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Abstract: This paper presents the findings of an experimental study which
examines how effective peer feedback is as a substitute for teacher feedback in
computer-mediated multiple-draft feedback provision on undergraduate EFL
learners’ writing. Sixty-five university students were assigned to two comparison
groups to receive different feedback treatments. The first group (N =33) was given
multiple-draft feedback on three subsequent drafts of the same text only by the
teacher, while the second group (N =32) was given feedback by three peers on the
first draft, and by the teacher on the second and third drafts. The study adopted a
quasi-experimental pre-test/post-test design, with two comparison groups which
differed in the source of feedback they received on their writing. The data analysis
was conducted by employing the Wilcoxon rank test to evaluate changes in writing
quality scores after the treatments. Moreover, the paper discusses how learners in
the comparison groups perceived teacher-only and combined peer-teacher feedback,
specifically focusing on giving and receiving peer feedback. The findings of the study
indicate that both peer-teacher and teacher-only feedback contributed to significant
improvement in writing quality in both comparison groups regarding all three
perspectives from which the writing quality was assessed - overall quality, genre, and
register. The findings confirm learners’ strong preference for teacher feedback, but
also show that peer feedback helps develop learners’ writing ability and performance,
and aids learners with their own learning process.

Keywords: computer-mediated feedback, peer feedback, teacher feedback, writing
quality, feedback perceptions, English as a Foreign Language

Assessment is an essential part of teaching, curriculum development, and
student learning, and can be seen from two different perspectives - as
assessment of learning, and as assessment for learning. While the former
focuses on how well the skills, subskills, and content have been learned, the
latter aims to determine the learner’s incremental improvements (Newton
et al,, 2018, p. 66). It is the assessment for learning which provides learners
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with opportunities not only to reflect on their learning but also to receive
feedback on their learning.

Feedback is one of the most critical factors contributing to learning, and
underpins the other factors influencing learning (Hattie, 2009, p. 253). Hattie
and Timperley (2007, p. 81) conceptualise feedback as “information provided
by an agent (e.g., teacher, peer, book, parent, self, experience) regarding
aspects of one’s performance or understanding.” However, feedback is more
than information about what is wrong or what can be improved. Feedback
is an interactive process between a feedback giver and a feedback receiver
in which learners, as active agents, seek and use information from different
sources and decide which feedback to use and how to use it (Boud, 2015, p. 4).

The current study was conducted to help foreign language teachers decide
how and when to implement computer-mediated peer feedback in their
classes. It aims to determine whether making peer feedback a part of
multiple-draft feedback provision while adhering to best practice principles
of feedback provision can contribute to improvements in the quality of
learners’ writing after they were instructed on conventions of academic
writing and genre requirements. The study also shows how students
perceived the computer-mediated feedback they received, focusing on the
perceived amount of feedback and attention they paid to different categories
of feedback. Finally, perceptions related to giving and receiving peer feedback
were investigated.

Specifically, this study seeks to expand on existing research into
computer-mediated written feedback and answer the following research
questions:

RQ1: How do two feedback treatments with different sources of feedback
(teacher-only and peer-teacher) compare regarding changes in writing
quality?

RQ2: How do students’ perceptions of teacher-only and peer-teacher
feedback treatments compare?

RQ3: How do students perceive giving and receiving peer feedback?

The following text presents a theoretical background to the study, a brief
review of related research, and a description of the methodology, including
research design, instruments, treatment, and data analysis. This is followed
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by a report of the findings and a discussion. The article ends with some
suggestions for future pedagogical practice.

1 Theoretical background

Teachers, the most common feedback givers, should see feedback as a
loop. This loop involves not only giving feedback but also detecting that the
feedback was understood and, most notably, that feedback led to a change
in learning (Boud, 2015). Therefore, teachers need to ensure that feedback
has been effective, and that the information provided has been apprehended
and transformed into learning by feedback recipients. To achieve this
effectiveness, feedback as information about the gap between the current
and desired level of understanding needs to be specifically related to the
task to fill this gap (Sadler, 1989). Moreover, feedback must be situated in a
learning context to which the feedback is related, and it must happen after
the learner’s response to the teacher’s instruction. Feedback is also most
effective for learners if it is based on their faulty interpretations rather than
on a complete lack of understanding (Hattie & Timperley, 2007).

There has been extensive research into best practices of feedback giving
for effective language learning and development of learners’ writing skills.
Specifically, feedback on writing should be balanced and timely. Besides
corrective feedback on linguistic errors, feedback should include comments
on the structure, organisation, content, and style of the learner’s writing
(Zamel, 1985; Ferris, 2003; Hyland, 2007). Furthermore, feedback should
be provided multiple times on the same text and related to the teacher’s
instruction (Ferris, 1997; Hyland & Hyland, 2006). As for the forms of
feedback, Ferris (2010) suggested combining direct and indirect feedback
methods, as they may deliver different but complementary results. Indirect
feedback methods might be preferred to direct feedback methods in the
case of advanced writers, since indirect feedback leads to problem-solving
and reflection on existing knowledge, which is more likely to contribute to
long-term acquisition and promotes responsibility for learners’ own writing
(Bitchener & Knoch, 2010; Ferris et al., 2013). Low-proficiency learners will
appreciate direct feedback, as their linguistic resources are relatively limited.
Finally, feedback should be specific and selective rather than covering all
instances of problematic language to prevent feedback from being frustrating
for writers and exhausting for feedback givers (Mantello, 1997; Ferris, 2002).
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Feedback on learners’ writing might be conveyed in oral or written mode.
The oral mode takes the form of teacher-student in-person conferences
in which the teacher and student interactively negotiate the meaning of a
text through dialogue (McCarthy, 1991). Written feedback can be defined
as comments written on students’ texts to provide a reader response to
students’ efforts while helping them improve and learn as writers (Hyland,
2007). Written feedback provides fewer opportunities for clarification and
is less immediate than oral feedback; however, students can return to it and
take time to consider it.

With the development of information technologies, these feedback modes
are increasingly mediated by computers, mainly at the tertiary education
level (Elola & Oskoz, 2017). In classes where a process-genre approach to
writing is adopted, computer-mediated feedback refers to human feedback
given by exchanging texts and comments through computer networks, either
synchronously, in real-time, or asynchronously (Ware & Warschauer, 2006).
Advocates for feedback as a critical element of the process-genre approach
to teaching writing recommend that students receive feedback from a range
of sources given on multiple drafts (Badger & White, 2000). Thus, teacher
feedback, the traditionally dominant form of feedback (Paulus, 1999;
Montgomery & Baker, 2007), should be complemented by other sources of
feedback, one of which can be peer feedback.

