be considered with this limitation in mind.
Additionally, because of time and course constraints, a second limitation is
that the participants were introduced to each of the four peer review modes covered
in the study only one time. As nearly all of the students had little-to-no experience
with peer review activities prior to these taking these classes, ideally they would
have undergone peer review in each mode more than once. Instructors who have
more time to spend with learners might wish to have them engage in various peer
review methods several times over the course of multiple writing assignments, or, as
suggested in the discussion chapter, blend modes together for maximum effect. For
such practitioners, the results of this research might be less insightful than for those
who teaching environments closely match those of the current study.
Another limitation related to time constraints involved the time allotted for
reading and reviewing peers’ compositions. Because of the limited classroom time,
the learners were only given 30-40 minutes for each peer review session. It is
difficult to say whether this is enough, and fortunately they needed to review only a
single paragraph during this time, but the instructor nonetheless needed to keep to a
strict schedule even if all of the participants had not completed their peer reviewing.
A recent study by Wang (2014) found that students who had only a limited time to
peer review a composition (in that case, 40 minutes to read and review an academic
essay) perceived peer review to be less useful. Ideally, all students would have
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enough time for each peer review session to thoroughly read and review their
classmates’ work.
A fourth limitation relates to the questionnaire used in the study. This
questionnaire was developed to measure the participants’ evaluation of the peer
review activities, and the wording of the questionnaire items centered on the
perceived usefulness and learners’ comfort level with peer review. Therefore, all of
the items were positively worded, which might have implicitly pressured the
respondents to endorse the statements to a greater degree than was their actual
intent. The results might have indicated a less favorable response to peer review if
the items had been less positively worded.

Suggestions for Future Research
There now exists over 20 years of research into various facets of peer review
use in second- and foreign-language contexts. A perusal of the recent literature
indicates that inquiry into peer review is ongoing, taking place in new contexts and
with new participants. In the current study, I attempted to cover various aspects of
peer review that had heretofore been underrepresented, and I hope that the findings
in this study will be relevant in the larger world of L2 pedagogy. Nonetheless, there
still exist areas of research that continue to be underrepresented and have the
potential to provide new insights into the peer review process.
This study was one of the first to cover peer review for paragraph-length, as
opposed to essay-length, compositions. Due to time constraints, however, there was
no opportunity to help the learners improve their writing skills beyond short writing
passages. It would be useful to follow how authors develop reviewing skills at the
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same time that they are increasing the length and complexity of their compositions,
starting from single paragraphs and finishing with multi-page essays. Is it beneficial
to include peer review activities from the beginning of this process, as the results
from this study suggest, or is it better to wait until the learners have attained a
certain level of skill before introducing them? A well-structured, longitudinal study
that introduces peer review to different groups of learners at various stages in the
learning process would help inform instructors grappling with the issue of timing.
A second area with the potential for further consideration is writing genre.
Most existing peer review research, including this study, has involved students
writing compositions representing a single genre of writing, but the current
compositional requirements both inside and outside of academia can encompass
multiple genres, including argumentative essays, short fiction, and weblogs. There is
no clear research investigating the impact peer review has on one genre relative to
others, and a study exposing L2 learners to peer review while writing different
genres would be enlightening.
A third potential area for further inquiry relates to activity theory. This
theory asserts that all human activity is characterized by the individual motivations
that lead participants to engage that activity. In the realm of education, this means
that although a group of students might all be assigned to undertake the same task,
their individual incentives for accomplishing that task will affect their participation
in it—their “activity”—differently. Peer review would be a strong candidate for
examining learners’ participation within the framework of activity theory. Although
the broad outlines of the peer reviewing task is the same for all participants (read a
peer’s work, comment on it, and revise one’s own draft based on peers’
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suggestions), the motivation for reading, commenting, and revising likely differs
from learner to learner, thus affecting how they engage in the task. This could be
particularly relevant for determining why different learners comment on the same
piece of writing in different ways. By researching and understanding the underlying
motivations that lead to differing commenting outcomes for individual learners,
instructors would have a better sense of how to introduce and train students to
participate in peer review tasks.

