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ABSTRACT 

This dissertation uses a mixed methods design to explore the process of EFL 

students’ writing and peer review, setting up a paradigm of peer compared to self review, 

with teacher support. The findings that surfaced were identified in themes, with the most 

overarching theme being that the value of peer review came not from the actual feedback 

that the peers gave each other, but rather from the collaborative process of peer review. 

Students who were actively engaged in peer review often did not take the exact advice 

given, but the process of exchanging feedback followed by face-to-face discussion 

prompted them to think of new ideas of their own that they incorporated into their 

revisions.  

The following findings are related to this major one. (1) Both the writing 

proficiency of the student writers and the understanding they have of the feedback given 

have a symbiotic relationship and greatly affect how they apply feedback. In this study, 

students at higher writing proficiencies tended to include some abstract feedback, but 

regardless of the students’ writing levels, their partners’ were able to make revisions at 

their own level of proficiency. (2) Both peer and self reviewing students made revisions 

based more on their own inspirations and ownership of ideas rather than on the exact 

advice exchanged between partners. Often, students developed and incorporated ideas 

that appeared to be generated from the peer feedback and discussion, pointing to the 

significance of peer collaboration and discussion in the writing process. (3) The final 

finding, although previous studies have suggested that non-native speakers’ tendency to 

give feedback on grammatical issues as a drawback, the in-depth examination here 
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reveals a more positive perspective. Even when comments, such as regarding grammar, 

were rated as “incorrect,” students were often able to make positive changes, such as 

rewording or reorganizing.  

The results brings insights to the impact of abstract feedback for varying 

proficiency levels, ownership of ideas, internalization of concepts, and interdependence 

in the collaborative peer review process within a Vygotskian framework of concept 

development and the ZPD. Implications for research, writing program administrators, and 

writing instructors are identified. 

 
Keywords: peer review, peer feedback, college composition, EFL writing, ESL writing, 

process writing, writing ownership, rhetoric 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

1.1. My arrival at the problem 

At most levels of schooling, writing is a skill that students need to continually 

develop, for their academic careers as well as for their future employment careers.  

English writing teachers have struggled with determining the best ways to help their 

students learn how to craft and express their ideas for the various audiences they will be 

encountering. 

As an instructor of English composition for 5 years prior to starting this study, I 

had taught some classes of domestic students and many classes of international students 

whose first languages were varied, from countries ranging from China, Korea, Saudi 

Arabia, and Kazakhstan, to name a few. The expectation, although not a requirement, in 

our writing program was that the instructors would use a peer review and workshopping 

process. Workshopping involved students meeting face-to-face to discuss their review 

comments. If I recall correctly so many years ago when I started my two week training 

before the first semester started and everything was so new, peer review was presented as 

a time saving option, since students could give each other feedback, rather than the 

teacher having to write comments for every student for every paper. I expect that it was 

also presented as a pedagogically sound way for students to learn by reviewing each 

other’s paper. 

Every semester I tried this “workshopping,” having students write comments for 

each other and then scheduling time for them to meet with each other and discuss their 

comments face-to-face. Sometimes I heard a reviewer tell a writer the same thing that I 

would have told the writer, or I imagined I would have, considering that the advice 



 

 

14 

sounded like something that I looked for or had said in class. Other times as I walked 

through the classroom monitoring, I heard advice that I distinctly disagreed with, and I 

stopped and sometimes joined the discussion and tried to “set them straight.” 

Throughout this time, I sometimes saw very good advice coming from students 

workshopping, but also I heard students complain about not getting good advice from 

their group members. Although I sometimes heard some bad advice, the overall writing 

from the classes showed improvement. I read some of the literature on peer review, 

especially used with second language learners, and I could see that the results were mixed 

there as well, some positive, some negative: Students could gain writing autonomy from 

the peer review process; Students could gain audience awareness from having student 

readers; ESL students do not trust each other to give good advice and do not apply the 

advice from their peers in revisions; ESL students have the same language problems, so 

they cannot help each other with things such as grammar. These were all things that I 

read as well as saw to varying degrees in my own classes. 

As a composition instructor, I know that it is a reality that it is extremely time 

consuming for teachers to give every student individual feedback on every essay. And it 

is even more time consuming to meet with every student in person to conference about 

those comments, but since I realized that many students did not read my written 

comments or understand my hasty scribbles, I saw that it was much more effective for 

helping me to understand their ideas and problems with the writing if we meet in person. 

I wanted peer review and workshopping to be that equivalent. 
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1.2. Background of problem 

As I started reading more of the literature investigating peer review, I realized that 

there were many discrepancies between study results as to whether peer review with 

second language learners was or was not effective. I knew my own impressions were 

likely inaccurate as well. As I read on, I began to make some discoveries. 

Perspectives on the goals of writing instruction have changed since the late 1960s 

and early 1970s when the view of writing and teaching writing as a process, rather than 

focusing on the final product, began emerging (Liu & Hansen, 2002).  Much of that 

process is encouraged through having students write multiple drafts, and then teacher-

student conferences allow the student to have “expert” advice on revisions (Graves, 

1983).  Teachers also instruct groups of students on writing skills and how to comment 

and give feedback to their peers about their peers’ writing (Graves, 1983). Those 

procedures vary greatly between educational settings and teachers, but the value of the 

feedback is promoted as supporting writer autonomy and audience awareness in the 

writing process. 

Furthermore, while it may be true that peer review can save the instructor time 

marking comments on students’ papers, I began to realize the importance that training 

students to peer review has on their likely success with it. While the literature offered a 

variety of options for training methods and variety of perspectives of what is most 

important to train students on, an unequivocal agreement within the literature is that clear 

training is needed to make peer review successful. 

As I looked closer at the controversial results of peer review studies, I noticed that 

most studies compared peer feedback with teacher feedback. I found it unsurprising that 
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many studies reported that ESL students preferred feedback from their teachers and 

trusted their teacher over their peers, and many of these studies were conducted with 

Asian or Chinese students (Zhang, 1995; Tsui & Ng, 2000; Miao et al., 2006; Hyland & 

Hyland, 2006). Zhang (1995) reports that 86.4% of her participants were from Asia, Tsui 

and Ng (2000) conducted their study with Chinese students in Hong Kong, and Miao et al. 

(2006) conducted their study with Chinese students in mainland China. Considering that 

the Chinese educational system expects high respect for teachers and teacher authority 

(Chan, 1999), it would be unusual for Chinese students to not regard teachers’ feedback 

as more valuable. Kamimura (2006) found very positive perspectives toward peer review 

from her students in study in Japan, and while the Japanese also have a cultural 

background of students deferring to teachers (Kimura, 2007), Kamimura’s study looks at 

proficiency levels within peer review and does not set up the paradigm for comparing 

peer versus teacher review. 

I realized this would be one key for my own investigation. In addition to training 

students adequately for the peer review process, I would need a control group for 

comparing the results of peer review groups, but the most reasonable scenario for 

students to value the feedback they received from peers would be one that avoided the 

paradigm of students making the comparison of peer feedback versus teacher feedback. 

From the past research, it was clear that most Asian ESL students would prefer teacher 

feedback if given the option of teacher or peer. For this reason, I also looked into the 

literature on self review in order to consider how it could be used as this control. 
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To this point, I have had an overall sense that peer review could provide the 

benefit of encouraging the writer’s own personal development (Parker, 1972; Flower & 

Hayes, 1977), and could avoid such drawbacks as students giving up control of their 

papers to teachers (Hyland, 2000). It was also reported that although more teacher 

feedback was incorporated than peer feedback (Liu & Sadler, 2003), students made more 

self revisions following peer feedback than teacher feedback (Miao et al., 2006). Most 

studies that have looked at effectiveness of training methods or peer review methods have 

divided the results into grammatical or mechanical changes (local) and larger textual 

issues (global). Since there are many writing issues larger than mechanical and 

grammatical that have often been conflated into a global category (or sometimes divided 

into Content and Organization categories), I suspect that some of the discrepancy in 

results could be due to the variety within that category as well as the student differences.  

Since most of the comparisons have been teacher versus peer feedback, effects of 

training versus not training, revisions given different methods (e.g., electronic versus 

traditional), there is an unclear picture of what ESL students can find in their own writing 

versus in a peer’s writing, and what they revise following peer feedback with a control 

scenario of what students revise following giving themselves feedback. There has also 

been very little longitudinal investigation of results of peer review, although Liu and 

Hansen (2002) note that language development, such as learning how to elicit 

information and clarify information could be a long term benefit. 

Although there has appeared to be a variety of results of peer review in Asian 

contexts, the potential for using peer review in these contexts could be high. For example, 

since Chinese classes tend to have a large number of students, 60 to 70 and even up to 
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100, peer review could allow students to give each other individual feedback about their 

writing when the teacher is unable to.  Hyland and Hyland (2006) note that even teacher 

feedback is not only informational and that it is only “effective if it engages with the 

writer” (p. 86), so peers are likely the only opportunity that students in such large classes 

will have for someone to look closely at their writing and engage them and their ideas on 

an individual level. As will be shown quite clearly in the literature review in Chapter 2, 

significant training will be necessary for such peer review to be successful, but if the 

benefits are worth it, the time investment could be worth it. 

Furthermore, it has been indicated that peer review can increase writer autonomy, 

which is eventually going to be needed by any student who continues to write after they 

finish college courses when they no longer have a teacher available. In large Chinese 

classes where the teacher cannot give the individual feedback that students may initially 

desire and expect, training can help students value the feedback they receive from their 

peer, as Kamimura’s (2006) Japanese study results show. The individual feedback can be 

one advantage while at the same time they are developing their own independence in 

writing. 

Peer review is also a collaborative effort in which students need to exchange 

opinions and advice in a groupwork scenario that is unfamiliar to many Chinese students. 

Yet this collaborative environment with groupwork can develop skills that could be of 

value to students, especially those who will be studying abroad, such as in the US where 

teamwork and groupwork are often a large part of university courses and later job 

environments. 
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1.3. Purpose of the study  

This research project investigates the practice and theoretical implications of 

having Chinese EFL students give each other peer feedback on their writing, considering 

what writing features are accessible to them to comment on and to revise.  Determining 

these factors can help writing teachers determine which writing features and skills peer 

review (the process of peers giving each other feedback) are most appropriate to include 

in peer feedback activities in writing instruction and in what ways peer review can 

contribute to students’ literacy growth. Since the control participants will be self 

reviewing (writing comments on their draft), the results can indicate any writing features 

that students are better able to address themselves, without peer feedback. Since self 

revision is a critical part of the writing process, this can shed light on self versus peer 

revision steps in the writing process. 

Since writing is a very individual process in which each writer brings their own 

background to the peer group, as well as a team process in which the writers bring their 

relationships to each other to the peer group, qualitative data will be gathered to analyze 

the relationships students report that they have with each other as well as their reflections 

on reasons for making or not making revisions or taking or not taking advice from a peer 

group member. The theoretical contributions will be a further understanding of 

collaborative learning by teasing apart aspects of writing with which peers can help each 

other and the factors that may contribute to a writer not taking advice from a peer. 

This study will also lay the groundwork for a follow up longitudinal study of 

Chinese EFL students who are intending to study abroad in the US after they study in the 

collaborative environment of peer review. This further longitudinal study will be able to 
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show some long term implications of peer review not only on the writing processes in the 

US university setting but also on group work and interactions with peers and instructors. 

 

1.4. Significance of the study 

This study will have significance on the theoretical implications of collaboration 

and group work in an EFL setting, and it will have practical implications for teaching 

writing and implementing peer review. It will also open the door for future research on 

the long term impacts of group work and collaborative interactions for Chinese students 

who later study abroad. 

The collaborative environment of peer review has been cited as a support of peer 

review, yet peer review is still largely seen as an alternative for when the teacher does not 

have time to meet with students about their writing one on one. Yet, as Bruffee (1984) 

notes: “Collaborative learning, it seem[s], harnesse[s] the powerful educative force of 

peer influence that ha[s] been—and largely still is—ignored and hence wasted by 

traditional forms of education” (p. 638). Bruffee also discusses that collaborative learning 

provides a “social context for conversation” among a particular kind of community, peers, 

with a status as equals and that they can learn “skill and partnership” that they can 

approximate what they may eventually need for writing in everyday life, “in business, 

government, and the professions” (p. 642). Particularly in traditional Chinese educational 

systems, the power of learning in a collaborative environment is largely ignored, and peer 

review holds possibilities for unlocking some of that power. This study can help identify 

what that power could be that can be harnessed and introduced into more writing 

environments.  
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

2.1. Overview 

To understand why peer review is used and theoretically compelling, I review 

several areas of literature. I start with the educational theories that have led to peer review 

being considered in the writer process. Following that, I review the literature on peer 

review, first for native speakers, then for non-native speakers. And finally, because 

training has been shown to affect how peer review is implemented and has an enormous 

impact on its effect and usefulness, I review the literature on the training methods that 

past researchers and teachers have used. 

This review leads to an understanding of the issues that I found important to 

consider in designing this study, which contrasts peer review groups with self review 

groups as a control, and uses a regimented training sequence to prepare students. 