Liuand Hansen (2005) define peer feedback as “the use of learners as sources
of information and interactants for each other in such a way that learners
assume roles and 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 in the process of writing” (p. 1). To reflect
the learner’s dual role as a writer and reviewer in this process, Wakabayashi
(2013, p. 181) considers this dual role and redefines peer feedback as
“a collaborative learning task by which learners acquire revision procedures
while taking on the dual role of writer and reviewer.”

Benefits of peer feedback for its recipients include positive effects of
peer feedback on writing quality (Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 1992; Villamil
& Guerrero, 1998; Berg, 1999), an enhanced sense of audience (Mangelsdorf,
1992; Carson & Nelson, 1994; Ho & Savignon, 2007) and ownership of
the text (Tsui & Ng, 2000). When describing the benefits of peer feedback,
Mendonga and Johnson (1994, p. 746) emphasise the possibility for students
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to “reconceptualise their ideas in light of their peers”, and Mittan (1989)
stresses the importance of receiving reactions and responses from authentic
readers and a clearer understanding of reader expectations. Furthermore,
peer feedback is often easier to understand and more adequate to the
developmental level of the learners (Chaudron, 1984; Allison & Ng, 1992).
Most importantly, it develops critical evaluation and self-revision skills, and
it supports learner autonomy (Villamil & DeGuerrero, 1998; Tsui & Ng, 2000;
Rollinson, 2005).

The benefits of peer feedback for its givers were examined by Tsui and Ng
(2000), who found that learners learned more about writing by reviewing
peer texts than by receiving peer comments. Lundstorm and Baker (2009)
showed that the group in which students only gave peer feedback but
received none significantly outperformed the group which only received
peer feedback.

However, peer feedback has its limitations, as peers tend to give comments
on a surface level and neglect global issues (Leki, 1990). Furthermore, peer
comments can be vague, unhelpful, and even counterproductive as students
may have inappropriate expectations about the content and structure of
peers’ text (Ferris & Hedgcock, 2005, p. 227).

Despite the benefits of peer feedback, teachers, especially in the EFL context,
might remain sceptical about implementing peer feedback in their classes
because they find it time-consuming, unreliable, and hard to monitor
(Meletiadou & Tsagari, 2022). This is particularly relevant for peer feedback
given asynchronously in a computer-mediated mode where teachers have
little control over peer interactions.

2 Literature review

There is an extensive body of research exploring written feedback from
numerous perspectives; for the purpose of this study, which investigates
the role of computer-mediated peer and teacher feedback in improving the
quality of EFL learners’ writing, the following literature review focuses only
on the studies which measure the impact of computer-mediated feedback
given by teacher and/or peers on learners’ writing production, and on how
learners perceive feedback they received. To identify the relevant studies,
ScienceDirect, Sage Journal, ERIC, Scopus, and Elsevier databases were
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searched for the following key words: peer feedback, writing quality, and
feedback perceptions while covering the period of 1995-2020.

2.1 Impact of computer-mediated feedback on writing quality

With ICT developments, computer-mediated feedback has become more
visible in writing classes, mainly in tertiary education (Hyland & Hyland,
2006; Elola & Oskoz, 2017). However, studies examining the effect of
computer-mediated written feedback on the writing quality of EFL writers
are relatively scarce. AbuSeileek and Abualsha’r (2014) compared one control
and three experimental groups that received different computer-mediated
feedback treatments on their writing using track changes, recast feedback,
and metalinguistic feedback. All three experimental groups outperformed
the control group that did not receive any feedback, and the group that
received feedback in the form of track changes significantly outperformed
the other two experimental groups on writing quality.

Pham et al. (2020) explored the effect of peer feedback on global and local
aspects of EFL academic writing production. They found that post-test
writing production improved significantly from global (organisation, idea
development, flow) and local (accuracy, punctuation, syntax, lexical choice)
perspectives. Motallebzadeh et al. (2011) compared the effect of traditional
pen-and-pencil teacher feedback (control group) with computer-mediated
teacher and peer feedback (experimental groups) on writing quality. The
results showed that both experimental groups outperformed the control
group, and the peer feedback group outperformed the experimental group,
which received computer-meditated feedback from the teacher.

Al-Olimat and AbuSeillek (2015) compared three computer-mediated
feedback treatments: teacher-only, peer-only, and combined peer-teacher
feedback. The findings revealed that all three experimental groups, which
received one of the computer-mediated feedback treatments, significantly
outperformed the control group, which neither received nor provided
feedback. The group that received combined peer-teacher feedback
significantly outperformed the other experimental groups in writing quality.

2.2 Students’ perceptions of feedback

Learners’ perceptions of feedback should be taken into consideration, as
learners’ beliefs and attitudes are “a significant contributory factor in the
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language learning process and success” (Breen, 2001). Studies on students’
perceptions of traditional pen-and-paper written feedback suggest that
students appreciate teacher feedback and prefer it to other feedback forms,
such as peer and self-evaluation (Saito, 1994; Zhang, 1995). Students
overwhelmingly (94%) prefer teacher feedback to non-teacher feedback,
but the majority (61%) preferred peer feedback over self-feedback (Zhang,
1995). Nevertheless, students recognise the importance of peer feedback.
Yang et al. (2006) claim that reading peers’ writing and giving peer feedback
was perceived as useful by 70% of the peer feedback class students because
they can learn from each other’s strong points, which compensate for
their own weaknesses. Moreover, mutual communication contributes to
understanding and finding better solutions to writing problems. Research on
perceptions of computer-mediated feedback suggests that students perceive
computer-mediated feedback as useful and relevant (Liu & Sadler, 2003; Lu
& Bol, 2007; Elola & Oskoz, 2016; Ene & Upton, 2018) but usually prefer
face-to-face feedback on their writing to computer-mediated feedback, even
though the latter leads to deeper revisions (Schultz, 2000; Liu & Sadler, 2003;
Tuzi, 2004; Guardado & Shi, 2007).

3 Method

3.1 Ethical considerations

All participants agreed to take part in this study, and a consent form was
obtained from each of them. Also, there was no control group that did not
receive any treatment, since not giving feedback on participants’ writing
might have impeded their successful completion of the course.