Final Conclusions
Peer review, as a central component of the process writing approach, enables
students to assert greater control over their own learning as well as to actively
participate in the enhancement of their peers’ compositional output. The current
study has demonstrated that learners of a wide range of English proficiencies can
successfully engage in and benefit from peer review activities, both from the
perspective of readers critically reviewing others’ content and of authors receiving
assistance and validation from an audience beyond the instructor. While the first
instinct for many Japanese and other EFL students is to avoid situations that involve
potentially face-threatening peer critique, once they have experienced it, given the
right circumstances, the benefits tend to become clear, even outweighing their initial
reluctance.
If there is only one conclusion to be derived from this research it is that peer
review can work on even the most limited of scales with learners of even modest
language proficiency. Beyond considerations of mode and genre, peer review is
about embracing autonomy as a key feature of the writing process. Early recognition
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of this is essential if students are to become adaptable and versatile learners, not
only of composition, but also of foreign languages in general.
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APPENDIX A
C-TEST

C-test 1
番号＿＿＿＿＿＿＿ 名前＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿
次の英文は、1語おきに単語が半分（または半分プラス1語）消された消された状
態になっている。例にならって、それぞれの空所に必要な文字を入れ、意味の通じ
る文にしなさい。
(例) Take o__ your sho____ when y__ enter a Japa___ house.
Take off your shoes when you enter a Japanese house.
<1>
A few weeks ago my sister and I had a trip together in
western Japan. We sp______ time visi________ tourist
sig______ in Kyoto, Nara, a____ other pla______.
Unfortunately i__ was t____ school tr____ season.
Wher________ we we____, we we____ surrounded b__ large
gro______ of junior high school students on their school
excursions.
<2>
The meaning of the word "volunteer" may vary slightly
depending upon the country, but it usually means "one who
offers his or her services." There a____ many diff_________
ways i__ which peo______ can volu_________, such a__ taking
ca____ of physi_________ handicapped peo______, working i__
homes f____ homeless chil________, and pic________ up garbage
from beaches and parks. Volunteers may work within their own
countries or overseas.
<3>
"If you want to know the time, ask a policeman." No one is
sure where this saying comes from. However, i__ shows u__ how
Bri________ people fe____ about th______ police offi________.
"Bobbies," a__ they a____ often cal______ in Brit______, not
on____ fight cr______, but they also help people.
<4>
As Martin Luther King grew up in the American South, he
learned all about prejudice. Because o__ prejudice
aga________ African-Americans, h__ was for______ to s____ in
t____ back o____ a b____ and t__ ride i__ special
sect________ of a tr______. He could not go into certain
public places to have dinner or watch a film.
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APPENDIX B
C-TEST (WITH ANSWERS)
2 points x 50 = 100 points
<1> 13 blanks
A few weeks ago my sister and I had a trip together
in western Japan. We spent time visiting tourist sights
in Kyoto, Nara, and other places. Unfortunately it was
the school trip season. Wherever we went, we were
surrounded by large groups of junior high school
students on their school excursions.
<2> 13 blanks
The meaning of the word "volunteer" may vary slightly
depending upon the country, but it usually means "one
who offers his or her services." There are many
different ways in which people can volunteer, such as
taking care of physically handicapped people, working in
homes for homeless children, and picking up garbage from
beaches and parks. Volunteers may work within their own
countries or overseas.
<3> 12 blanks
"If you want to know the time, ask a policeman." No
one is sure where this saying comes from. However, it
shows us how British people feel about their police
officers. "Bobbies," as they are often called in
Britain, not only fight crime, but they also help people.
<4> 12 blanks
As Martin Luther King grew up in the American South,
he learned all about prejudice. Because of prejudice
against African-Americans, he was forced to sit in the
back of a bus and to ride in special sections of a
train. He could not go into certain public places to
have dinner or watch a film.
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APPENDIX C
PEER REVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE (ENGLISH VERSION)

Last week we did an activity in which you read another student’s writing and then wrote or
discussed your ideas and observations about it. I would like to know your reaction to this
activity, so please respond to the following short survey about the “peer review” activity.
Part I – Reading (and commenting on) other students’ writing
Please make a choice depending on how much you agree or disagree with each statement.
1-

strongly
disagree

2-

disagree

3-

slightly
disagree

4-

slightly
agree

5-

agree

As a reader
R21

It was interesting to read what other students had written

________

R22

I was able to get new ideas by reading other students’ writing

________

R23

Reading other students’ writing helped me to think about my own
writing

________

R24

I would like to read other students’ writing more in the future

________

As a reviewer
V21

I was able to make some suggestions to my partners

________

V22

I felt confident about the correctness of my suggestions

________

V23

I think I helped my partners to improve their writing

________

V24

I could peer review well

________

Evaluation sheet peer review
RE1

I felt comfortable making written comments to my partner on the
evaluation sheet.