 

2.2. Educational Theories 

 In the recent decades, the views of writing have been changing from being seen as 

a “product” to a “process” in which students are instructed through the production of 

several drafts as they work toward a “final,” polished version. The shift in the paradigms 

of teaching writing have been from being largely focused on helping students produce 

good writing (a product) to instead focusing on having them learn the strategies and 

techniques for writing successfully (a process) (Parker, 1972; Petrosky & Brozick, 1979; 

Hopkins, 1990). Parker (1972) refers to the process being one stage in the writing in 

which writers are discovering what they want to say and how they want to say it, and the 

product being another stage of writing in which principles have been applied to some 
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“good” result (p. 1329). His suggestion is that one will lead to the other, but that a 

balance in focus should be achieved in teaching.  

As early as 1979, (Petrosky & Brozick) suggest research and recent theory on 

children’s language and thought systems indicate that focusing on the process of writing 

would be more beneficial than the traditional focus on the final product of writing.  One 

of the realizations of children’s thought systems regarding writing is that it is complex, 

messy, and creative, and that is often not reflected when analyzing or focusing on the 

final writing product (Flower & Hayes, 1977). Flower and Hayes (1977) further note that 

teaching writing by focusing on product or expert writings cause student writers to miss 

the stage they are currently at, making it difficult to progress. As writing came to be 

viewed as a problem solving process, more argument came for shifting the focus in 

teaching writing from product to process. 

Barnet (1989) notes that this shifting was necessary, especially for second 

language learners since often teachers would mark up students’ writing for their 

grammatical errors, missing that this often put too much student’s focus on how it was 

written rather than what is said, the point the student wants to communicate. As Zamel 

(1982) further notes in her study of proficient ESL writers’ composing processes, writers 

often create the meaning of their text as they are composing and refining and “do not 

seem to know beforehand what they will say” (p. 195), even when they are using 

consistent composing strategies in attempts to discover meaning (Britton, 1978; Murray, 

1980; Perl, 1980a; Shaughnessy, 1977).  

Several researchers note that when writers find and use successful composing 

processes, they often end up with meaningful products (Hopkins, 1990; Perl, 1980b). 
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Murray (1978) suggests that this discovery process should not be treated as punishment 

by putting too much focus on the imperfections of the submitted final draft, often the first 

draft for many students. And in an effort to help students learn the discovery process, 

pedagogical methods turned to having students write in multiple drafts. This drafting and 

revision process has become commonplace and integral to the writing cycle (Petrosky & 

Brozick, 1979; Berger, 1990). Petrosky and Brozick (1979) suggest that conferences, 

student writers meeting with peers and teacher separately, should be a part of this cycle as 

the writer is developing and reformulating thoughts in their writing. Considering this, 

although the focus has shifted from being so heavily on product to the exclusion of 

process, a meaningful writing product is still seen as a goal for developing the writing 

process. 

 

Behind the writing and composing process is the thinking process that students 

must develop, and Vygotsky (1991) suggests that children are developing outer speech as 

a means of communication and inner speech as a means of thinking. In theoretical 

frameworks, Vygotsky’s theory of development differs from Piaget’s in the role that 

inner speech plays. Piaget supposes that egocentric speech, children’s speech meant for 

self, dies out at ages 6 or 7 but that egocentrism continues on internally and plays out in 

abstract reasoning. Vygotsky argues that egocentric speech instead transitions into an 

altogether different beast of inner speech, which is more conceptual in nature, not 

necessarily composed of exact words but rather abstract concepts. Vygotsky’s theory 

becomes even more relevant to writing in his suggestion that writing is often so difficult 

for learners because it is more abstract than outer speech, and further removed from 
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immediate needs. He suggests that “it demands detachment” (1986, p. 182), which 

requires a level of thinking and reasoning that needs developed. 

Two components of Vygotsky’s framework in particular are significant to an 

argument for the use of peer review in writing. (1) Vygotsky suggests that writing 

follows inner speech (formulation of concepts) but that oral precedes it. This progression 

implies that an oral component is important in writing because it can allow students to 

verbalize and “play with” the concepts in words before reflecting on it in inner speech 

and then committing it to written word. (2) Vygotsky sees a child’s conceptual 

development as evidenced not just by what they can do themselves, but by what they can 

do when engaged with a teacher or a more capable peer in tasks or activities “beyond his 

or her immediate capability” (Bozhovich & Slavina, 1968, p. 234), commonly referred to 

as the ZPD (Zone of Proximal Development). Wetsch and Stone (Wertsch & Stone, 

1985) interpret Vygotsky’s perspective here as students developing their own mental 

structures through personal relationships and shared activities. Luria (1969) interprets this 

social aspect of Vygotsky’s theory as an individual’s psychological processes being 

developed through social encounters. In summary, in this framework, the collective 

activity is integral to a child’s development of communication and thinking.  

Later research looking at the processes of writing has highlighted the importance 

of negotiation and collaboration in the creative writing process. A theory that supports 

this is Collaborative Learning theory (Bruffee, 1984; Kowal & Swain, 1994; Swain, 

2001; Swain et al., 2002), which suggests that knowledge is socially constructed and best 

acquired through negotiating meaning in collaborative work and interaction in the 

learning process. Bruffee (1984) discusses the social nature of writing as “internalized 
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social talk made public and social again” (p. 641). Considering the internal and external 

factors of writing, conversation with a body of peers at similar levels of ability or 

experience (all can students although with varied levels and experiences between them) 

can be an ideal opportunity for them to work through that process of internalizing and 

externalizing the language of their writing. 

Students’ social interaction has been suggested as contributing to building their 

literacy in ways that are “developmentally appropriate” (Daiute et al., 1993, p. 45). 

Daiute et al. (1993) tease apart the factors of social interaction that contribute to students’ 

writing development and find that children’s exchange of ideas while working on texts 

increased their motivation and resulted in the students incorporating more of their own 

ideas, as compared to incorporating ideas as directed by the teacher.  Their study 

investigates peer collaborative writing (peers writing together to produce a single 

product), but an extension of the theoretical implications of the value of social interaction 

and peers discussing their writing ideas with each other can apply to the use of peer 

feedback (peers reading each other’s writing and giving the other advice or comments to 

improve their next draft of that product) in writing instruction practices. 

 

This collaborative framework is often supported in the literature by Vygotzky’s 

theory of the zone of proximal development (ZPD), taking it from the perspective of 

learners being able to collaborate, usually with one being more knowledgeable in some 

area, providing a scaffold for the other to advance (de Guerrero & Villamil, 2000; Hyland 

& Hyland, 2006).  In peer review, if each has some skill in which they are more expert 

than the other, that can help extend each individual’s current competence, providing 
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“scaffolding” that supports each student in their writing goals (Liu & Hansen, 2002), 

helping them express the sometimes partial knowledge that they already have (Swain, 

2001).  

These views of collaborative learning have had an impact on both first language 

(L1) and second language (L2) writing instruction (Liu & Hansen, 2002). de Guerrero 

and Villamil (2000) note that in the L2 environment, peer review scaffolding tends to be 

more bidirectional, rather than unidirectional, but that many students respond positively 

to such a collaborative environment with peers. Research suggests that learning is 

occurring as interaction takes place, not “as a result of” the interaction (Swain et al., 

2002). For second language learners, acquiring written use of the language is the 

objective of writing courses, and those skills can be developed through opportunities to 

negotiate through interacting about the meaning written and the meaning intended (Swain, 

1985; Kowal & Swain, 1994).  

 

2.3. Peer Review Literature 

Research on peer review began with native speakers, with mixed results, although 

the overwhelming majority showed no difference in impact between peer review and 

teacher review or showed higher gains from peer review (Berger, 1990). Early studies 

suggest procedures for implementing writing groups, often recommending them as 

alternatives to grading papers or to encourage intellectual development, but few studies 

looked at the actual effect of the revisions following the peer review (Gere & Stevens, 

1985). By the late 1960s and early 1970s, several researchers had begun to investigate the 

subsequent revisions, including Gere and Stevens (1985). In reviewing these studies up to 
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her time, Berger (1990) notes that because different methods in the studies and different 

methods of peer feedback and teacher evaluation were used in each study, it is “difficult 

to generalize from this evidence” (p. 22). Regardless, the overall implication from her 

review of the studies from the previous three decades was that the gains from peer review 

were as good or better than teacher review. 

With such positive results with native speakers using peer review in the writing 

process, several researchers (Mangelsdorf K. , 1989; Leki, 1990; Kroll, 1991; Liu & 

Hansen, 2002) have pointed to the importance of applying this practice to second 

language (L2) writing instruction as well since it puts the focus on the process of drafting 

and revising and can support students gaining audience awareness by giving them a real 

audience, other than their teacher, to read their writing (Elbow, 1973; Elbow, 1981). 

Elbow (1973, 1981) further suggests that students can benefit from realizing that their 

peer is confused or does not understand their meaning or intent. The collaborative setting 

of discussing their writing can help L2 writers be aware of gaps in what they have 

intended and what they have written, which can help raise their awareness between the 

meaning of words and the grammatical structures used to communicate their intended 

message (Kowal & Swain, 1994).  As such, peer review can help students collaborate, 

using the knowledge and skills that each has to complete what each “may not be able to 

complete on their own” (Liu & Hansen, 2002, p. 4).  

Some of the first studies looking at ESL learners and how peer review and teacher 

review affected their writing found conflicting results, but with teacher feedback viewed 

slightly more positively. Berger (1990) refers to one of the first experimental studies, an 

unpublished master’s thesis by Partridge in 1981 who found teacher feedback to be 
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slightly more effective, but the ESL participants in the study had positive attitudes toward 

giving and receiving feedback.  When considering proficiency (intermediate and high), 

Chaudron (1984) found no significant difference between teacher or peer feedback 

groups, but the number of students in the study was small (N=14). Berger (1990) notes 

that the results were mixed as to whether grammatical accuracy was better in teacher 

feedback or equal to peer feedback groups in the studies of Zhang and Halpern (1988, 

January) and Zhang (1985). As studies started adding more variables (such as type of 

writing improvement), the findings showed that such factors as proficiency and type of 

improvement were having an effect on the results (Berger, 1990). 

Many more recent studies have continued to return conflicting results, but with 

much more doubt cast on the value of the changes that students make following teacher 

feedback as well as peer feedback, while researchers also note other positive effects of 

peer feedback. For example, some studies show that second language learners make more 

changes based on teacher feedback than based on peer feedback (Connor & Asenavage, 

1994; Paulus, 1999; Miao et al., 2006). Other studies show that although ESL students 

tend to report that they want teacher feedback, it is unclear what impact that feedback has 

since students often ignore or misapply the comments given or simply remove sections of 

their writing if they did not understand the issue raised (Ferris, 1995; Hyland, 1998; 

Conrad & Goldstein, 1999; Hyland & Hyland, 2006). Even within a single study (Tsui & 

Ng, 2000), considerable variation was shown between students. In the Tsui and Ng 

(2000) case study of students in a secondary school in Hong Kong, one student made 

revisions for 100% of teacher feedback but only 20% of peer feedback comments, but 

another student made almost equal revisions from each at 83% and 78%, respectively.  
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A further conflict that has arisen in the literature is concerns of appropriation of 

the text and ownership when teachers give feedback. In the L1 literature, Knoblauch & 

Brannon (1984) note that teachers can “steal” ownership merely by students feeling that 

they have to follow the teacher’s suggestions. This issue has been raised in ESL 

discussions as well, particularly in Chinese contexts where the education emphasis is that 

students should not challenge their teacher and that the teacher is the authority (Hu, 2002). 

Hyland (2000) relates a study in which teachers overtook control of students’ decision in 

their text. This is not the consensus, as other researchers suggest that this is a “mythical 

fear of ESL writing teachers” (Reid, 1994, p. 275) suggesting that teachers should be 

viewed as “cultural informants and as facilitators” (p. 275). For example, Tardy (2006) 

relates the case of a doctoral student developing agency and ownership by adopting 

words and ideas from his advisor. In studies that have compared teacher review to peer 

review, several note that despite the conflicting results of which feedback (teacher or 

peer) students apply more directly when revising, peer feedback is associated with 

students making more self corrections, even when they do not take feedback from their 

peer, and that this can help encourage student autonomy as well as critical thinking 

(Villamil & de Guerrero, 1998; Berg, 1999; Miao et al., 2006). 

 

Despite the conflicts, one suggestion that has arisen from the research is that peer 

review, even more than teacher review, can contribute to writers building their writing 

skills and becoming more independent in their writing. Tsui and Ng (2000) note the 

benefits from peer review are not only in receiving comments. In their study, students 

report benefiting from reading other student’s writing as well. Lundstom and Baker 
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(2009) investigate this effect further. They look at the effect that students giving feedback 

can have on their own writings, and their findings suggest that students gain as much, if 

not more, from giving feedback than from getting it, although the gains were larger for 

lower proficiency than higher proficiency students. They suggest that the gains may not 

have been so great for the higher level students because their level was already high and 

they had less improvement to make.  They note that the students with higher proficiency 

who had no previous peer review experience showed similar gains to the beginner groups, 

particular in the ability to give global feedback.  This would suggest the importance and 

benefit that training can bring, but Lundstrom and Baker caution that their results may 

have been influenced by differences in teaching and individual student differences.  In 

this particular study, those reviewing for peers did not receive feedback, and those 

receiving feedback did not give any, so it could be beneficial to also consider the added 

benefit of combining the two.  