3.2 Context of the study and participants

The study was conducted in the last semester of the four-semester English
for Specific Purposes (ESP) course at the Faculty of Economics, Masaryk
University, Brno, Czech Republic. This ESP course aims to develop students’
communicative competence in Business English with a target CEFR level
of C1. Each semester of the course focuses on a different aspect of foreign
language communicative competence. The semester in which the study was
conducted aims to familiarise the students with selected conventions of
academic writing relevant to their needs, and with the genre requirements
of an expository essay.
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The study participants consisted of sixty-five undergraduate EFL students
from four intact classes of a total of fourteen classes. The intact classes were
utilised to avoid interfering with normal university schedules and activities.
However, the intact classes were randomly assigned to comparison groups.
Two classes each were randomly selected as Group 1 (N =33) to receive
teacher-only feedback and Group 2 (N = 32) toreceive combined peer-teacher
feedback. The participants, aged 21-24, were homogenous regarding their
language proficiency, as they had to undergo three prerequisite courses that
were completed by standardised end-of-course pro-achievement tests. The
detailed description of participants’ profiles can be found in Appendix A.

3.3 Research Design

The current study mostly adopted a quantitative research design, with
some qualitative features in the form of open-ended questions in the
student survey on feedback perceptions. The quantitative research took
the form of a Comparison Group Pretest Postest design (Mackey & Gass,
2005, pp. 146-147) with two comparison groups each receiving a different
treatment, which was complemented by a survey on feedback perceptions.
The research adopted a quasi-experimental design, since it was not feasible
to randomly assign students to comparison groups due to institutional
constraints. The classes, which constituted the two comparison groups, were
taught by the same teacher, who was also the researcher and feedback giver.
The student survey on feedback perceptions was designed as Likert-scale
questionnaires with open-ended items that prompted students to elaborate
on some Likert-scale items.

The study was conducted over 13 weeks. In the first six weeks, the participants
were introduced to selected conventions of academic writing and genre
requirements of an expository essay, specifically a problem-solution essay
(PSE). Having been given this input, they were assigned to write the first
draft of the problem-solution essay, on which they received three-draft
computer-mediated feedback. The first drafts were collected in two pre-test
learner corpora.

The feedback treatment that each comparison group received differed in
the source of feedback. Comparison Group 1 received computer-mediated
teacher-only feedback on all three drafts of the problem-solution essay.
In contrast, Group 2 received computer-mediated peer feedback on the
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first draft, and teacher feedback on the second and third drafts. After the
treatments, participants in both comparison groups were assigned to write
post-test essays that were collected in two post-test learner corpora. Finally,
the questionnaires were administered to examine how students in both
comparison groups perceived the feedback treatment they were given.

3.4 Data collection

The pre-test and post-test essays were elicited using two different prompts,
and the results of each prompt were compiled in separate corpora - thus
resulting in two pre-test corpora and two post-test corpora. The prompts,
piloted on a similar population before, offered two topics, and participants
could choose either one, depending on their preferences and content
knowledge. This decision was based on the findings of Laufer & Nation (1995)
that when students are able to choose their topic, it increases their interest
in the writing task. The prompts did not explicitly state genre, stylistic, or
formal requirements, as the participants had already been familiarised
with these in the contact classes. The prompts used for eliciting the learner
corpora can be found in Appendix B.

Two raters independently rated the essays in pre-test and post-test corpora.
Both raters hold an MA degree in English language and literature and have
had ten years of experience teaching and assessing students in English for
Specific Purposes courses at the tertiary level. The raters gave scores to
anonymised students’ essays using three different rating scales to measure
three different aspects of writing quality. Their two scores on each essay
were averaged to compose a final score for each rating scale. If the raters
disagreed by more than one point in any of the assessment criteria of a given
essay, that essay was rated by a third rater to grade its disputed criterion. The
scores given by the third rater were then averaged with whichever of the two
scores was closest to it (Paulus, 1999).

The questionnaires were administered electronically at the end of the
semester, a week after the submission of the post-test essays. Although they
were administered in English, participants could respond in their L1 (Czech
or Slovak) in the open-ended items.
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3.5 Instruments

Rating scales

Both pre-test and post-test essays were scored using three different
assessment scales, which evaluated the writing quality from different
perspectives: overall writing quality, genre, and register. The overall
writing quality was assessed using the Certificate in Advanced English
(CAE) assessment scale for Overall writing quality, which consists of four
subscales: content, communicative achievement, organisation, and language.
The responses were marked on each subscale from 0 to 5 (Appendix C).
To evaluate writing quality from the perspective of genre and register,
assessment scales were developed by the researcher following Bachman and
Palmer (2010, pp. 229-254) and responses were marked on each subscale by
the raters from 0 to 4. The scale evaluating writing quality from the register
perspective consists of nine criteria that relate to selected conventions of
academic writing as they reflect lexico-grammatical features of academic
discourse (Appendix D). Similarly, the scale evaluating writing quality
from the genre perspective consists of six criteria that relate to the genre
requirements of a problem-solution essay (Appendix E).

Questionnaires

To examine students’ perceptions of feedback they received on their essays,
students completed questionnaires (Appendix F and Appendix G) based on
Ferris’s (2003) questionnaire Student survey on teacher feedback. Ferris’s
survey was adopted for the needs of the current study by using three original
items (3, 4, 9), which were rephrased and renumbered to follow the research
design. Two items on giving peer feedback in the questionnaire for Group 2
were added together with open-ended items and the item on feedback
usefulness. Both questionnaires had been piloted by administering them to
a similar population a year earlier, and administered electronically with a
setting that ensured that all respondents had to fill out all items including
the open-ended ones.

On this questionnaire, students in both comparison groups shared how
much feedback in the category of Genre, Organisation, Grammar, Vocabulary,
Academic writing, and Mechanics they think they received on the first and
second drafts, and how much attention they think they paid to feedback in the
same categories on the first and second draft. Students were further asked
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to share how they perceived the usefulness and effectiveness of feedback
they received regarding improvement in their writing skills. Students in
Group 2 who received combined peer-teacher feedback were asked whether
reading their peers’ texts and giving peer feedback improved their writing
skills. Students ranked their answers on a Likert scale with the choices “A lot”,
“Mostly/Some”, “A little”, and “Not at all/None”.

3.6 Treatment

The treatment under investigation consisted of two computer-mediated
feedback strategies in the form of multiple-draft feedback provision on the
same text with a different source of feedback. Group 1 received teacher-
only feedback on all three drafts, while Group 2 received peer feedback on
the first draft and teacher feedback on the second and third drafts. Before
giving peer feedback, students in Group 2 were given a 45-minute training
session to familiarise themselves with the rationale and techniques of
giving computer-mediated peer feedback. Such training has been shown
to significantly improve students’ peer reviewing skills (Berg, 1999; Min,
2005). Students were trained to give peer feedback in a similar manner to
the teacher’s way of giving feedback.