________

RE2

I wrote enough comments for my partner.

________

RE3

I felt my written comments using the evaluation sheet were clear.

________

RE4

Using the evaluation sheet was helpful for making comments.

________

RE5

I would be interested in doing this written peer review in the future.

________
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6-

strongly
agree

On draft peer review
RW1

I felt comfortable making written comments to my partner on
their paragraph.

________

RW2 I wrote enough comments for my partner.

________

RW3 I felt my written comments were clear.

________

RW4 It was useful to write comments on my partner’s draft.

________

RW5

I would be interested in doing this written peer review in the
future.

________

Oral peer review
RO1

I felt comfortable making oral comments to my partner.

________

RO2

I felt my partner appreciated my oral suggestions.

________

RO3

I was able to discuss my partner’s writing meaningfully.

________

RO4

I said enough oral comments to my partner.

________

RO5

I would be interested in doing oral peer review in the future.

________

Computer peer review
RP1

I felt comfortable typing written comments to my partner on
the computer.

________

RP2

I typed enough comments for my partner.

________

RP3

I felt my typed comments were clear.

________

RP4

It was easy to make comments using the computer.

________

RP5

I would be interested in doing computer peer review in the
future.

________
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Part II – Receiving suggestions as an author

1-

strongly
disagree

2- disagree

3-

slightly
disagree

4-

slightly
agree

5- agree

As an author
W21

I was interested in finding out my partners’ suggestions

________

W22

I used my partners’ suggestions when re-writing my paragraphs

________

W23

I felt comfortable letting other students make suggestions about
my work

________

W24

Peer review was useful for me as an author

________

Evaluation sheet peer review
WE1

I felt comfortable reading my partner’s suggestions.

________

WE2

________

WE3

I felt that my partner read my writing carefully.
The written suggestions on the evaluation sheet I received were
clear and useful.

WE4

The evaluation sheet was helpful in receiving suggestions.

________

WE5

I received enough written suggestions.

________

________

On draft peer review
WW1 I felt comfortable reading my partner’s suggestions.

________

WW2 I felt that my partner read my writing carefully.

________

WW3 It was useful to receive suggestions on my draft.

________

WW4 My partner wrote suggestions in a clear way.

________

WW5 I received enough written suggestions.

________
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6-

strongly
agree

Oral peer review
WO1

I felt comfortable listening to my partner’s suggestions.

________

WO2

________

WO3

I felt that my partner read my writing carefully.
I could write down some useful oral suggestions from my
partner.

WO4

My partner made suggestions in a clear way.

________

WO5

I received enough oral suggestions.

________

________

Computer peer review
WP1

I felt comfortable reading my partner’s suggestions.

WP2

I felt that my partner read my writing carefully.

WP3

It was useful to receive typed suggestions.

WP4

My partner made suggestions in a clear way.

WP5

I received enough typed suggestions.
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________
________
________
________
________

APPENDIX D
PEER REVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE (JAPANESE VERSION)

ピア・レビューについてのアンケート
先週の授業では２人組を作り、あなたがパートナーの作文を読んだ後、コメント
を書くか、あるいは述べて、それについて話し合いました。今日は、そのことにつ
いてあなたがどのように感じたかを知りたいと思います。“peer review”に関する
以下の質問に答えてください。各質問の答えのうち、あなたの気持ちに一番近いと
思われるものを選んでください。
１
２
３
４
５
６
やや
当てはまる
良く
全く当て 当てはまらない ほとんど
はまらない
当てはまらない 当てはまる
当てはまる

PartⅠ

読者として、、、
R21 他の生徒が書いたものを読むのは興味深かった
R22 他の生徒が書いたものを読むことにより、新しいアイデアを得た
R23 他の生徒の書いたものを読むことは、自分の書いたものについて
考えるのに役立った
R24 他の生徒の書いたものを、これからももっと読みたい
V21 自分のパートナーにいくつかの助言を与えることができた
V22 自分が助言を与えられたことで、自信がついた
V23 自分の助言のおかげで、パートナーの作文力が向上すると思う
V24 ピア・レビューがよくできたと思う