 

These more recent studies have incorporated a variety of peer review methods, as 

well as methods of preparing the students for peer review. It has been suggested that it is 

a result of this variety, with no standard for comparison that has made the results difficult 

to interpret. In order to consider the variety of methods that have contributed to the 

literature, as well as to consider what I would use for this study, I follow with a review of 

the traditional and electronic methods that have been used, as well as the advantages and 

drawbacks that have been found for using them with ESL students. 

The traditional method of peer review has involved students meeting face-to-face, 

often prepared by having read their peers’ essays and handwritten comments ahead of 
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time.  With the development on computer and online technology becoming more 

available, researchers have begun to look into the advantages and disadvantages of 

incorporating these into peer review methods.  The three main forms of technology 

investigated were synchronous communication (e.g., a multi-user chat), asynchronous 

communication (e.g., email), and typed annotations (e.g., Word commenting feature). 

 The synchronous communications used have been in the form of in-class MOO 

(multi-user domains object oriented) chat programs or online chat programs.  Some 

advantages noted of using this method over a traditional face-to-face method is that it 

allows students time to formulate their thoughts, and this can help some feel more 

comfortable and be more willing to participate than they would in person (Digiovanni & 

Nagaswami, 2001).  Hewett (2000) conducted a study using a specific CMC (computer 

mediated communication) program called CONNECT, finding that using the program, 

students focused more on concrete, writing issues and group management whereas face-

to-face, they focused more on abstract, global idea development.  CMC methods were 

also found to be helpful by allowing teachers to monitor interactions and intervene as 

necessary (Hewett, 2000; Digiovanni & Nagaswami, 2001), but it should be recognized 

that they were using particular programs that allowed monitoring on a screen as the 

interactions were taking place, a technology which may not often be available. Hyland 

and Hyland (2006) suggest that reviewing transcripts of such interactions can contribute 

to metacognitive discussions later. 

 Some drawbacks to these “chat” forms of peer feedback is that even though some 

studies suggest that the more revision feedback that is offered, the less is taken and used 

by students (Liu & Sadler, 2003).  Liu and Hansen (2002) also report (Liu & Randall, 
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2000) that some students find it confusing when multiple students give them conflicting 

feedback at the same time.  Because both comments may appear in the chat window at 

the same time, it can be difficult to negotiate communicating about the discrepancy. The 

type of feedback given through the MOO in a Liu and Sadler (2003) study is noted to be 

less revision oriented than the face-to-face groups. Xu (2007) suggests that time spent in 

synchronous feedback is often not as “constructive and effective” (p. 2), and this is a 

significant drawback with the limited time many courses can allot for peer review. 

An advantage of asynchronous communication is that it allows and promotes 

collaboration outside of the classroom and provokes less anxiety since students have 

plenty of time to decide what they want to say (Liu & Sadler, 2003).  Email is one way 

for peers to send each other feedback, and several studies found that this method 

encouraged fuller sentence responses and less superficial line editing and encouraged 

more macro level than micro level changes (Strenski, Feagin, & Singer, 2005; Tuzi, 

2004). Tuzi (2004) find that e-responses appeared to provide ideas for additions rather 

than being a primary cause for changes. Hyland & Hyland (2006) indicate that students 

tend to find marginal comments more helpful because they can more easily identify the 

issue being addressed, and discourse-style email feedback responses can tend to refer to 

issues in a general rather than specific, easily identifiable manner. 

There are also disadvantages to asynchronous methods, such as email. One is the 

time delay between students writing and getting feedback.  The interactions can also 

seem less personal and without the opportunity for immediate negotiation of 

misunderstandings or for clarification (Hyland & Hyland, 2006).   
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 Another technology that has been used for feedback, either synchronous or 

asynchronous CMC, is having students type their feedback on an electronic version of the 

draft, such as with Microsoft Word’s “Reviewing” features.  These comments can be 

easier to read than handwritten ones, and although some studies have found that more 

peer comments were given when using Word’s “Comment” feature, Liu and Sadler 

(2003) note that many of those extra comments are local ones suggesting alterations.  

Another difference they identify is that the traditional group gave more evaluative 

feedback, and they suggest that this could be due to this group relying much more heavily 

on the peer review sheet than the group using Word commenting. 

 Liu and Sadler (2003) combined Word commenting with passing those files via 

disk and discussing them via MOO for the electronic condition that was compared to 

students commenting by hand and then discussing face-to-face.  Because students in the 

electronic group did not print hard copies of the peer comments, they had some difficulty 

switching between windows on their screen, and it became evident that they were not 

referring much to their notes in their discussion.  Liu and Sadler note that deficiencies in 

typing skills also interfered some with this group, making it even more difficult for them 

to refer to written notes. The traditional group took much better advantage of the face-to-

face interaction to clarify and reinforce their written comments.   

As can been seen by the variety of methods of peer review in the literature 

reviewed above, these many studies looking at ESL students’ use of peer review have 

focused on the implications, advantages, and disadvantages of the different methods. A 

combination of traditional and electronic methods and a combination of synchronous and 

asynchronous methods seems ideal to promote students giving meaningful global 
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feedback and making meaningful global revisions, so I will address that in my chosen 

method in the framework at the end of this section. 

 

 Another area of peer review that has received little attention has been its 

comparison to self review. Having students give themselves feedback has been viewed as 

a way to help writers critically evaluate their own writing and become independent in the 

writing process (Berger, 1990). Often that feedback has been in the form of checklists or 

self-rated scales, or open-ended question intended to inspire critical thinking about their 

intentions or intended changes (Beaven, 1977).  

 In one study on peer review versus self review with groups of ESL students, 

Berger (1990) found that students made more revisions in the peer reviewing groups than 

those self reviewing, except in one category of unexplained micro changes, although the 

difference was small. Her study does not address the quality of the changes. A question 

she raises is whether a more longitudinal study, with more preparation, would have been 

beneficial, referring to Gere’s (1987) contention that months are necessary to establish 

trust between students and to develop the skills needed to collaborate and critique writing. 

Berger (1990) refers to a paper submitted to a University of Hawaii at Manoa by Zhang 

(1985) which found that teacher review was about equally effective as peer feedback but 

more effective than self feedback in grammar corrections, but the precise advantage is not 

clear. 

Barnett (1989) points out that “writing is a complex, recursive cognitive process” 

(p. 34). Whether a teacher or a peer comments on a draft, the student needs to evaluate 

the comments and writing and make revisions. Prewriting and rough drafts have come to 
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be accepted as a part of the writing process, yet since the initial few comparisons of 

teacher, peer, self review studies, little attention has been given to self review or the 

marginal commenting process or analysis of type or quality of subsequent changes. 

Clearly, if students do not know what to look for in their writing, they will be able 

to give themselves little helpful feedback, but what if they are adequately trained? As the 

more recent studies in peer review have shown, peer review has been more successful 

when students are trained how to review and peer review, so it appears possible that 

students can have more success in their own review if they are adequately trained as well. 

In fact, because of the recursive nature of writing, it is necessary that students be able to 

critically consider their own writing. To avoid the paradigm of teacher feedback versus 

peer feedback, as well as to promote students pursuing their own writer autonomy, self 

review will be considered for a control group in my study. 

 

2.4. Peer Training Literature 

 Teachers may feel that peer review is advantageous because this can take some of 

the burden off them having to give individual comments on drafts (or multiple drafts), but 

looking at the considerable time involved in that appears to be needed to make peer 

review beneficial to students training (class demonstrations, conferencing, and possibly 

grading comments), the time issue may be viewed as a trade off or an investment (Stanley, 

1992).   

Studies have shown conflicting results on how useful peer review is with second 

language learners, and some have noted that could be due to the quality of peer feedback, 

type of peer feedback, and also the students’ perceptions of the quality of peers’ feedback 
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(Miao et al., 2006; Kamimura, 2006; Hyland & Hyland, 2006; Liu & Sadler, 2003). 

Many of the problems have been shown to be offset with sufficient training (Berg, 1999; 

Liu & Hansen, 2005; Hu, 2005; Neff, 2006), so I conducted a careful review of the 

literature on the various peer review training methods to determine the training that 

would best offset the known drawbacks of peer review with second language learners and 

accomplish the goals of both the courses being taught during the period of this study as 

well as the goals of this study itself. The goals of the course are as Petrosky and Brozick 

(1979) refer to the functions of writing: “to produce a [good] written product and to 

develop the writer” (p. 100). Liu and Hansen (2002) note four areas in which students 

need to be prepared or trained for peer review, and these are reviewed here more 

extensively for what the literature shows on training in these areas: cognitive, affective, 

sociocultural, and linguistic. 

 

Cognitive 

 One obvious reason for training the students to peer review is so that they know 

what writing features to look for. They need to be trained and taught about the writing 

features and genre features before they can effectively identify them in their own or 

others’ writing. Additionally, students need to know why they are peer reviewing, how it 

contributes to their own writing skills and development, and how it can lead to their 

independence as a writer (Liu & Hansen, 2002). If students realize that they can indeed 

identify issues in their peers’ writing and they can see a benefit to themselves either in 

giving or receiving feedback, they will be more likely have a benefit from it. 
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 Affective 

The students’ perceptions regarding peer review have been shown to have a large 

effect on the effectiveness of peer review. There are several issues that affect students’ 

affective filter toward peer review, and most of them can be offset with adequate training 

in peer review practices. Several researchers note that ESL students’ perceptions toward 

peer review has also been shown to be a major factor in their willingness to trust advice 

from a peer and that they tend to prefer and only incorporate teachers’ feedback and 

advice and distrust that their peer can give them adequate feedback (Miao et al., 2006; 

Kamimura, 2006; Hyland & Hyland, 2006; Liu & Sadler, 2003). In these studies, those 

students who took peer advice were the ones who saw the value of getting feedback from 

peers, although they had reservations about their peer’s ability to give feedback. Even 

several students who took some peer advice felt that the teacher could give better advice 

about major changes, such as organization.  Those who did not see much value did not 

take much, if any, peer advice (Tsui & Ng, 2000).  Not only do students need to be able 

to identify meaningful issues in their writing, but they need to know that their peers, who 

are language learners and student writers like they are, can give meaningful feedback, 

and if they realize this, they are more likely to trust and value the advice from their peer. 

Much of these reservations about peers’ ability to give appropriate and helpful 

feedback could be counteracted by adequate training. Training can help the students give 

better advice, and they should also then realize that their peers are trained and know what 

to look for in their essays. Seeing their peers as trained and able to give advice should 

also help them to see the value of taking advice from their peers. For this reason, the 
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students in the study to be conducted here will be trained to recognize specific writing 

strengths and weaknesses so that they would feel more able to evaluate features in their 

peers’ writing and so that they would value the feedback they are getting from their peers. 

 Sociocultural 

ESL students may also need help becoming accustomed to cultural and 

communication issues involved in the peer review process (Hyland & Hyland, 2006; 

Rollingson, 2005). Kamimura (2006) notes that since some non-Western cultures tend to 

work toward a consensus or agreement with peers yet highly value a teacher’s advice and 

that this can tend to work against a successful peer review experience.  An exception to 

this has seemed to be Japanese students who have been reported to tend to view peer 

review processes favorably (Kamimura, 2006). Kamimura (2006), who looks specifically 

at some groups of Japanese students, finds overall positive effects to the quality of 

writing for those at both high- and low-language proficiencies.  Most of the participants’ 

comments related to meaning and support and resulted in significant improvements to 

rewrites, although the high-proficiency students made more global and discourse level 

comments while the low-proficiency students made more specific, local comments. It is 

unclear why these students made such significant improvements and positive responses, 

but Kamimura notes that the heavy emphasis on global writing features during training 

may be contributing factors. 

Some students may also feel uncomfortable giving their opinions or they may 

have difficulty giving them in diplomatic ways that can be accepted by their peers 

(Hyland & Hyland, 2006; Rollingson, 2005).  For example, Jackson (2004) notes from 

her business study of case discussions in Hong Kong that Chinese students may be 
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hesitant to speak up or verbally participate, and this can be attributed to the Asian 

tendency to want to save face
1
.  It can be helpful to recognize that this can be a tendency 

and that it might be an inhibition in some face-to-face interactions, but it can perhaps be 

overcome by allowing students time to prepare ahead of time can help them feel more 

comfortable (Jackson, 2004). According to the traditional Chinese educational system 

teachers are generally viewed as the authority and expected to provide the answers, so 

Chinese students may resist accepting advice from a peer. Addressing the known 

resistances or tendencies, teaching phraseology for giving suggestions and stimulating 

discussion diplomatically through training can be helpful for helping students overcome 

their hesitancies. 