The logistics of the computer-mediated peer feedback were handled by an
online application called Peer Review, which randomly and anonymously
assigned each essay to three peers. The number of peer feedback givers
was set to three to compensate for a lower number of peer comments as
compared to the number of teacher’s comments (Hublova, 2016, p. 141).

Because of the high language proficiency of the participants, indirect forms
of feedback were preferred to direct forms. To make the indirect feedback as
specific as possible while meeting the student’s needs, the indirect feedback
combined colour-coded feedback with MS Word comments. The coded
feedback covered five broad categories: Organisation, Academic writing,
Vocabulary, Grammar, and Mechanics and a feedback giver used different
colour codes to highlight problematic language in the text in relation to these
categories. The coded feedback was complemented by MS Word comments
mostly on genre-relevant problems and links to external sources that offered
more detailed explanations or metalinguistic information.

The feedback giver also completed a feedback checklist with a 4-point scale
to specify the extent to which the writer met the expectations regarding the
genre requirements, conventions of academic writing, and organisation.
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3.7 Data Analysis

The data were analysed to examine how writing quality changed between
the pre-test and post-test in the comparison groups. Since the sample size
was small (N =33, resp. N=32), Shapiro-Wilk tests were performed. The
tests did not show evidence of normal distribution (p-values < 0.05) for
variables in Group 2, but in Group 1, they showed evidence of normality
for some variables (p-value>0.05). Based on this outcome, and after visual
examination of the histograms, nonparametric Wilcoxon signed-rank
tests were used to make comparisons possible. To measure the magnitude
of the experimental effect, the effect size was calculated as Pearson r and
interpreted as small for r of 0.1-0.29, as medium for r of 0.3-0.49, and as large
for r greater than 0.5 (Cohen, 1988, p. 25).

In order to carry out a statistical comparison between questionnaires
administered in the comparison groups, numerical values were assigned
to the four quantity options given on each question: “A lot” was coded as
4, “Mostly/Some” as 3, “A little” as 2 and “Not at all/None” as 1. After the
numerical values were assigned, the students’ responses were averaged for
each response item and each feedback category. Open-ended responses were
coded using thematic analysis (Suter, 2012).

4  Findings

RQ1: How do two feedback treatments with different sources of feedback
(teacher-only and peer-teacher) compare regarding writing quality?

The data in Table 1 show that the means of students’ scores for all three
aspects of writing quality increased between the pre-test and post-test in
both comparison groups. The coefficient of variation for all three aspects of
writing quality decreased in both comparison groups, which means that both
feedback treatments contributed to more homogeneous post-test writing
production. The reductions in the variation were higher in Group 2 with
peer-teacher feedback, with a decrease of 7.18 percentage points (pp) for
overall quality as compared to a decrease of 5.91 pp in Group 1, a decrease
of 11.52 pp for the genre as compared to a decrease of 7.02 pp in Group 1,
and a decrease of 5.07 pp for register as compared to 2.19 pp in Group 1. The
results suggest that combined peer-teacher feedback contributes to levelling
students’ writing production more than teacher-only feedback.
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Table 1

Descriptive statistics for three aspects of writing quality: overall quality, genre,

and register

Group 1 Group 2
Writing  Pre-test Post-test Pre-test Post-test
quality

Mean/SD V(%) Mean/SD V(%) Mean/SD V(%) Mean/SD V(%)
Overall ~ 13.38/2.78 20.77 15.53/2.31 14.86 14.44/3.36 23.27 16.23/2.61 16.09
quality
Genre 16.26/4.01 24.69 18.50/3.27 17.67 18.02/4.31 23.91 20.56/2.55 12.39
Register  28.65/3.52 12.30 30.55/3.09 10.11  29.27/4.50 15.39 31.47/3.25 10.32

Table 2 shows results of the Wilcoxon test that revealed a statistically
significant increase in writing quality between the pre-test and post-test
in both comparison groups regarding all three aspects of writing quality.
In Group 1 with teacher-only feedback, the effect size was large (r=0.6)
for the increase in overall quality and register, and medium (r=0.4) for
genre. In Group 2 with peer-teacher feedback, the effect size was large
(r=0.5) for genre, and medium (r =0.4) for overall quality and register. The
results suggest that teacher-only feedback was more effective regarding
improvements in the students’ production from the perspective of overall
quality and register. In contrast, peer-teacher feedback was more effective
regarding improvements from the perspective of genre.

Table 2

Results of the Wilcoxon signed-ranked test for the changes in writing quality

Group 1 Group 2
Writing quality Z p r Z p r
Overall quality -3.360 0.001 0.6 -2.490 0.013 0.4
Genre aspect -2.534 0.011 0.4 -2.970 0.003 0.5
Register aspect -3.360 0.001 0.6 -2.485 0.013 0.4

RQZ2: How do students’ perceptions of teacher-only and peer-teacher feedback
treatments compare?
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The second research question compared and explored how the participants
perceived the feedback treatments they received. First, students in the
comparison groups were asked how much feedback they thought they
had received on the first and second drafts in various feedback categories.
Table 3 shows that the perceived amount of feedback in Group 1 decreased
between the first and second draft in all feedback categories. In Group 2, with
peer-teacher feedback, the perceived amount of feedback increased in the
categories of Genre, Organisation, and Academic writing and decreased in
the categories of Grammar, Vocabulary, and Mechanics between the first and
second draft.