評価シートによるピア・レビュー
RE1 自分のパートナーに関するコメントを評価シートに記入するのは
楽であった
RE2 パートナーに対し、十分なコメントを書いた
RE3 評価シートに書いた自分のコメントはわかりやすかったと思う
RE4 評価シートに書く方法は、コメントする上で役立ったと思う
RE5 今後も、書く方法を用いたピア・レビューに興味を持つと思う
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書くことによるピア・レビュー
RW1 自分のパートナーの作文に関するコメントを作文用紙に記入するのは楽であ
った
RW2 パートナーに対し、十分なコメントを書いた
RW3 作文用紙に書いた自分のコメントはわかりやすかったと思う
RW4 作文用紙にコメントを直接書く方法は、コメントする上で役立ったと思う
RW5 今後も、書く方法を用いたピア・レビューに興味を持つと思う

話によるピア・レビュー
RO1 パートナーに話でコメントするのは楽であった
RO2 パートナーは私の話による助言に感謝していると思う
RO3 パートナーの作文について、意味のある話し合いができたと思う
RO4 パートナーに十分なコメントを、話で与えることができた
RO5 今後も話によるピア・レビューをすることに興味があると思う

パソコンによるピア・レビュー
RP1 パートナーにパソコンでコメントを作るのは楽であった
RP2 パートナーに対し、十分なコメントをタイプした
RP3 パソコンでタイプした自分のコメントはわかりやすかったと思う
RP4 ‘コメント’機能を使ってコメントを書くのはやりやすかった
RP5 今後もパソコンによるピア・レビューをすることに興味があると思う
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１
２
３
４
５
６
やや
当てはまる
良く
全く当て 当てはまらない ほとんど
はまらない
当てはまらない 当てはまる
当てはまる

Part Ⅱ

書き手として、、、
W21 パートナーの助言を聞くことは、興味深かった
W22 文章を書き直すときにパートナーの助言を利用すると思う
W23 自分の作文を他の生徒が読むことは嫌ではない
W24 ピア・レビューは書き手の私にとって役に立った

評価シートによるピア・レビュー
WE1 パートナーの助言を読むことは、楽であった
WE2 私のパートナーは、私の作文を注意深く読んでくれたと思う
WE3 評価シートに書かれた助言はわかりやすく、役立つものであった
WE4 評価シートは助言を得る助けになった
WE5 私は十分な助言を書くことによって受け取った

書くことによるピア・レビュー
WW1 パートナーの助言を読むことは、楽であった
WW2 私のパートナーは、私の作文を注意深く読んでくれたと思う
WW3 作文用紙に書かれた助言はわかりやすく、役立つものであった
WW4 作文用紙は助言を得る助けになった
WW5 私は十分な助言を書くことによって受け取った

話によるピア・レビュー
WO1 パートナーの話による助言を聞くことは楽であった
WO2 パートナーは私の作文を注意深く読んでくれたと思う
WO3 パートナーからもらった話による助言を書き留めることができた
WO4 パートナーはわかりやすい方法で助言をくれた
WO5 私は話によるピア・レビューを十分に受け取った

パソコンによるピア・レビュー
WP1 パートナーのパソコンによる助言を読むことは楽であった
WP2 パートナーは私の作文を注意深く読んでくれたと思う
WP3 パートナーからもらった‘コメント’機能によってタイプされた
助言はわかりやすく、役に立った
WP4 パソコン上で助言を受けることは助けになった
WP5 私はパソコンによるピア・レビューを十分に受け取った
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APPENDIX E
COURSE DESCRIPTION
In this class we will begin to learn about academic writing in English. We
will start by studying how to make sentences and the paragraphs in the correct form.
We will also focus on pre-writing, which involves brainstorming ideas to write
about. Next, you will begin writing your ideas and also reading other students
writing too. You will then learn how to write paragraphs about one topic. The main
assignments will be two-paragraph compositions written by each student.
Your final grade will depend on 3 main areas:
1) Attendance 20% - Students are expected to come on time to each class. Students
who arrive more than 5 minutes after the start of class will be marked ‘late’. 3
‘lates’ = 1 ‘absent’. Students who arrive more than 30 minutes after the start of
class may still join but will be marked ‘absent’. Students who miss more than 3
classes will fail the course.
2) Participation 20% - All students will need to work in pairs and groups
sometimes, and you will also read and make comments about each other’s
writing. Only English will be used in this course. Although this is primarily a
writing class, all students are expected to speak out in class and ask questions.
3) Homework/Assignments 60% - This includes written assignments you will need
to do at home or sometimes in class.
The textbook to be used is Paragraph Writing: From Sentence to Paragraph
by Dorothy Zemech (Macmillan). All students are expected to purchase this text at
the student book store and bring it to every class.
Schedule
Week Course introduction
1