 Linguistic 

As mentioned in the sociocultural section above, some students may be 

uncomfortable giving their opinions for cultural reasons, but they may also be 

uncomfortable or have difficulty giving their opinions or advice for linguistic reasons. As 

second language learners, some students may have difficulty expressing themselves, so 

teachers can provide and model linguistic structure and strategies for giving polite advice 

and seeking clarification or elaboration (Hansen & Liu, 2005). The “talk aloud” 

demonstration (Hu, 2005) discusses is one online method of modeling this, but other 

offline lessons on linguistic structures and strategies for giving advice and or seeking 

clarification can be taught as well. 

In the “talk aloud” demonstration, the instructor projects the student essay on the 

screen “thinks aloud” responses his or her responses to that essay. This can give the 

                                                 
1
 For a more thorough review on Chinese face-saving views of politeness, see Liu (2001). 
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instructor the opportunity to model writing appropriate comments that are “clear, specific, 

supportive and critical” and that “encourage the students to attend to macro-level issues 

in their own peer responses” (Hu, 2005, p. 337). 

 

Many researchers agree that peer review can bring some great benefit to students, 

but it is clear that students need to be adequately trained in the process in order for this to 

happen (Berg, 1999; Liu & Hansen, 2005; Hu, 2005; Neff, 2006). The training methods 

that different researchers have employed are different, but there have been enough 

overlap of results to indicate some important elements to include.  

One part of the training process has been to give the students a peer review 

guidance sheet, or develop one with them, to either take home for making the comments 

for their peers or to guide their progress through the face-to-face discussion, or both. 

Some reader behaviors that have been found helpful and that can be taught and can 

encourage interaction during these discussions are making the writer feel comfortable and 

interested, making note of discrepancies between meaning and what is written, giving 

explicit ideas or even “mini-lessons,” and modeling or giving examples of ideas 

discussed.  Along the same lines, some helpful writer behaviors to encourage are keeping 

the interaction going toward accomplishing the goal, keeping the task manageable, 

clarifying meanings, and being responsive to the reader (de Guerrero & Villamil, 2000). 

Several studies have shown that it is important that the training include sufficient 

classroom demonstrations modeling the review process (Min, 2006), and most of the 

training reviewed has started with this step. Min (2008) suggests using these 

demonstrations, using a former student’s paper and a guidance sheet that the students will 
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be using later, to model the different stances (e.g., prescriptive, probing, collaborative, 

tutoring) that the reviewer can take. Min (2006) also suggests using the demonstrations 

for teachers and students to discuss strengths and weaknesses in the writing, as well as 

ways to elicit feedback and clarification from the writer. 

 The training in Min (2006) and Min (2008) follows the demonstrations in class 

with holding students responsible to review two peers’ papers using a guidance sheet.  

While they were in this process of reviewing and giving feedback, the teacher conducted 

one-on-one conferences with the students.  This gave the teacher opportunities to help the 

students apply the reviewing techniques discussed and demonstrated in class. She notes 

that following training, students were better able to give constructive feedback on global 

issues than without the training (Min, 2006) and that their stance toward their peers 

writing had become less prescriptive (Min, 2008).   

 

 In addition to training, there are ways that teachers can help prepare for and 

conduct that peer review process so that it best incorporates into the class and curriculum.  

Hansen and Liu (2005) suggest that teachers plan well in advance when they will 

incorporate peer review, since they will need to make students aware of when drafts are 

due and when peer review comments are due and when additional conferencing will be, if 

that is included. Since the teacher will likely give some feedback on a draft, that will need 

to be scheduled after the peer review draft, since researchers note that giving teacher 

feedback on the same draft as peers give feedback can diminish the attention and 

consideration students will give their peers’ comments (Liu & Hansen, 2002; Hyland, 

2000).   
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There are some steps that teachers can take in leading up to and facilitating the 

peer review sessions. In leading up to the peer review sessions, teachers will need to 

consider how to encourage a comfortable and open environment between students (Liu & 

Hansen, 2005). This will not happen only on the days of peer reviewing, but from early in 

the course as the teacher uses activities that encourage open and friendly interaction. 

When the peer review day arrives, the teacher can establish a facilitator for each peer 

review group. As part of that, the teacher may need to discuss methods of turn taking to 

help the face-to-face exchanges (Hansen & Liu, 2005).   

Other decisions that the teacher will need to make are how many students will be 

in a group and whether those groups will meet simultaneously or separately.  There are 

reasons for different group sizes, Miao et al. (2006) shows students preferring pairs of 

two to allow more opportunities for interaction. Liu and Hansen (2002) suggest three as 

optimum if the class size is small enough (12–16) but five to six if the class is larger, 

because of noise level of multiple groups.  Hansen and Liu (2005) also suggest allowing 

students decide on grouping and group rules (e.g., what to do if someone is late). 

The students should also be instructed on how they will follow up the peer review 

sessions. Hansen & Liu (2005) suggest that students write down comments from the 

discussion for their own revision, and this can help them consolidate the ideas that they 

have formulated from the idea exchange. Furthermore, having students show their final 

drafts to their group members can also encourage thoughtful consideration on the part of 

the writer of what advice to take, making pleasing the teacher not the only objective, and 

this can allow reviewers to see how their discussion and suggestions were incorporated. 
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As a final factor to consider in the preparation, some research has shown that 

feedback was better when students were held accountable by receiving a grade on their 

comments given (Mittan, 1989; Ferris & Hedgcock, 2005; Min, 2006; Min, 2008). Some 

researchers mark the comments, such as for how well they follow the guidance or 

assigned procedure (Min, 2006; Min, 2008) or the quality of their comments (Guilford, 

2001). The overall finding was that students put more effort into the comments for their 

peers when they received some grade as a result of their effort. 

 

The main reason for using peer review, pedagogically speaking, is for it to benefit 

the students’ writing and for them to develop skills that they can take from the course and 

apply to their future writing, in academics and otherwise.  To help achieve this, teachers 

need to beware of interfering too much in the students’ writing and writing choices in a 

way that takes away their autonomy and confidence (Hyland, 2000), so training and then 

use of peer review is a way of accomplishing that.  The students are trained on the writing 

skills needed and effective methods of giving advice, and then the peer review process 

gives them opportunities for getting advice on their writing. And this advice they can feel 

freer to evaluate and use or discard at their discretion than they would if they were getting 

advice from the teacher.   

 

2.5. My Conceptual Framework 

The benefit of collaboration that peer review brings to the writing process is two-

fold; the student’s own writing can improve as a result of learning how to effectively 

evaluate a peer’s work, and the students can become more independent and gain 
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autonomy in their writing. The collaborative environment is an important aspect of the 

study, in order for self or peer review to be successful, clear training procedures must be 

developed. 

 A variety of methods of peer review was reviewed above, and considering the 

implications, advantages, and disadvantages of the different methods, I had to consider 

what would help reach the goal of my courses and my study. One advantage of peer 

review that I want to encourage and take advantage of in my study is the face-to-face 

interactions of the synchronous traditional methods. I want my students to be able to 

prepare for face-to-face interactions by writing comments beforehand, but I will let my 

students’ familiarity with electronic methods guide whether I ask them to make 

handwritten or computer written comments. Since today’s students are often quite 

comfortable with Word’s commenting feature, I will suggest and show that option” for 

them to make marginal comments in a class “talk aloud, since this method was shown in 

previous studies to be helpful in making issues easily identifiable. I will also have the 

student writers ask “four questions” about their own paper, which will give the students 

the opportunity to write a discourse style paragraph comment at the end giving feedback 

on macro rather than micro level issues. The result will be a combination of the Liu and 

Sadler (2003) peer review setup, which I see as taking the best from both traditional and 

electronic groups. This method combines the advantages of students offering more 

feedback because of the ease of typing with the efficiency and ease of clarifying of face-

to-face interaction. This can also encourage communication and exchange of ideas 

beyond reviewers telling the writers what to do. 
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The training regime in this study will address students’ perceptions by 

communicating the value that peer review has in helping writers improve their writing by 

giving them an audience who can tell them what (positive and negative) is seen in their 

writing, will supplement with instruction on phrases and expressions for questioning and 

giving advice politely, and will give instruction and practice on writing features to help 

the students know they are learning what to look for and improve. 
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CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

3.1. Overview 

This chapter will review the approaches and methods used in this study, along 

with descriptions and justifications for their appropriateness for the research questions 

and the context of the study. 

Since peer feedback is the main focus of the study, some terms for this study need 

to be established for the remainder of the study. The terms “peer feedback” and “peer 

review” are synonymous in this study and are defined as the process of students 

reviewing their peers’ second drafts and then meeting together in person (workshopping) 

to discuss their advice and feedback.  The “face-to-face” sessions will be referred to as 

“workshopping,” and this component is essential to the collaborative relationship. 

“Workshopping” is the general term referring to two or more members meeting together 

to discuss a draft, and “conferencing” is a subset of that to describe one-on-one face-to-

face meetings, usually the teacher with a student. 

 

3.2. Purpose of the study 

This study intends to investigate the use of peer review in developing EFL 

students’ writing skills, with a specific emphasis on it being exploratory in an EFL 

Chinese context. The goal is to find what writing issues students can identify in their own 

drafts (versus in a peer’s) and what they are able and willing to revise successfully. As 

part of the exploration, I seek to find out why students are willing or able to make some 

revisions in response to their own observations or in response to peers’ comments.  This 
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study will also examine qualitatively the students’ perceptions of their peers’ feedback 

and their ability to understand and apply it. 

Many studies over the last 30 years have looked at peer review, so I intend for this 

study to be distinctive in three main ways. One way is in the breakdown of the writing 

features that will be analyzed. Overall, past studies have been inconclusive about the 

usefulness of peer review with ESL studies, and although the majority agree that it can be 

useful, with adequate training, the distinction is generally made that peer reviewing ESL 

students tend to make local changes but if their language proficiency is high enough, they 

can make good global changes. Since there are so many writing features that fall into that 

global category, this study can separate the features and some of the issues involved. 

A second way this study is unique is in the paradigm that students will view peer 

review. Most past studies looking at changes or revisions of peer reviewing students have 

compared them to students receiving feedback from teachers. In an Asian context where 

the cultural norm is for the teacher to be viewed as the authority and keeper of knowledge, 

I determined that the paradigm of peer versus teacher feedback would negate the attitudes 

of independence and autonomy in writing that I wanted to instill through the training 

process. I needed an alternative paradigm that would be conducive to the perspectives 

toward independence in writing that I wanted to encourage (through a process of peer or 

self review) yet that would not be setting that against the cultural norm (teacher review). 

To do this, I designed a treatment group of peer reviewing students and a control group of 
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students self reviewing their own work
2
 so that the students’ paradigm would be that they 

were working to develop skills that would allow them to later in college and life 

successfully write without the help of a teacher. This allowed me to determine if there 

were some writing features that students are more successful at changing when they 

identify it themselves or when a peer participates in the review process. 

The third way this study is distinct and will contribute to the field is that it will lay 

the groundwork for a longitudinal study in which EFL students who have been trained in 

peer review can be followed as they continue into their US university studies. As 

discussed in Chapter 2, past peer review studies have proposed that the collaborative 

discussions and environment add a social aspect to their education (Hedgcock & 

Lefkowitz, 1992). This study will analyze the training and peer review environment of 

these EFL students, some of whom can then be followed in longitudinal case studies to 

explore how that experience has impacted their perspectives and habits of interaction in 

groupwork and with teachers and peers. This future longitudinal study is not part of this 

dissertation, but this dissertation is considered instrumental as a foundation. 

An expectation from this dissertation is that when students are trained well 

enough in the peer review process that they can know what to look for in writing in the 

areas of Content and Structure of essays (conflated into global in most peer review 

literature), they will be able to give and take more advice working with peers than 

working on their own. Research (Berg, 1999; Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 1992; Paulus, 

1999; Stanley, 1992; Liu & Hansen, 2002) has shown peer review to help students be 

                                                 
2
 The self reviewing students would be given 5-7 minutes to discuss their own questions or comments with 

the teacher to allow them not to feel isolated, but this process and rationale will be discussed later in this 

chapter. 
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more aware of these writing issues and to increase audience awareness. Since much of 

the ESL student complaint in the literature is that peers cannot give good grammatical 

corrections, I would expect the peer review and self review groups to have similar results 

in the Copyedit (wording, grammar) category. If the self groups can do as well or better 

in any areas, this can give some pedagogical implications for not forcing peer review on 

EFL students but instead bolstering their own reviewing skills. If the peer review groups 

are able to make more improvements to their writing process in some areas, this can also 

have implications for using peer review as a tool in EFL writing pedagogy. 

 

3.3. Research Questions 

1. Does reviewing with a peer versus self influence the type, quantity, or scope of 

feedback a student tends to be able give (such as regarding content ideas or essay 

structure)? 

2. In revisions, what type of comments are students more likely to be able to apply 

in making changes, and is the type or scope affected by whether the student 

identifies it themselves or from a partner? 

3. What reasons can be determined regarding the impact of students’ proficiency or 

attitudes on their giving or taking advice? 