Table 3

The perceived amount of feedback in feedback categories

Group 1 Group 2
Feedback category 1t draft 2 draft 1st draft 2 draft

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Genre PSE 2.76 092 2.24 095 197 081  2.58 1.23
Organisation 3.03 0.58 241 099 2.21 0.70  3.00 0.83
Grammar 2.68 0.73  2.32 081 2.64 0.74  2.48 0.83
Vocabulary 2.59 0.89 221 0.81 2.58 0.66  2.58 0.83
Academic writing 3.38 0.60  2.47 0.83 2.82 0.73  3.09 0.72
Mechanics 2.21 0.73  1.79 0.77  2.36 0.86  2.15 0.83

The results of the Wilcoxon test in Table 4 revealed that the reductions in the
perceived amount of teacher feedback in Group 1 in all feedback categories
were statistically significant, with a large effect size for the categories of
Organisation (r=0.5) and Academic writing (r=0.7), and with a medium
effect size for the categories of Genre, Grammar, Vocabulary, and Mechanics
(r=0.4). In Group 2, the results revealed that the increase in the perceived
amount of feedback was statistically significant in the categories of Genre
and Organisation, with a large effect size of r=0.5 for Genre and r=0.7 for
Organisation. These results suggest that students in Group 1 perceived that
they had received significantly more teacher feedback on the first draft than
on the second draft. In contrast, students in Group 2 perceived that they had
received significantly more feedback from the teacher on the second draft
than from the peers on the first draft in the categories Genre and Organisation.
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Table 4

The results of the Wilcoxon test for change in perceptions of feedback amount
between drafts

Group 1 Group 2

Feedback category 7 p r Z p r

Genre PSE -2.643 0.008 0.4 -2.877 0.004 0.5
Organisation -3.207 0.001 0.5 -3.912 0.000 0.7
Grammar -2.676 0.007 04 -1.076 0.282 0.2
Vocabulary -2.457 0.014 04 0.000 1.000 0.0
Academic writing -4.337 0.000 0.7 -1.889 0.059 0.3
Mechanics -2.501 0.012 0.4 -1.377 0.169 0.2

The students in the comparison groups were then asked how much attention
they thought they had paid to feedback in various feedback categories on the
first and second drafts. Table 5 shows that the perceived amount of attention
in Group 1 decreased in all feedback categories between the first and second
drafts. In contrast, in Group 2, the perceived amount of attention increased,
except for in the category of Mechanics. These results suggest that students
paid more attention to their first round of teacher feedback, which in Group
1 was the feedback on the first draft, and in Group 2 the feedback on the
second draft (except for Mechanics).

Table 5

The perceived amount of attention paid to feedback in feedback categories

Group 1 Group 2
Feedback category 1%t draft 2rd draft 1st draft 2 draft

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Genre PSE 3.24 1.21  3.03 1.19 1.79 1.52 2.7 1.69
Organisation 3.38 0.70  3.09 1.14  2.58 1.20 3.3 1.16
Grammar 341 0.82  2.88 1.10 2.76 1.12  3.03 1.31
Vocabulary 3.35 0.77  2.79 112  2.88 1.05 3.03 1.40

Academic writing 3.47 0.71 3.26 0.99 3.09 098 3.36 1.20
Mechanics 2.88 1.27  2.24 1.39 2.73 1.32 2.15 1.77
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Table 6 shows the results of the Wilcoxon test thatrevealed that the reductions
in the amount of attention paid to feedback in Group 1 were statistically
significant in the categories of Grammar, Vocabulary, and Mechanics, with a
large effect size for Grammar (r = 0.5) and Vocabulary (r =0.5), and a medium
effect size for Mechanics (r=0.4). In Group 2, the perceived amount of
attention paid to feedback increased significantly in the categories of Genre
and Organisation, with a large effect size (r = 0.5) for both categories.

Table 6

The results of the Wilcoxon test for change in the amount of attention paid to
feedback

Group 1 Group 2

Feedback category zZ p r Z p r

Genre PSE -0.701 0.484 0.1 -2.637 0.008 0.5
Organisation -1.248 0.212 0.2 -2.687 0.007 0.5
Grammar -2.887 0.004 0.5 -1.402 0.161 0.2
Vocabulary -2.883 0.004 0.5 -0.739 0.46 0.1
Academic style -1.064 0.287 0.2 -1.933 0.053 0.3
Mechanics -2.371 0.018 0.4 -1.613 0.107 0.3

Finally, students were asked how useful they found the feedback they received
and how effective in improving their composition writing skills the feedback
was. The data in Table 7 show that 73% of the students in Group 1 thought
that teacher-only feedback was useful “a lot”, 21% of the students found it
“mostly” useful, and 6% thought it was useful “a little”. In Group 2 16% of the
students thought that peer feedback on the first draft was useful “a lot”, 49%
of the students found it “mostly” useful, 32% thought it was useful “a little”,
and 6% of the students thought it was not useful at all. The mean values show
that students in Group 2 with peer-teacher feedback found teacher feedback
(mean = 3.61) more useful than peer feedback (mean = 2.61) and more useful
than students in Group 1 (mean = 3.56) who received teacher-only feedback.
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Table 7

Students’ perceptions of feedback usefulness

Group 1 Group 2

1stand 2" draft 1t draft 2 draft

n % n % n %
Alot 24 73 5 16 26 84
Mostly 7 21 15 49 5 16
Alittle 2 6 10 32 0 0
Not at all 0 0 1 3 0 0
Mean 3.56 2.61 3.61

Table 8 shows that 94% of the students in Group 1 with teacher-only feedback
thought that feedback was effective in improving their writing skills either “a
lot” (52%) or “mostly” effective (42%), while 6% of these students found
teacher-only feedback effective in improving their writing skills “a little”. In
Group 2, 68% of the students thought that peer feedback on the first draft was
either “a lot” (16%) or “mostly” (52%) effective in improving their writing
skills, while 33% of these students thought that peer feedback was either
“a little” effective (22%) or not effective at all (10%). However, no student
thought that teacher feedback on the second draft was effective “a little” or
“not all.” Students in Group 2 found teacher feedback on the second draft
either “a lot” (68%) or “mostly” (32%) effective in improving their writing
skills. The mean values show that students in Group 2 with peer-teacher
feedback found teacher feedback (mean = 3.45) more effective in improving
their writing skills than peer feedback (mean = 2.58) and more effective than
students in Group 1 (mean = 3.35) who received teacher-only feedback.
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Table 8

Students’ perceptions of feedback effectiveness

Group 1 Group 2

1stand 2" draft 1t draft 2 draft

n % n % n %
Alot 17 52 5 16 21 68
Mostly 14 42 16 52 10 32
Alittle 2 6 7 22 0 0
Not at all 0 0 3 10 0 0
Mean 3.35 2.58 3.45

When students in Group 1 with teacher-only feedback were asked to
elaborate on how useful and effective the teacher feedback was, they stated
that teacher-only feedback contributed to improving their texts and writing
ability (e.g., “Owing to the comments and recommendations I received I think
there is a huge improvement! between the first and the last draft. They were
really useful for me.”/R17). They valued the specificity of teacher feedback
and appreciated the links to external sources and metalinguistic information
(e.g., “It is helpful to see the comments being linked to the problems in the
text. Then I know what I need to change and how it should be done.”/R23;
“The corrections and comments were very factual.” /R9). However, some of
the students remained sceptical about the teacher-only feedback (e.g., “Some
of the advice I may remember, but most of it will be forgotten for sure.” /
R28; “I had to write it according to teacher’s feedback, which is harder than
writing on my own.” /R22).