Week Composing: Concluding sentences
8

2

Introduction to sentences and paragraphs

9

Peer review introduction

3

Pre-writing: Brainstorming ideas

10

First paragraphs due; Peer review

4

Pre-writing: Listing and idea maps

11

Revised paragraphs collected

5

Pre-writing: Organizing your ideas

12

6

Composing: Writing topic sentences

13

Final paragraphs due; Peer review

14

Revised final paragraphs due

7

Composing: Developing supporting
sentences
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Paragraphs returned; Peer review
intro

APPENDIX F
SAMPLE STUDENT PARAGRAPHS

Sample from Low Proficiency Group participant
Of the autumn foods, I like matsutake mushroom the best. Matsutake mushroom
sprouts on akamatsu and kometsuga and tsuga in autumn. Matsutake has unique
strong smells. In Japan, matsutake mushroom is regarded as first-class mushroom
foods. Japanese people eats matsutake mushroom by roasting matsutake. At this
time, Matsutake mushroom takes out strong smells. I like this smell especially.
Because of this, I like matsutake mushroom the best of autumn foods.

Sample from High Proficiency Group participant
Part-time jobs are very important to learn something new. I work at the cram
school and teach students Japanese, English or social studies. I thought that it was
very easy to teach until working in the cram school. However, when I taught
students actually, I found it very difficult. Even if I understand something to teach,
they don’t necessarily understand it. For example, I teach elementary schoolchildren
Japanese grammar but they don’t understand it because they don’t know the difficult
words I speak. Therefore I have to use easy words as much as possible. Through
this, I learnt the difficulty of teaching. If I don’t work at the cram school, I will
never have known it. Part-time jobs give us new discovery.
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APPENDIX G
SAMPLE PARAGRAPH WORKSHEET

Sample Paragraph
Directions: Please read the following paragraph. It includes many writing problems
and mistakes, so try to comment on these mistakes using the guided question sheet.
1.

2.

4.

5.

6.

8.

10.

11.

13.

16.

I want to tell you about my hobby.
It is playing soccer. It is fun.
But I’m not very good at socer.
Because I don’t practice enouf.
My team’s member are practise more than me. They are very good.
They is also my flends. They play well.
And sometimes we go out to diner after we practice all day very hard.
We eat a lot of food. Because we are so hungry.
Do you like soccer? I hope you do. World Cap is very very exiting.
Please watch World Cup TV next time.

280

APPENDIX H
PEER REVIEW GUIDED RESPONSE SHEET

Writing Evaluation Sheet – Please write specific and detailed comments about
each point. When possible, try to suggest alternatives.

Topic Sentence
Does the topic sentence have both a clear topic and main idea? Explain.

Is the topic or main idea too broad or too general (or too narrow)? Explain.

Supporting Sentences
Does every supporting sentence connect clearly back to the main idea in the
topic sentence? If not, please explain.

Are there any unnecessary supporting sentences? If not, please explain.

How many specific details (facts, names, examples, etc.) are included in the
sentences?
A little
Some
A lot
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Writing Style
Do any sentences incorrectly begin with ‘and’, ‘but’, ‘so’, ‘or’, ‘because’?

Are there sentences which seem short and “choppy”?

Does the author use correct paragraph format? If not, please explain.

Are there parts of the paragraph which you do not understand well (or need
more explanation)? Please explain in detail.

What other grammar or spelling errors did you find? Please give the sentence
number.

Please write 1-2 other suggestions or comments.
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APPENDIX I
PEER REVIEW EXAMPLES (BY PROFICIENCY AND MODE)

Evaluation Sheet example from Low Proficiency Group participant
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Oral example from Low Proficiency Group participant

On draft example from Low Proficiency Group participant

Computer-assisted example from Low Proficiency Group participant
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Evaluation sheet example from Middle Proficiency Group participant
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Oral example from Middle Proficiency Group participant

On draft example from Middle Proficiency Group participant

Computer-assisted example from Middle Proficiency Group participant
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Evaluation sheet example from High Proficiency Group participant

287

Oral example from High Proficiency Group participant

On draft example from High Proficiency Group participant

288

Computer-assisted example from High Proficiency Group participant
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