 

3.4. Research Approach 

A research site in China was chosen for two main reasons. The specific focus of 

this study is the use of peer review in an EFL (English as a Foreign Language) context, a 

location where English is being learned as a foreign language and is not spoken as the 
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primary language. The second reason was a personal interest and familiarity with the 

Chinese culture. Chinese classes often have a large number of students in a single class, 

sometimes over 100, so personal interaction with the teacher and each other is usually 

limited. Since Chinese students planning to study abroad often have an interest in, and 

need to, learn English, using peer review in pedagogically sound ways has potential for 

helping students develop skills of working together on their writing while not 

overburdening the teacher. 

The approach to gaining the most meaningful answers to the research questions 

was determined to be a mixed methods, largely qualitative approach.  All the participants’ 

drafts and written comments were collected in electronic form. To analyze the drafts and 

determine any quantifiable “more” or “better” values of the comments or revisions, a 

categorization and rating system needed to be devised, and that system is described in the 

Data Analysis section below. In order to add depth to the analysis and provide more 

understanding of student motivations, cognitive processes, and abilities that contributed 

to their feedback and writing processes, face-to-face interviews, surveys, and follow up 

email interview questions were gathered during and after the writing process. 

 

3.5. Setting and Participants 

The data was collected at a high school in a prominent city in China in the spring 

of 2010.  The students were a group of Chinese high school seniors who had applied and 

been accepted into a program of the high school for students intending to study in US 

colleges after graduating.  In their senior year of high school, they were taking some 

regular Chinese curriculum courses, and over the fall and spring semesters, they were 
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also taking the equivalent of 15 units of college credit courses from a southwestern 

university, taught by instructors from that university, over the course of the year.   

The English composition courses, from which the data for this study were 

collected, took place in the spring semester.  The two semesters of English composition 

courses (first semester and second semester freshman composition courses) were each 

condensed into 7 weeks each so as to fit both into the spring semester, with classes 5 days 

a week in order for the instructor to have sufficient contact hours with the students to 

make the courses eligible for course credit. Over the course of the spring semester, 

students were applying to US universities, and by the middle of the second course, most 

students had received acceptance into universities and were expecting to finish their 

university degree abroad. 

Typically Chinese students spend their senior year of high school studying 

intensively for Chinese university entrance exams in June at the end of the year, but these 

students instead spent their senior year taking courses for both Chinese high school and 

university credit. 

Data was collected from four classes of Chinese high school students: two classes 

of first semester university English Composition and two classes of second semester 

university English Composition.  One first semester class had 20 students (Class 1) and 

one had 19 (Class 2) students. Those same students continued on to take the second 

semester classes, all the same students stayed together in the same classes from the first 

semester to the second semester. Three students in Class 2 chose to sit in class the second 

semester, but did not do the work for credit. One student in Class 1 did the same, 

continued to sit in on the second semester, but did not do the work for credit.  
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This study focuses on 19 students who were divided into a Control group, which 

self reviewed the essay and drafts under analysis, and a Treatment group, in which peer 

reviewed the essay and drafts under analysis. They all went through the major 

components of the training procedure in the first semester but did no peer review; in the 

second semester, all the students had some minor training. The training procedure will be 

explained more extensively in a later section. Most of the students were in Class 1, 

excluding one Class 1 treatment group of 3 students who did not submit a pivotal 

assignment (Draft 2 comments), but one treatment group of 3 students in Class 2 who met 

all the requirements (had the same training procedure in the first semester but did no peer 

review, and peer reviewed as a Treatment group the second semester) was included in the 

study. There were a total of 9 self reviewing students and 10 peer reviewing students 

included in the analyses of this study. 

Overall, the students’ English proficiency was high, and several had studied in an 

English-speaking country for several months. All were planning to study at universities in 

the US, and were making applications to universities other than the southwestern 

university that they already had pre-acceptance. This resulted in students highly 

motivated to learn to write well, knowing they would need it for their university 

experiences, as well as for the university credit they were receiving for the writing 

courses which they were taking as part of this study and which could transfer to some 

universities. The school employed one native English-speaking tutor and two Chinese 

tutors to assist students who were struggling or who sought there help, and many students’ 

motivation was clear through the additional help they sought from the tutors. 
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Some individual students will be followed in case studies and names will be used, 

but to protect their identity, pseudonyms have been substituted. No personally identifying 

information will be used. 

3.6. Research Design 

3.6.1. Variables and Groupings 

The variables to be considered will be students’ writing proficiency (HIGH, MID, 

LOW, as determined by overall course grade
3
), content matchup (students being in mixed 

or the same content area: sciences, finance, sociology)
 4

, and revision categories (Content, 

Structure, and Copyedit). For my analysis, the main categories chosen for analysis are 

Content, Structure, and Copyedit. Each of those are further broken down into more 

specific features within each as they emerged within student comments and changes: 

Content (main idea, analysis, details), Details (rhetorical strategy, organization, 

transitioning), and Copyedit (wording, grammar). Precisely how these categories were 

developed are discussed in the following section.  

The control groups (self reviewers) individually reviewed their own draft and 

briefly (5–8 minutes) discussed their comments for themselves with the instructor, rather 

than workshopping with their peers. The treatment groups workshopped in groups of 3–4 

students, writing comments before class, which they brought to the class workshopping 

time to discuss with their peer group for 25–30 minutes. The self review groups were not 

considered teacher review groups because the teacher did not review the drafts. The 

                                                 
3
 Table 4 below identifies how the students were divided into the proficiency groups by their course grades. 

4
 Content matchup was intended to play a larger part in the analysis, but since there were too few students 

in each category to identify trends, the content matchup are identified only as they are significant in the 

case studies. 
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students in the self review groups reviewed their own drafts and wrote comments that 

they were required to bring to the discussion with the teacher. The discussion with the 

teacher was short (5–7 minutes), and it was directed by the student asking questions from 

their comments and not from any teacher review. This teacher discussion option was 

offered so that students would have the opportunity for some interaction about the ideas 

in their draft and so that they would not feel it was unfair that they, as non-native 

speakers of English, were required to work with no outside help. With 20 students in a 

class, it was manageable for the teacher to meet such a short time with half the class (the 

control group), but as will be discussed later in the final chapter, variations could be 

considered with larger classes. 

 

3.6.2. Data Collection 

The data was collected the spring of 2010 and was comprised of various types of 

data, some which would be used for the quantitative analyses, and others for the 

qualitative analyses. As an action researcher, I taught the courses all the data was 

collected in. A large portion of the data was the drafts of essays that the students wrote 

for the course. The second drafts, which students wrote comments on in preparation for 

workshopping, were collected with the comments written in Microsoft Word.  Surveys 

were collected at the beginning of the semester to find out student background info and 

after each workshopping session to find out students’ perspectives on their partners’ 

feedback.  Short interviews were conducted after two essays to allow for follow up 

questions about the workshopping experience. The workshopping sessions in which 

students discussed their drafts with each other or with me, the instructor, were audio 
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recorded. Short one-on-one semi-structured interviews after the workshopping sessions 

were recorded. A final reflective essay, as part of the course, was collected to give further 

insight on the students’ perspectives of their own writing process. The responses to an 

email interview of follow up questions regarding the Essay 3 Final Draft revisions were 

also saved and used for the analysis. 

 Drafts 

Each semester students were required to write three major essays. The students 

were required as a part of the writing process to write three drafts of each essay. The soft 

copies of Final Drafts were obtained by students submitting the files to Turnitin.com and 

all other drafts were sent to the instructor’s email or via a USB stick. The instructor 

immediately saved all drafts in folders, labeled by essay, draft, and student name. 

The first draft for some participants was often simply an outline, and for others it 

was simple paragraphs. The second draft was usually paragraphs, although not usually a 

completed essay. Students submitted this draft to the instructor on its due date. They were 

then required to write feedback using Microsoft Word’s Track Changes or Comment 

features either for themselves (if they were in the self reviewing control groups) or for 

peers (if they were in the peer reviewing treatment groups) and submit that to the 

instructor on a following due date, as well as to peers if they were in a peer review group. 

The students submitted a final draft following workshopping so that they could revise 

from any advice that they received. 

 Surveys 

Students took a short survey at the start of the course giving basic ethnographic 

information, such as age, gender, writing and English language background, and major.  
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They took additional surveys following workshopping to report how well they felt able to 

give each other written feedback, negotiate verbal workshopping, and how much of that 

feedback they were able to incorporate into their writing. Interviews were conducted with 

some students (following completion of the third essay each semester) to find how well 

they felt able to give each other written feedback and negotiate verbal workshopping, and 

how much of the feedback they received that they were able to incorporate into their 

writing. 

 Interviews 

Following the second draft workshopping, students were offered a chance to 

“come to office hours to answer a few quick questions for me and ask any questions of 

their own,” and several students volunteered. This was told to students in class and 

written on a sign up sheet. This same opportunity was offered after the Final Draft was 

submitted, and again several students volunteered. The questions that I had for them were 

considered semi-structured interviews, based on pre-outlined questions (see APPENDIX 

D and E). With permission from the participants, these interviews were audio recorded 

and used in the case study analyses. 

 

3.6.3. Data Analysis Method 

This study focuses on the second and final drafts of second semester Essay 3, in 

particular, the comments made on the second draft and the changes made between the 

second and final draft.  

Many analyses of peer review comments in the literature have been for the 

review’s stance or way the comment was given (Mendonça & Johnson, 1994; Liu & 
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Hansen, 2002). The other angle of analyzing comments is for what the content of the 

comments refer to. In the literature, the content of the comments are generally divided 

into global and local, and many researchers define them similarly to Liu & Sadler (2003): 

global as “feedback with regards to idea development, audience and purpose, and 

organization or writing” and local as “feedback with regards to copy-editing, such as 

wording, grammar, and punctuation” (p. 202) (McGroarty, 1997; Min, 2005). 

 As was shown in Chapter 2 in the Literature Review, the local issues, defined as 

such, are often treated differently by EFL peer reviewers from the global issues, defined 

as such. Furthermore, the latter category, in particular, does not capture the larger 

complexity of, and allow for, the analysis of the many writing features that are 

encompassed in such a global category and that writing instructors teach and see their 

students involve in their writing process.  

 In order to capture some of that larger complexity, I looked at peer review 

literature that categorized and analyzed by categories other than merely global and local. 

Min (2008) uses three categories of Content, Organization, and Grammar/lexical to 

categorize the peer feedback, and I realized that this was closer to a division that I would 

need. Because the participating students were planning to study a variety of majors in 

college and were given the choice to write on a topic of interest in their major or in their 

community, some wrote on similar topics and some wrote on very different topics. The 

last essay genre was called a “Public Argument” because students could choose an article 

type and publication (such as a columnist for China Daily), so rhetorical and 

organizational features could also vary. Considering the potential content variety and 
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potential structural or organizational variety, I modeled my three main categories of 

Content, Structure, and Copyedit with these factors in mind.  

After I had collected the draft data, I followed Daiute et al.’s (1993) method and 

some guidance from their categories
5
 and from their topic strand technique for coding 

their young students’ interaction and peer feedback. They acknowledge the need for the 

coding to reflect the wide range of topics that occur in the students’ feedback and to let 

that guide their coding, and while I started with three basic categories, I also let the topics 

that students gave feedback on and made revisions to guide the making of sub-categories 

within them.  

One further guidance to establishing my comment and change categories was the 

acknowledgement of the writing features that had been taught in the course, the rubric 

that students knew the essays would be graded on, and the feedback guidesheet that 

students were given to guide their peer and self review process (Lundstrom, 2009; Liu & 

Sadler, 2003). Both the rubric and guidesheet had Content (which included main idea, 

thesis, persuasive strategies, connection), Development (details, organization), and 

Expression (wording, clarity) issues addressed, and the grading rubric had an additional 

Mechanics category that included grammar. It is not surprising that these writing features 

reoccurred in the feedback that students gave each other and in the changes that were 

made, and it is not surprising that those issues in the Guidesheet turned into several of the 

categories that emerged to be analyzed, as will be described next. 

                                                 
5
 The characters, events, settings, story significance that they summarize as Content are much like the Main 

idea and Details of my Content category. The rhetorical and structure features she describes are much like 

the Rhetorical Strategy, Organization, and Transitioning of my Structure category. Her style mechanics 

and vocabulary are much like the Grammar and Wording in my Copyedit category. 
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After looking at the feedback categorizations in the literature and the guidesheet 

and rubric that the students had used in class, and after looking at some of the second 

draft comments and changes between the second draft and final draft, I narrowed the 

categories to Content (Main Idea, Analysis, Details), Structure (Rhetorical Strategy, 

Organization, Transitioning), and Copyedit (Wording, Grammar). The rationalization for 

including Main Idea, Analysis and Details in the Content category is because that would 

describe components of “content” that would likely have to come from the writer. The 

reviewer could discuss or suggest that the writer needed more in those areas, but the 

actual content adding to or subtracting from those components would likely have to come 

from the writer. The Structure category was to describe the writing structures, the way 

the language was put together. The Copyedit category was to describe the mechanical 

features that in general involved rules, such as grammar, wording, or punctuation. 