RQ3: How do students perceive giving and receiving peer feedback?

The third research question investigated how the students in Group 2 with
peer-teacher feedback perceived receiving peer feedback as compared
to receiving teacher feedback, as well as their perceptions of giving peer
feedback. Table 9 shows the results of the Wilcoxon test that revealed that
changes in the perceptions of peer and teacher feedback between the first
and second drafts regarding feedback usefulness and effectiveness were
statistically significant. Students in Group 2 found teacher feedback on the
second draft statistically more useful than peer feedback on the first draft

1 Keywords in excerpts from qualitative data are italicised.
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with a large effect size (r=0.8) and statistically more effective in improving
their writing skills than peer feedback with a large effect size (r=0.7).

Table 9

The results of the Wilcoxon test for change in feedback perceptions in Group 2

z p r
Perceived usefulness -4,44.3 0.000 0.8
Perceived effectiveness -4,058 0.000 0.7

In open-ended questions, students elaborated on the perceived usefulness
of peer feedback on the first draft. Some wrote that peer feedback gave them
other views on the topic of the essay (e.g., “Thanks to the (peer) feedback |
added my own views to my essay.’/R35). Some said it drew their attention
to mistakes they would not have otherwise noticed (e.g., “Their feedbacks
point to mistakes | haven’t noticed before.”/R52). Some said they realised the
importance of the comprehensibility of the text for the reader (e.g., “Moreover,
they show me that not every idea which is understandable for me must be
clear for the others.” /R52).

Nevertheless, about one-third of the students in Group 2 did not find peer
feedback useful (35%) or effective (33%) in improving their writing skills.
These students, in open-ended questions, wrote that they received very
little or no feedback from their peers (e.g., “I don’t think so... two of three
peers just filled in the form where I can see almost nothing and added no
comments.” /R62). Furthermore, they did not consider peer feedback as
valuable or knowledgeable as teacher feedback (e.g., “I don’t feel I or my
colleagues are eligible to assess someone’s else English.”/R36). Some stated
that peer feedback comments did not cover the aspects of genre or text
organisation (e.g., “Peer’s feedback is not very oriented on composition and
structure.” /R47).

When commenting on teacher feedback on the second draft, students from
Group 2 expressed more trust in and preference for teacher feedback. They
appreciated that teacher feedback was specific and knowledgeable (e.g., “In
the teacher’s feedback I feel there was more helpful advice for improving my
writing.”/R60; “I can be sure that the teacher only corrects what is relevant
and I can then use this feedback without worrying aboutitbeing wrong.”/R65)
and provided them with comments on genre and organisation (e.g., “Teacher’s
feedback does not lack comments on structure and composition.” /R55).
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As for perceptions of giving feedback, students were asked whether they
found reading peers’ texts and giving peer feedback effective in improving
their writing skills. Table 10 shows that 58% of the students from Group 2
thought that reading peers’ text was “alot” (10%) or “mostly” (48%) effective
in improving their writing skills, as opposed to 23% of students who found
reading peers’ effective in improving their writing skills “a little” (11%) or
“not at all” (2%).

Table 10

Students’ perceptions of peer feedback for improvement in writing skills

Reading peers’ texts Providing peer feedback

n % n %
Alot 3 10 7 23
Mostly 15 48 13 44
Alittle 11 36 9 30
Not at all 2 6 1 3

When asked to elaborate on these questions, students wrote that reading
their peers’ text helped them realise their own mistakes, compare their
level of writing with their peers’ level of writing (e.g., “When you see the
mistakes of the others you can become aware of your own mistakes.” /R39),
find inspiration, and reflect on their own writing (e.g., “I might inspire, learn
from mistakes and compare my level of writing with others.”/R34; “I could get
some inspiration from essay, which I consider good.”/R51).

Regarding the effectiveness of giving peer feedback for improving peer
feedback givers’ writing skills, 67% of the students found giving peer
feedback either “a lot” (23%) or “mostly” (44%) effective in improving their
writing skills, as opposed to 33% of the students who found it either “a little”
(30%) or “not at all” (3%) effective. In an open-ended question, the students
wrote that by seeing peers’ mistakes they realised their own mistakes which
they want to avoid next time and saw the mistakes as an opportunity to learn
(e.g., “I find beneficial to think about mistakes in others’ PSEs so I can avoid
make them in my writing.”/R57; “When I find the mistakes of my classmates,
it is a sign that I realise these mistakes and then I know I should avoid
them.”/R61).
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Furthermore, they stated that giving peer feedback helped them with
understanding genre requirements and their application (e.g., “Yes, as
[ try to look for the composition and structure and so strengthen my own
automation of applying it in my essays.” /R58; “It helps me grasp the concept
of the essay.” /R45).

In contrast, the students who did not find giving peer feedback effective in
improving their own writing skills doubted their peer’s expertise to give
feedback or questioned the effort the peer had put into feedback provision
(e.g., “It depends if the colleague has all necessary skills and as well how much
work does the colleague put in the review.”/R44). Some students did not find
peer feedback specific enough (e.g., “Inappropriate color use together with
minimum of comments made me mainly confused.”/R37).

5 Discussion

The findings of this study revealed that both treatments significantly
contributed to improving writing quality regarding all three aspects of writing
quality. Teacher-only feedback was more effective in terms of overall quality
and register, while peer-teacher feedback was more effective in terms of
genre. The larger effect of teacher feedback on register might be attributed to
the novelty of this aspect of writing for students where the teacher’s expertise
plays a crucial role in offering support and drawing students’ attention to
this aspect of writing. This might seem contradictory, as genre was an equally
new aspect of writing for students, but here there was a larger effect of
peer-teacher feedback on improving writing quality. However, in this case,
it might be assumed that peer training and giving peer feedback contributed
to the students internalising the genre requirements more effectively than
internalising conventions of academic writing. Furthermore, the findings
suggest that both treatments might have contributed to more homogenous
writing performance of the students in both groups regarding all three
aspects of writing quality. Peer-teacher feedback seems to level individual
differences in writing performance more than teacher-only feedback in all
three aspects, in genre aspects most prominently. This might be attributed
to multiple-draft feedback provision which clarified the expectations by
indicating where the desired level of performance is and showing how to
achieve this desired level.
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In Group 1, the perceived amount of feedback decreased significantly
between the first and second draft in all feedback categories, while in Group
2 the perceived amount increased in all categories except for the category
of Mechanics. The increase was statistically significant in the categories of
Genre and Organisation, which were at the centre of the feedback treatment
along with the category of Academic writing. This might be attributed to
previous findings (Leki, 1990) that peers tend to give comments on a surface
level (Grammar, Vocabulary, Mechanics), and also to the novelty of genre
requirements and conventions of academic writing.