I then defined those categories with a description and paired each description with 

an example from the comments and changes encountered during the analysis stage. The 

example comments were written by the participants either for themselves in their own 

review of their own draft (Control groups) or for a peer in their assigned peer 

workshopping group (Treatment groups). Both comments and changes between drafts 

were coded in these categories. Those definitions for categorizing the comments will be 

given following the discussion of the rating process. 

 

In order to investigate the differences between feedback given, I wanted to be able 

to determine differences in the feedback, as to whether it was being given and applied on 

the large scale (applied to more than one paragraph) or on a small scale (confined to one 
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paragraph, including one sentence, or even one word). An expectation is that this can 

reveal what student do with the feedback they receive, whether students peer reviewing 

and self reviewing are able to address large scale issues, and also to investigate if they 

receive small scale comments if they are inclined to make large scale changes. Past 

research has shown that lower proficiency students who peer reviewed “seemed to need 

concrete comments that targeted specific portions of the text that needed revising” 

(Kamimura 2006, p. 24), but since little research has been done on students self 

reviewing, this scope categorization could reveal if they targeted specific portions of their 

own writing and what kind of changes that led to. 

Each comment is identified for its “communication unit” as referred to by Langer 

and Apple bee (1987), “with each unit being a separate thought or behavior” as defined 

by Mangelsdorf (1992, p. 276). If a comment referred to two separate issues, even if the 

comment was one sentence, those were coded as two comments, with one code and one 

rating for each issue referred to. 

 

To ensure validity in the rating process, the rater was required to follow a 

sequence for categorizing and rating the comments and changes. As Lumley (2002) 

admits, raters of writing samples have the challenge “to reconcile their impression of the 

text, the specific features of the text, and the wordings of the rating scale, thereby 

producing a set of scores” (p. 246). To help the rater be consistent throughout the rating 

processes, descriptions of the different possibilities to fall within each category and rating 

were developed. Although there is an unavoidable tension between descriptions and 

“intuitive impression” (Lumley, 2002, p. 246) in reading a draft, “rating can succeed in 
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yielding consistent scores provided raters are supported by adequate training, with 

additional guidelines to assist them in dealing with problems” (ibid.). The individual 

descriptions will be given below. 

To achieve consistent scoring in this study, the rater was trained to follow these 

stages. The first stage for the rater was to read the second drafts with comments and 

describe the comment being made. The comment was then categorized for the Scope of 

the paper they affected (Large or Small Scale), and additionally categorized by each of 

the subcategory types in Content, Structure or Copyedit, as described above. The 

comments were further categorized by the Format they were given (Suggestion, 

Alteration, Problem, Other). These Format categories of the comments will be explained 

below. Also during this stage of rating, the comments were then rated on a rating scale 

from -2 to 2 (-2, -1, 0, 1, 2). The ratings for this scale will be described later. 

As an intermediary step within this first stage, as examples of each comment 

categorization and rating were identified, they were entered in a table to be used as a 

reference to keep the rater consistent throughout the rating process. See Appendices A,B 

and C for these complete tables. 

The second stage for the rater was to mark the changes between the 2nd Draft and 

Final Draft for the same categories of Scope (Large or Small Scale), type (subcategories 

in Content, Structure, and Copyedit), and rating (on a scale from -2 to 2). Each change 

was identified as corresponding in location or response to a corresponding comment on 

the second draft or as corresponding to no comment. Again, examples were identified for 

all categories and entered in the tables in Appendices A, B and C as they were 

encountered in order for the rater to be consistent throughout the rating process. 
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The last stage was for the rater to review the examples identified for description 

and rating, once all the comments and changes had been categorized and rated, and 

compare them to two randomly
6
 selected comments and two randomly selected changes 

that fit each of the rated descriptions. If there were any discrepancy found in the random 

selection between the description, the example, or the rating in this final review stage, all 

comments or all changes of that type or rating score were reviewed and revised for 

consistency. 

Table 1: Model of steps in rating process (similar to Lumley, 2002, p. 255). 

Stage Rater’s focus 

1. Read second draft comments, 

describe and categorize. 
• Rate all comments for:  

� Scope, Type, Format, Rating 

• Add to examples chart as each is found 

2. Read and compare 2nd Draft 

and Final draft to describe 

and categorize change. 

• Rate all changes for:  

� Scope, Type, Rating 

• Add to examples chart as each is found 

3. Review the examples, 

comparing them to 2 

randomly selected comments 

and changes of each category 

to check for consistency. 

• Review for consistency: 

� Scope, Type, Format, Rating of 

comment 

� Scope, Type, Rating of changes 

 

Because of the qualitative nature of assigning categories and values to the 

comments and changes, descriptions of each type of categorization and each score rating 

are provided, along with examples are provided here to assure the reader of the 

consistency of the methodology (Fulcher, 1996, p. 217). 

                                                 
6
 Random in this case means that for each subcategory type, a number from 1 to 19 was generated. Starting 

with the student coded with that number, their changes or comments were scanned for the type being 

reviewed. If that student had not made the change or comment, each student sequentially after was chosen 

until the change or comment was found. 
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The Content categories for comments are defined as below and include both small 

and large scale comments: 

• Main Idea: The comment references the main idea of the essay or 

something that could affect the main idea, on either a small or large scale. 

• Analysis: The comment refers to need for analysis or explanation. 

• Details: The comment suggests more details or examples be given. 

The Structure categories for comments are defined as below and are identified for 

each draft and include both small and large scale comments: 

• Rhetorical Strategy: The comment refers to a rhetorical strategy being 

used or needed. 

• Organization: The comment refers to reordering ideas or sentences, in 

paragraphs or across paragraphs. 

• Transitioning: The comment refers to words, sentences, or phrases that 

function, or are needed, to better connect sentences or paragraphs. 

The Copyedit categories for comments are defined as below and are identified for 

each draft and include both small and large scale comments: 

• Wording: The comment refers to a word, phrase or sentence as being 

unclear or needing reworded or changed. 

• Grammar/Mechanics: The comment refers to the grammar, citation, or 

MLA format. 

Each of these categories for comments is illustrated with examples from students’ 

drafts and was used to keep the rater consistent in categorizing the data. The tables with 
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the examples are lengthy but can be referred to in APPENDIX A, but to give an example 

of what was identified, Table 9 (from the APPENDIX A) below shows example 

comments from the main idea category. 

Table 9: Examples of student comments in the Main Idea category. 

Small scale 

example:  

(peer reviewer, S16, highlighted three sentences)  

“Remember that your focus is not on other debates, but 

your own view!” 

Large scale 

example:  

(self reviewer, S20, at the end of the draft in red, not 

highlighting anything)  

“The three points are separated, (nutrition; environmental 

friendly; human health), do I require to write down a 

crux issue for these three point.” 

 

The changes between drafts were analyzed by the same Content, Structure, and 

Copyedit categories as the comments. Following are these categories as defined for 

changes made between drafts. 

The Content categories are defined with examples below and are identified for 

each draft and include both small and large scale changes. The examples are highlighted 

or explained to make the changes clear. 

• Main Idea: The main idea of the essay was changed or affected, 

throughout several places or in one specific place. Or, a new point was 

added that affects, supports, or changes the main idea. 

• Analysis: More analysis, explanation, or commentary that is not fact is 

given for a specific point or paragraph. 

• Details: More details or examples are added or changed for a specific 

point or paragraph. 
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The Structure categories are defined with examples below and are identified for 

each draft and include both small and large scale changes. The examples are highlighted 

or explained to make the changes clear. 

• Rhetorical Strategy: The change directly affects a rhetorical strategy being 

used. These were identified if the comment related to the rhetorical 

strategy and then a change was made that could affect the rhetorical 

strategy or if the change was clearly added to affect the rhetorical strategy. 

• Transitioning: Words, sentences, or phrases that function to better connect 

sentences or paragraphs are added or revised. 

• Organization: Ideas or sentences were reordered in paragraphs or across 

paragraphs. 

The Copyedit categories are defined with examples below and are identified for 

each draft and include both small and large scale changes. The examples are highlighted 

or explained to make the changes clear. 

• Wording: A word, phrase or sentence is reworded or altered, maintaining 

some similarity to what it was changed from. 

• Grammar/Mechanics: The grammar, citation, or MLA format is changed 

at specific points. 

 

Each of these categories for changes is illustrated with examples from students’ 

second and final drafts and was used to keep the rater consistent in categorizing the data. 

The tables with the examples are lengthy but can be referred to in APPENDIX B, but to 
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give an example of what was identified, Table 21 (from the APPENDIX B) below shows 

example comments from the main idea category. 

Table 21: Examples of student comments in the Main Idea category. 

Small scale 

example:  

(peer reviewed, S16) 

2
nd

 Draft introduction paragraph: 

“However, the next moment, “tourism” leaped into my 

mind, which has become an industry with huge profits 

and uncountable commercial opportunities in the 

famous tourist city: Lijiang.”
7
 

Final Draft introduction paragraph: 

“However, the next moment, Lijiang’s tourism abruptly 

leaped into my mind.  This service industry has been 

packaged meticulously by commercialization, just like 

a piece of jewelry which is carved delicately and 

burnished smoothly, displaying totally for economic 
benefits.” 

Description of change: 

In the Final Draft, she better articulated the controversy 

(commercialization versus economic benefits), hinting at 

her perspective against it. 

Large scale 

example:  

(Self reviewed, S20) 

2
nd

 Draft: 

The only reference to “taste” is final sentence in 

conclusion paragraph: “Many in the near future, GM 

food will overwhelm the market with high quality, better 

taste, but rational price.” 

Final Draft: 

In the Final Draft, she adds a paragraph after the 

introduction: 

“As a fervent cook, I usually go to the supermarket to 

pick up the freshest vegetables and fruits with my mom. 

Some trivial changes in recent years have attracted my 

curiosity: the tomato can sustain a longer time without 

softening, the apple is bigger and bigger year by year and 

on the bottle of soybean oil, three words finally give my 

answer--genetically modified oil. These foods are all 

genetically modified, but before I did some research, I 

did not recognize the altered genes only by tasting them. 

To my personal knowledge, only the target genes have 

                                                 
7
 As in the tables in the appendices, changes in the drafts are identified for visual ease with bold, although 

they are not that way in the original student texts. 
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been changed, like the softening genes of tomato, while 

the other genes stay the same, especially the genes that 

control taste. As a result, people do not need to worry 

about the changing the taste of GM food.” 

Description of change: 

Although the phrase “better taste” is referred to in the 2
nd

 

Draft conclusion, it was not incorporated as a main point, 

so adding a paragraph on that point in the Final 

Paragraph was a “Main Idea” change that affected the 

argument on a large scale. 

 

The comments were additionally marked in three categories to indicate the 

Format in which the comment was given: suggestion, alteration, problem, or other. As in 

the other categories chosen, these comment Formats were selected from literature with 

similar research (Liu & Hansen, 2002; Min, 2005) and further divided into these exact 

categories by the actual types of comments students gave. These categories were selected, 

similar to Liu & Sadler (2003) as well as Min (2005), in order to consider how the type of 

comment might affects the peer receiving the comment and considering applying it to 

revisions. In the end, the comments weighed so heavily toward many being the 

Suggestion type that it was considered outside the scope of the final analysis to analyze 

the results by Format alone, but the Format was considered in a holistic evaluation of the 

case studies.
8
 

 

The comments and changes were both assigned rating values on a scale from -2 to 

2 (-2, -1, 0, 1, 2). For comments, this number identifies the accuracy and relevance of 

what was written. For changes, this number identifies the accuracy and improvement 

                                                 
8
 Because these comment Format categories are not analyzed further in this dissertation, they will not be 

mentioned further, although the explanations and examples of the categories can be seen in Appendix A. 
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achieved by the change or addition. This scale is similar to the scale used by McGroaty & 

Zhu (1997) and was developed and explained for reasons similar to theirs of (1) 

identifying the “general drift” of the quality of comments given, (2) “verify[ing] [the] 

hypothesis” of which participant groupings make better comments in what areas, and (3) 

to “keep the researcher analytically honest,” preventing researcher bias (p. 15).  

Liu & Sadler (2003) suggest the need to identify whether comments were 

“revision-oriented” or “non-revision-oriented” (p. 197) to differentiate those that are too 

vague to indicate a need for revision, such as “I’m not sure what this means but it’s 

probably okay” (ibid.). In the schema of this study, this type of comment would be 

labeled as “problem” because it indicates that there may be a problem, but “-1” because 

although there may have been a problem there, the commenter gave no clear indication of 

what the problem was, fitting into the “-1” description below: “does not accurately 

address the issue.” A student comment that Liu & Sadler (2003) identify as “non-

revision-orientated” (“This is a great thesis statement,” p. 202) would in my schema here 

and be identified as “other” because it is a complement and does not offer a suggestion or 

indicate there was any problem, and it would be valued -2 to 2, according to the score 

descriptions below, depending on how great the thesis is. If a comment is made that 

something, such as the grammar, is incorrect when it is not, the comment received a -2 

value, since it “indicates something should be changed that is already correct,” as 

described below.  This study seeks to capture value the comment has for identifying a 

problem or the need for revision in some category. 
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The values for comments are defined as in Table 2 that follows: 

Table 2: Rating scores and descriptions for comments (adapted from Lumley, 2002, p. 