Students in both groups paid more attention to the first round of teacher
feedback on their writing, which was on the first draft in Group 1 and the
second draft in Group 2. In Group 1, the reductions in the perceived amount
of attention between the first and second draft were significant in the
categories that were not the focus of the feedback treatment (Grammar,
Vocabulary, Mechanics). In contrast, in Group 2, the perceived amount of
attention increased significantly in the categories of Genre and Organisation,
which were at the heart of the feedback treatment. These results suggest
that students realised the gap between their current level of understanding
and the desired one and focused more on feedback related to these gaps.
Group 2, with combined peer-teacher feedback, then managed to transform
this focus into significantly better writing performance regarding the genre
aspect of writing, while Group 1 was significantly more successful regarding
the register aspect of writing.

As for the perceived usefulness and effectiveness of feedback treatments,
the findings revealed that students appreciate and value teacher feedback
and found it both useful and effective in improving their writing skills.
Students in Group 2 with peer-teacher feedback valued teacher feedback as
more useful and effective than students in Group 1, and significantly more
useful and effective than peer feedback. This result might be attributed
to the varying quality of peer feedback they received on the first draft.
Nevertheless, students in Group 2 realised the importance and value of peer
feedback, as they found reading peers’ text (58%) and giving peer feedback
(67%) effective in improving their writing skills. This is in line with previous
research (Yang et al.,, 2006).

When asked about how they perceived feedback, the students mentioned
that the most important benefits of peer feedback were self-reflection,
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the importance of comprehensibility of the text for the reader, and seeing
mistakes as an opportunity to learn. However, students also mentioned
the lack of expertise, specificity, and trust as drawbacks of peer feedback.
Considering this, the benefits of peer feedback are primarily associated with
giving peer feedback whereas the drawbacks are associated with receiving it.
Thisresult supports previous studies that also found that giving peer feedback
contributes more to improving the quality of students’ writing production
than receiving (Lundstorm & Baker, 2009) and that receiving feedback is
where students can benefit most from peer feedback as independent writers
(Tsui & Ng, 2000). When giving peer feedback, students take an active role in
their learning and are forced to exercise their thinking rather than passively
receiving information, which gradually leads to developing the strategies
necessary for generating ideas, editing, and revising their own writing.

The findings of this study have some limitations. Firstly, the quasi-
experimental design of the study together with the size of the sample might
lower its internal validity and generalizability. Secondly, the study excluded a
control group for ethical reasons. Thirdly, the time constraints did not allow
for a more sophisticated method of data-collection for the qualitative part of
the research in the form of structured or semi-structured interviews. Finally,
the different levels of interpretation of the Likert scale by the respondents
should be considered.

Despite these limitations, this study has value as one of the few attempts
so far to explore the phenomenon of computer-mediated multiple-draft
feedback in the context of higher education in the Czech Republic, where
the issue is underresearched. Moreover, the focus on the change in genre
and register aspects of writing quality after feedback treatments makes this
research original and highly relevant for developing academic writing in the
EFL context at the tertiary level.

6 Conclusion and recommendations

This paper presents the findings of an empirical study which examined
whether peer feedback can be an effective substitute for teacher feedback in
multiple-draft computer-mediated feedback provision on foreign language
students’ writing, and how students perceived the feedback they received.
The main aim was to evaluate and compare how feedback treatments, which
took the forms of multiple-draft feedback given by the teacher on three drafts
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and multiple-draft feedback given by peers on the first draft and teacher on
the second and third draft, contributed to improving the writing quality of
ESP undergraduate students and how the students’ perceptions of these
treatments compare.

The quality of writing performance was assessed from three perspectives:
overall writing, genre, and register. The perspective of genre covered the
genre requirements of an expository essay, and the perspective of register
covered the conventions of academic writing as they reflect in linguistic
features of writing production. Both aspects were linked to class input which
preceded the feedback treatments and were the primary focus of feedback.

Despite approximately 33% of the study participants being sceptical about
the usefulness and effectiveness of peer feedback, and despite teachers’
negative assumptions about implementing peer feedback in their classes
(Meletiadou & Tsagari, 2022), this study shows that making peer feedback
part of multiple-feedback provision might benefit both students and teachers.
For students, such feedback might help improve the quality of their writing
in certain aspects, such as genre, especially if there is sufficient training and
a direct relation to class instructions. And for teachers, not being the only
ones who provide feedback on all students’ drafts could save them time and
energy. Peer feedback could also help teachers by levelling their students’
writing performance.

Furthermore, peer feedback should be perceived as complementary to
teacher feedback rather than as a replacement for it. To make peer feedback
complementary and beneficial, students need to be given training on
practical aspects of giving feedback via a variety of activities (Liu & Hansen,
2005) using authentic students’ written production with examples of both
teacher and peer feedback. This training might include explaining how they
might benefit from peer feedback, not only as feedback receivers but also as
feedback givers. Finally, the entire process of multiple-draft feedback should
be supported by careful scheduling so that the activities do not come all at
once for the students.

Teachers should also consider the order in which types of feedback are given.
Giving teacher feedback before peer feedback might assist peers in giving
more specific feedback on the second draft, but some peers might fear that
after teacher feedback their feedback will not be trusted by the peers, or that
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there might be little to comment on (Yang, 2006). Combining peer written
computer-mediated feedback with oral peer feedback, possibly as a part of
peer feedback training, might be also considered. Nevertheless, for teachers
to make informed decisions about peer feedback implementation in their
classes, teacher training in this area is of the upmost importance, especially
in the EFL context.
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Role a vhimani vicenasobné vrstevnické a ucitelské zpétné
vazby pri rozvoji cizojazycného psani

Abtrakt: Prispévek predstavuje vysledky experimentalni studie, ktera zkoumala, jak
se nahrazeni ucitelské zpétné vazby vrstevnickou zpétnou vazbou projevi v kvalité
cizojazy¢né pisemné produkce pregradualnich studentli anglictiny jako ciziho jazy-
ka. Ve studii byl pouZit kvazi-experimentalni design s vyuzitim pretestu a posttestu
se dvéma porovnavanymi skupinami, které se liSily zdrojem zpétné vazby k pisemné
produkci. Pro posouzeni zmény v kvalité pisemné produkce vlivem intervence v po-
dobé dvou typil zpétné vazby byl vyuzit Wilcoxoniv test. Utastnici studie (N = 65)
byli rozdéleni do dvou porovnavanych skupin, které se liSily zdrojem vicenasobné,
pocitacem zprostiredkované zpétné vazby, kterou obdrZeli ke své pisemné produkci.