256). 

Score Description--A Comment with this score: 

2 • addresses a problem that needs changed. 

• Or, is generally good in coherently and accurately addressing the issue. 

1 • addresses a problem that needs changed, but is not specific. 

• Or, only partly or inaccurately addresses the issue indicated 

0 • identifies something that does not need changed. 

• Or, locates something that needs changed but doesn’t indicate the 

problem. 

-1 • could be distracting from a problem, such as by complimenting 

inaccurately. 

• Or, is does not accurately address the issue. 

• Or, indicates an inaccurate solution to something that should be changed 

-2 • indicates something should be changed that is already correct. 

(no other type  of comment was rated “-2” since any suggestion for 

something that needed to be changed was at least an indication that there 

was a problem) 

 

The changes were also assigned values on a scale from -2 to 2 (-2, -1, 0, 1, 2). For 

changes, this number identifies the degree of improvement, or lack thereof, that the writer 

made. In revisions, “no change” following a comment was identified by a “0” and also a 

positive or negative value, indicating that it did or did not need to be addressed or 

changed in some way, as indicated by the comment, and was not changed. This was done 

for identifying how many good or poor comments were not followed. In counting up the 

number of changes made, “No change” was not counted because no change was made. 

The “No change” identification can be used in the in depth analyses to identify how 

students responded to “incorrect” advice. 
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The values for changes are defined as in Table 3 that follows: 

Table 3: Rating scores and descriptions for changes, with examples (adapted from 

Lumley, 2002, p. 256). 

Score Description--A Change with this score: 

2 • is a distinct improvement or good addition. 

• Or, is generally good in coherently and accurately changing the problem. 

1 • is a slight improvement. 

• Or, is an addition that contributes but is weak 

0 • Comment indicates that a change is needed, but no change made. [if the 

0 is assigned for this reason, a second number will indicating the need to 

be changed, but this 0 will not count in averaging change values] 

• Or, is not improved or worsened by the change. 

-1 • slightly worsens the paper or point. 

• Or, is a minor mechanical error (e.g., MLA format error that does not 

affect meaning) 

-2 • Makes the writing, or a problem, worse. 

• Or, a “+2” comment addresses something that needs changed, and no 

change is made. 

 

For the case studies, the participants were identified by proficiency (HIGH, MID, 

LOW) by their overall grade percentage for the course. This identification was made in 

order to consider the possibility that high proficiency writers may respond differently 

than the low proficiency writers. In order to have a systematic but wide separation 

between those identified as the HIGH and LOW proficiencies, the 19 students were 

ordered by overall course grade into 4 almost equal parts, uneven only because there 

were 19 total. The top five were identified as HIGH, the bottom five identified as LOW, 

and the middle 9 participants were combined into a single MID group. 



 

 

71 

Table 4 below shows the students who participated in the study, as well as the 

ones who were omitted, along with the proficiency, grade and treatment grouping. The 

students in brackets were omitted from the study because they did not submit the key 

“commenting” assignment of the second draft
9
 or because they discontinued the course. 

They were not counted as part of the participating 19 students and were not counted when 

dividing the proficiencies into HIGH, MID, and LOW. There are identified in Table 4 

only for completeness and to show that omitting them did not affect the proficiency 

divisions. 

Table 4: Participants ordered by grade and proficiency identification 

NAME Treatment 

Grouping 

Overall % 

for class 

assignments 

Final 

Grade 

Brackets 

Justine Peer 97.7% A HIGH 

Gina Peer 97.5% A HIGH 

Haley Self 96.6% A HIGH 

Katia Peer 95.1% A HIGH 

Kyle Self 94.6% A HIGH 

     

Dana Self 93.4% A MID 

Kevin Peer 93.0% A MID 

Lewis Self 92.6% A MID 

Dawn Peer 92.1% A MID 

Glenn Peer 91.5% A- MID 

Cassie Self 91.2% A- MID 

[Forrest] Peer 88.44% B+ MID 

[Ellis] Peer 88.38% B+ MID 

Aaron Peer 88.1% B+ MID 

Ivan Peer 87.4% B MID 

Abby Self 87.2% B MID 

     

                                                 
9
 This assignment was the written comments for their peer on the second draft. This was the draft that was 

coded for comments, so it was not possible to code their changes in the same if the students who did not 

submit the comments. As a results, all their data had to be omitted from the study. 
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Lucas Self 83.2% B LOW 

Ellie Peer 82.3% B LOW 

Jake Peer 81.1% B- LOW 

[Chris] Peer 80.84% B- LOW 

Andrea Self 73.4% C LOW 

Ben Self 72.3% C LOW 

[Amber] [discontinued

] 

19.38% E 

*Note: Participants highlighted in blue were omitted from the study because they 

discontinued taking the course for credit or did not turn in a key assignment for 

the study. 

 

3.7. Training Method 

 As discussed in the Chapter 2, the training was considered a significant part of the 

study, since it has been shown to have such a significant impact on the success of peer 

review. My results in peer review could only be considered valid and contributing to the 

body of literature on the value of peer review if students were trained how to do it. 

 There are many different types of training that can be employed, so it would be 

impossible to train students in everything, including the writing features of the course, 

reviewer feedback stances (e.g., prescriptive, probing, collaborative, tutoring) (Min, 

2006), reviewer feedback types (e.g., questions, suggestions, evaluative) (Liu & Hansen, 

2002), the language for giving advice and comments (Liu & Hansen, 2005), and also 

strategies for applying any of that knowledge when looking at a peer’s paper in real time. 

 Considering that my goals for the writing course are to help the students become 

independent writers, able to effectively evaluate their own or a peer’s writing and 
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effectively revise it with less and less teacher assistance, I have distinct goals for the 

training: 

(1) Feedback Guidesheets: I wanted them to trust each other’s ability to give 

meaningful advice and feedback, so I wanted them to be well trained on the 

writing features of the course. For that reason, I chose to use a short bit of 

classtime, usually less than 20 minutes, before each review session to have 

students as a class help develop a Feedback Guidesheet (Liu & Hansen, 2002). 

This guidesheet had two columns to guide the reviewer: one to give students 

specific things to look for on their own or their peers’ drafts, and one to give 

specific things to say in a comment in response to what they saw. This assisted 

them in the language for giving advice as well, although not in a formulaic way.  

(2) Teacher conference about comments for partner: Also related to building their 

trust in their partner’s ability to give feedback, as well as building their own 

ability to give feedback, I paired students, required them to write comments for 

their partner on a second draft, then meet with me briefly about their comments 

for their partner’s draft, then they met with their partner in person to talk about 

their comments (Min, 2008). This helped ensure that all students had meaningful 

comments to talk to partners about, and it was intended to help all the partners 

know that their peer was well prepared and had even talked to the teacher about 

their comments. 

(3) Talk Aloud: I wanted students to understand the procedure for giving feedback, so 

I used a volunteer student’s draft to do a “Talk Aloud” (Hu, 2005) in class. Using 

this method, I put the draft on the overhead and gave students a hard copy of their 
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own to take notes. I read the draft aloud and stopped where I was unclear of 

something or wanted to leave a comment. I talked aloud my thoughts on what was 

not clear and what I wrote in the comment. Students were familiar with, or 

receptive to using, Microsoft Word’s “Track Changes” and “Comment” features 

for giving comments, so I used this for my demonstration and suggested that they 

give comments that way, although it was not a requirement. 

(4) Partner workshopping: Past studies have shown 3–5 to be the ideal size of 

workshopping groups because there are more opinions than one, and there is not 

so much risk of a high proficiency partner having only one low partner who 

cannot give much advice. The final essay that was evaluated in this study had 

students in groups of 3–4, but students working with just one partner on a 

previous essay was used as part of the training in order for students to be able to 

focus on giving advice about just one draft at a time in the training process. 

 

These training steps were implemented in the above order. The first one, 

Feedback Guidesheets, was implemented for all essays in both courses, 107 and 108. 

Once the basic categories and questions were developed by the class in the first essay, 

students were able to modify them through a quick brainstorm in class, often under 10 

minutes, to determine what criteria fit the upcoming essay before commenting on each 

essay. The following table outlines the training schedule, leading to the key essay that 

was analyzed. Because Feedback Guidesheets were used for all essays, they are not 

shown on the table. 
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Table 5: Training Schedule for 107 and 108 courses 

107 

Essay 1 Self  (Control): Self comment, individual conference with teacher 

Peer (Treatment): Self comment, individual conference with teacher 

Essay 2 Self  (Control): Teacher conference about comments for partner, partner 

workshopping 

Peer (Treatment): Teacher conference about comments for partner, partner 

workshopping 

Essay 3 Classroom lesson: Talk Aloud 

Self  (Control): Self comment, individual conference with teacher 

Peer (Treatment): Self comment, individual conference with teacher 

108 

Essay 1 Self  (Control): Partner comment, partner workshopping 

Peer (Treatment): Partner comment, partner workshopping 

Essay 2 Self  (Control): Partner comment, partner workshopping 

Peer (Treatment): Partner comment, partner workshopping 

Essay 3 Self  (Control): Self comment, individual conference with teacher 

Peer (Treatment): Group workshopping 

 

3.8. Summary 

In summary, the training is seen as a significant part of the success of peer review 

and as a significant part of the success of the study. As such, the training steps were 

considered carefully in order to include what was necessary to achieve the course 

objectives, which coincided with the study objectives of successful peer review. As Gere 

(1987) contests is necessary, months were used to train the students in the writing skills 

needed, and also in the skills specific to collaborating with peers about their writing, to 

giving them advice about their writing, as well as to evaluating what advice to take in 

revising. 

The categories for analysis were clearly defined and explained with examples that 

kept the rater rigorous throughout the rating process. The full charts can be found in 

Appendices A, B, and C.  
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CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS 

4.1. Overview 

This section will look at the overall patterns of the comments and changes that 

students made, comparing whether they were self reviewing or peer reviewing. From 

each major category (Content, Structure, and Copyedit), case studies of a group of peer 

reviewing students and a self reviewing student were analyzed using a triangulation of 

data in order to further compare and contrast the traits and skills that the participants 

displayed and in order to further explain and explore the overall patterns that are seen. 

The resulting patterns that arose from the quantitative data and follow up case studies are 

detailed in the themes. 

This chapter is ordered first to include the quantitative findings for number and 

rating value of comments and changes and then by the themes that emerged. The probing 

questions that guided arrival at the themes will be identified where they are significant to 

the themes.  

As a clarification for the case studies related in this section, I will use past and 

present verb tense as part of the storytelling process. Present tense is intentionally 

intended to bring to life the students’ stories of discussing and making choices, and I use 

past tense in my reflection on their choices and process. 

 

4.2 Quantitative Findings 

 Using the method of rating outlined in Chapter 3, all the second semester Essay 3 

Draft 2 comments for the 19 students involved in the study were rated according to 

Comments descriptions and scale. For the same 19 students, all the changes between the 
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Essay 3 Draft 2 and Essay 3 Final Draft were rated according to the Change descriptions 

and scale. 

Four types of categorizations were made from these ratings: the number of 

comments made, the average values of those comments made, the number of changes 

made, and the average value of those changes made. The number comments and changes 

were averaged over the number of students in each grouping since the data were from 9 

self reviewing participants but 10 peer reviewing participants.  

To avoid the values from a minimal number of participants making a high number 

of comments or changes and having that overpower the values of participants making 

fewer comments, the values of comments and changes for each participant were averaged 

in each category before being averaged with the remaining participants. To say this 

another way, each participant’s contribution to the average value in Figure 1(b) and (d) 

below is one token, and that token may have been made up of several data points. 

The overall results of Comments given by peer reviewers and self reviewers in all 

main categories are show in Figure 1 below. The overall results of Changes in all main 

categories made by peer reviewers and self reviewers are show in Figure 2 below.  
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Figure 1: Overall results from Draft 2 Comments 

(a) Graph of average number of        (b) Graph of average value of comments  

comments per student 

     

(c) Table of average number of        (d) Table of average value of comments  

comments per student 
 Sum 

Content 

Sum 

Structure 

Sum 

Copyedit 

  Ave 

Content 

Ave 

Structure 

Ave 

Copyedit 

Self (9) 1.00 (27) 0.78 (21) 0.44 (8)  Self (9) 1.50 1.73 1.29 

Peer (10) 1.60 (48) 0.63 (19) 1.80 (36)  Peer (10) 1.60 1.64 0.67 

 *Note: the number in parentheses indicates the raw number, not the average 

Figure 2: Overall results from Changes between Draft 2 and Final Draft 

(a) Graph of average number of        (b) Graph of average value of changes  

changes per student 

     

(c) Table of average number of        (d) Table of average value of changes  

changes per student 
 Sum 

Content 

Sum 

Structure 

Sum 

Copyedit 

  Ave 

Content 

Ave 

Structure 

Ave 

Copyedit 

Self (9) 3.59 (97) 1.22 (33) 1.83 (33)  Self (9) 1.38 1.46 0.43 

Peer (10) 4.73 (142) 0.97 (29) 1.60 (32)  Peer (10) 1.58 1.14 1.09 

 *Note: the number in parentheses indicates the raw number, not the average 
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Looking at Figure 1 of the overall comments in the different main categories, 

students on average gave more comments to a peer review member than to themselves 

about Content issues (Figure 1.a), but when they made comments, the value was about 

equally good (Figure 1.b). In the Structure category, they gave about equal low quantity 

and equal good value of comments (Figure 1.a & b). In both these categories, the average 

value was at or over 1.5, which means that the descriptions averaged between “partly 

addresses the problem” and “is generally good.” Students peer reviewing gave each other 

many more comments about Copyedit issues than the self reviewing students gave 

themselves (Figure 1.a), but the value of self reviewers comments was overall better.  