472 The role and perception of peer and teacher feedback in multiple-draft ...

Prvni skupina (N =33) obdrZela ke tfem priibéZnym verzim textu vyhradné ucitel-
skou zpétnou vazbu, zatimco kazdy student ve druhé skupiné (N = 32) obdrzel k prv-
ni verzi textu zpétnou vazbu od tfi vrstevniki a ke druhé a tieti verzi textu od ucitele.
Prispévek se dale zabyva tim, jak Ucastnici studie vnimali zpétnou vazbu, kterou ke
svym textiim obdrzeli. Vyzkumna zjisténi ukazuji, Ze oba typy zpétné vazby vyznamné
prispély ke zlepseni kvality pisemné produkce tucastniki studie, a to z hlediska vSech
tii zkoumanych aspekti kvality pisemné produkce - jeji celkové kvality, Zanru a re-
gistru. Vyzkumna zjiSténi také potvrzuji vyrazné preference studentii pro ucitelskou
zpétnou vazbu, ale souCasné ukazuji, Ze vrstevnicka zpétna vazba napomaha procesu
uCeni a prispiva k rozvoji schopnosti psat v cizim jazyce.

Klic¢ova slova: pocitacem zprostiedkovana zpétna vazba, vrstevnicka zpétna vazba,
ucitelska zpétna vazba, kvalita psani, vnimani zpétné vazby, angliCtina jako cizi jazyk



Blanka Pojslova

473

Appendix A: Participants’ profiles

Group 1 Group 2
Gender Male 17 11
Female 16 21
Age Mean 21.4 21.4
Range 21-24 21-23
L1 background Czech 21 15
Slovak 11 17
Other 1 0
English proficiency test (CEFR based) Mean Score 59.3 61.8
SD 11.3 14.3
Course test 1 results Mean Score 54.7 56.3
SD 6.5 7.4
Course test 2 results Mean Score 52.7 53.8
SD 6.4 6.8
Course test 3 results Mean Score 44.5 46.8
SD 5.9 5.6

B1:42-63; B2: 64-86; C1: 87-95

Course test 1+2: Max.: 75pts. / Min. to pass: 45pts.

Course test 3: Max.: 65pts. / Min. to pass: 39pts.
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Appendix B: Prompt for eliciting pre-test and post-test
corpora

Write the first draft of a problem-solution essay of 350-450 words on ONE of the
following topics that will include:
- introducing the situation
- stating the problem and its solutions
- concluding by summarising and evaluating
1. A domestic appliance company is facing decreasing sales.
2. A country’s economy is suffering from rising unemployment.

Prompt for eliciting pre-test learner corpora.

Write the first draft of a problem-solution essay of 350-450 words on ONE of the
following topics that will include:
- introducing the situation
- stating the problem and its solutions
- concluding by summarising and evaluating
1. A small Czech brewery has recently been acquired by an American
multinational.
2. A corporate customer has started defaulting on payments to its supplier.

Prompt for eliciting post-test learner corpora.
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Appendix F: Student survey on teacher-only feedback
in Group 1

1. How useful do you find your teacher’s feedback on your drafts?
a) Alot b) Mostly c) A little d) Not at all

2a. Do you feel that your teacher’s comments and corrections were effective
in improving your composition writing skills?

a) Alot b) Mostly c) Alittle d) Not at all
2b. Please, specify

3. How much of the comments and corrections on the 1%t draft involve

Alot Some A little None

Genre

Organisation of ideas

Grammar

Vocabulary

Academic style

Mechanics (punctuation, spelling)

4. How much of the comments and corrections on the 2™ draft involve

Genre Alot Some A little None

Organisation of ideas

Grammar

Vocabulary

Academic style

Mechanics (punctuation, spelling)

5. How much attention do you pay to the comments and corrections on the
1%t draft involving

Alot Some Alittle None Not applicable

Genre

Organisation of ideas

Grammar

Vocabulary

Academic style

Mechanics (punctuation, spelling)
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6. How much attention do you pay to the comments and corrections on the
2" draft involving

Alot Some Alittle None Not applicable

Genre

Organisation of ideas

Grammar

Vocabulary

Academic style
Mechanics (punctuation, spelling)

This copy of the survey includes only those parts of the survey analysed in
this study.
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Appendix G: Student survey on combined peer-teacher
feedback in Group 2

1la. How useful do you find your peers’ feedback on your 1st draft?
a) Alot b) Mostly c) A little d) Not at all

1b. How much useful do you find your teacher’s feedback on your 2nd draft?
a) Alot b) Mostly c) A little d) Not at all

1c. Please, specify

2a. Do you feel that your peers’ comments and corrections were effective in
improving your composition writing skills?

a) Alot b) Mostly c) A little d) Not at all

2b. Do you feel that your teacher’s comments and corrections were effective
in improving your composition writing skills?

a) Alot b) Mostly c) A little d) Not at all
2c. Please, specify

3. How much of the comments and corrections on the 1st draft involve

Alot Some A little None

Genre

Organisation of ideas

Grammar

Vocabulary

Academic style

Mechanics (punctuation, spelling)

4. How much of the comments and corrections on the 2™ draft involve

Genre Alot Some A little None
Organisation of ideas

Grammar

Vocabulary

Academic style

Mechanics (punctuation, spelling)
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5. How much attention do you pay to the comments and corrections on the
1%t draft involving

Alot Some Alittle None Not applicable

Genre

Organisation of ideas

Grammar

Vocabulary

Academic style
Mechanics (punctuation, spelling)

6. How much attention do you pay to the comments and corrections on the
2" draft involving

Alot Some Alittle None Not applicable

Genre

Organisation of ideas

Grammar

Vocabulary

Academic style
Mechanics (punctuation, spelling)

7a. Wasreading your peers’ texts effective in improving your own composition
writing skills?

a) Alot b) Mostly c) A little d) Not at all
7b. Please, specify

8a. Was providing peer feedback effective in improving your own
composition writing skills?

a) Alot b) Mostly c) A little d) Not at all
8b. Please, specify.

This copy of the survey includes only those parts of the survey analysed in
this study.
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