The students peer reviewing and self reviewing made changes similarly, 

regardless of their grouping, although they made more changes in the Content area and 

much fewer in both Structure and Copyedit. Since the average number of changes in 

Content was so high, the difference between the groups is not obvious from the graph 

(Figure 2.a), but the peer review students made close to 50 more changes than the self 

reviewing students did. The students in peer review groups made relatively good changes 

in all three areas. The self reviewing groups made good changes (better than “1” rating 

average) in both Content and Structure, but much poorer changes in Copyedit (0.43 

rating average).  

This is an interesting discrepancy that peer reviewers made more Copyedit 

Comments, worse Copyedit Comments, but better Copyedit changes. I will analyze this 

more closely in Section 4.3.3 in the EFT Copyedit Feedback Theme. 
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From the inspection of the overall quantitative results above, it appears that in the 

Content category, peer reviewing students had the advantage over self reviewing students. 

Although peer review and self reviewing students made comments and made changes 

with rating values that averaged close to 1.5, which was at the high end considering 2 is 

the maximum, peer reviewing students made more comments for their partners on 

average, and in revising their own papers, they made more changes on average. 

The Content category was broken down into main idea, analysis, and details 

subcategory types in the coding and rating process in order to able to identify more 

precisely if, or where, peer reviewing or self reviewing could affect students better 

identifying issues or revising better. The same four types of categorizations were made 

from these ratings in these subcategories as were made in the main categories in Section 

4.1: the number of comments made, the average values of those comments made, the 

number of changes made, and the average value of those changes made. Again, the 

number of comments and changes were averaged over the number of students in each 

grouping since the data were from 9 self reviewing participants but 10 peer reviewing 

participants.  
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Figure 3: Content results from Comments between Draft 2 and Final Draft 

(a) Graph of average number of        (b) Graph of average value of comments  

comments per student 

     

(c) Table of average number of        (d) Table of average value of comments  

comments per student 
 Sum 

Main idea 

Sum 

Analysis 

Sum 

Details 

  Value 

Main idea 

Value 

Analysis 

Value 

Details 

Self (9) 1.56 (14) 0.56 (5) 0.89 (8)  Self (9) 1.30 2.00 1.20 

Peer (10) 2.50 (24) 1.20 (12) 1.10 (11)  Peer (10) 1.63 1.83 1.36 

 *Note: the number in parentheses indicates the raw number, not the average 

Figure 4: Content results from Changes between Draft 2 and Final Draft 

(a) Graph of average number of        (b) Graph of average value of changes  

changes per student 

     

(c) Table of average number of        (d) Table of average value of changes  

changes per student 
 Sum 

Main idea 

Sum 

Analysis 

Sum 

Details 

  Value 

Main idea 

Value 

Analysis 

Value 

Details 

Self (9) 1.78 (16) 4.44 (40) 4.56 (41)  Self (9) 1.75 0.93 1.45 

Peer (10) 3.80 (38) 5.10 (51) 5.30 (53)  Peer (10) 1.69 1.40 1.66 

 *Note: the number in parentheses indicates the raw number, not the average 
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The peer reviewing students made distinctly more comments than the self 

reviewing students made (more than twice as many) in the first two Content categories, 

main idea and analysis. The peer reviewing students averaged making slightly more 

comments about details as well. All students’ comments (in both peer and self reviewing 

groups) averaged at the high end of good for all areas. 

The peer reviewing students made double the changes that the self reviewing 

students made to the main idea, and slightly more changes for analysis and details 

(Figure 4.a & c). The average rating values of their changes were overall positive and 

close to the same, approximately 1.5 or above (except the self reviewing students in 

analysis averaged close to 1). 

 The second category of comments and changes analyzed is Structure. The same 

drafts of the same 19 students were used in the analyses in this category as in the 

previous Content category. The same method of rating the comments according to 

Comments descriptions and scale outlined in Chapter 3 was used for all the second 

semester Essay 3 Draft 2 comments. For the same 19 students, all the changes between 

the Essay 3 Draft 2 and Essay 3 Final Draft were rated according to the Change 

descriptions and scale, as in the previous category and case studies. 

The same four types of categorizations were made from these ratings: the number 

of comments made, the average values of those comments made, the number of changes 

made, and the average value of those changes made. The number of comments and 

changes averaged over the number of students in each grouping since the data were from 

9 self reviewing participants but 10 peer reviewing participants.  
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As in the section above, to avoid the values from a minimal number of 

participants making a lot comments or changes and having that overpower the values of 

participants making fewer comments, the values of comments and changes for each 

participant were averaged in each category before being averaged with the remaining 

participants. To say this another way, each participant’s contribution to the average value 

in Figure 5(b) and (d) below is one token, and that token may have been made up of 

several data points. 

Figure 5: Structure results from Comments between Draft 2 and Final Draft 

(a) Graph of average number of        (b) Graph of average value of comments  

comments per student 

     

(c) Table of average number of        (d) Table of average value of comments  

comments per student 
 Sum 

Rhet strat 

Sum 

Organization 

Sum 

Transition 

  Value 

Rhet strat 

Value 

Organization 

Value 

Transition 

Self (9) 1.44 (13) 0.44 (4) 0.44 (4)  Self (9) 1.19 2.00 2.00 

Peer (10) 1.30 (12) 0.20 (2) 0.40 (4)  Peer (10) 1.43 1.50 2.00 

 *Note: the number in parentheses indicates the raw number, not the average 
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Figure 6: Structure results from Changes between Draft 2 and Final Draft 

(a) Graph of average number of        (b) Graph of average value of changes  

changes per student 

     

(c) Table of average number of        (d) Table of average value of changes  

changes per student 
 Sum 

Rhet strat 

Sum 

Organization 

Sum 

Transition 

  Value 

Rhet strat 

Value 

Organization 

Value 

Transition 

Self (9) 1.33 (12) 1.78 (16) 0.56 (5)  Self (9) 1.88 1.00 1.50 

Peer (10) 0.30 (3) 1.70 (17) 1.00 (10)  Peer (10) 0.80 1.08 1.00 

 *Note: the number in parentheses indicates the raw number, not the average 

Looking at Figure 5 of the overall comments of different Structure types, students 

peer reviewing and self reviewing on average made about an equivalent number of 

comments in each subcategory of Structure issues (Figure 5.a), and the value of those 

comments were approximately equally as good (Figure 5.b). Yet, when they made 

changes, the self reviewing student made many more changes than peer reviewing 

students in the rhetorical strategy category (Figure 6.c). The value of the self reviewers’ 

changes was marginally better, although all changes were good, averaging at 1.00 or well 

above (Figure 6.d).  

The students in both peer and self reviewing groups gave so few comments in 

organization and transitioning that it is difficult to draw conclusions, beyond the obvious 

observation that they made few comments in these categories although the comments that 

they made were good (Figure 5.a & b). In an informal conversation after the end of the 
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semester, one student commented to me that, to her knowledge, writing issues such as 

organization are not in Chinese writing courses so she felt that a lot Chinese do not think 

about those issues. The paucity of comments in these areas could be confirmation of that. 

Looking at the changes made (Figure 6.a), it is noticeable that the peer reviewing 

students averaged making twice as many transitioning changes, yet the self reviewing 

students averaged making better changes (Figure 6.b), so I questioned what might 

contribute to that. Looking at the raw numbers, there were few self reviewing changes (5 

changes) to transitioning, and students who made changes were also few (3 out of 9 

students). Since those few changes were good, the average was high.  There were more 

peer reviewing students (6 out of 10) who made changes to transitioning, yet one of them 

made a single change rated at “0” (“is not improved or worsened by the change”) which 

brought the average down. What can be drawn from this is there was a tendency for more 

peer reviewing students to make changes to transitioning, and that in general the quality 

of the changes between the peer reviewing and self reviewing groups was about the same, 

“1” to “2,” with the one exception of a “0” in the peer reviewing group. As with the small 

number of comments, with the small numbers of transitioning changes among both peer 

and self reviewers, I am hesitant to draw any further conclusions, although the small 

numbers themselves is one indication of low student attention to transitioning as a 

writing feature. 

 

 The self reviewing group made many more changes than the peer reviewing 

students in rhetorical strategy, and although it appears that they made better changes, the 

average value of the peer reviewers’ changes is made up of only three changes. This is 
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notable because both peer and self reviewing students made many comments about 

rhetorical strategy, but the peer reviewing students made many fewer changes. 

 I initially questioned why the students, both peer and self reviewing, gave so 

much attention commenting on rhetorical strategy, much more than organization and 

transitioning.  

From the case studies, addressed below, and looking individually at the students’ 

comments that make up the numbers, there is no clear indication for why they made so 

many more comments in the rhetorical strategy category. The most likely explanation is 

the genre of the assignment and the focus of the ENGL 108 course. The three main 

essays in the course are a Rhetorical Analysis, a Controversy Analysis, and a Public 

Argument. This third essay, which was the focus of this study, was the Public Argument, 

so the students had spent the semester in this course discussing and analyzing the rhetoric 

and persuasive strategies of other writers. Additionally, the class lectures and activities 

leading up to this essay were also on how to write persuasively for a selected audience. 

This topic was also included on the Grading Rubric and Feedback Guidesheet (see 

APPENDIX H and I). 

Organization and transitioning were also included on the Grading Rubric and 

Geedback Guidesheet, but the class lessons in which they were discussed were minimal 

(estimated 2–3 over the semester). Considering the genre and course focus, it is 

reasonable to expect students to focus more heavily on rhetorical strategy than on 

organization and transitioning in the comments that they made. 
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4.3 Themes that emerged 

From the quantitative findings above, we can see a distinct pattern of more 

comments and more changes by the peer reviewing students in the Content category. 

More surprising, in the Structure category, the peer review and self reviewing students 

made a similar number of comments in all subcategories (Figure 5.a), yet the self 

reviewing students made many more rhetorical strategy changes (Figure 6.a). 

Since Research Question 3 (“What reasons can be determined regarding the 

impact of students’ proficiency or attitudes on their giving or taking advice?”) inquires 

about proficiency and attitudes, case studies of peer reviewing and self review students 

were used to investigate further. Observations from the quantitative findings led to 

probing questions, and themes emerged from the case studies. 

Three themes emerged from the data, and those were found to be tied to a central 

issue of the process of peer review. The first theme is that student’s writing proficiency 

and understanding of the concepts in a peer’s feedback greatly affected how they applied 

that feedback. The second theme that surfaced was that students made revisions based on 

their own inspirations or the ownership that they took of the idea, and this was observed 

in both peer and self reviewing students. The final theme, determined from a close 

examination of the Copyedit comments and revisions was that while peers gave more 

“incorrect” feedback in this category than self reviewing students, even that “incorrect” 

feedback was able to inspire them to make meaningful improvements of their own. The 

central issue that emerged was that the process of peer review was more important to 

students’ revisions than the exact feedback that students gave, and this finding will lead 
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to significant implications for student learning and interaction in the training and writing 

process. 

 

4.3.1. Proficiency and Understanding Theme 

The second theme that emerged from the case studies was that the revisions 

students made to their writing were largely influenced by their writing proficiency. For 

peer reviewing students, those revisions were affected by what they understood from 

their partners’ comments, and how students understood their partners’ comments was 

confounded by the abstractness of the comments. For self reviewing students, those 

revisions were affected by what they gave themselves comments on.  

4.3.1.1. Case Study 1 (Ellie) 

In one case study, students Ellie (LOW) and Katia (HIGH) were in a peer 

reviewing group together. They were originally assigned to be a group of 4, but the group 

self divided into pairs in order for each to give only one other person written comments, 

as they explained on the workshopping day. One group member was absent from 

workshopping, so the third member, Glenn (MID), joined the face-to-face discussion of 

this pair. Glenn wrote no comments and had no preparation time to read either draft, so 

any contribution from him is not considered in this analysis. 

 Both Ellie and Katia had some interaction regarding their main idea, which 

Figures 3 and 4 showed peer reviewers made more comments and changes about than self 

reviewers did. Since they both made some changes for analysis and details, looking more 

closely shed some light on how and why this was a tendency. 
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Looking at Ellie’s essay first, we can see several comments from Katia about 

analysis and only one comment about the main idea. Looking closely at Katia’s 

comments, Ellie’s revisions, and a follow up email interview with Ellie after the final 

draft was completed, we can see how her level (LOW), appears to affect her revisions in 

this Content category
10

. 

One observation from the Figure 3.a was that peer and self reviewing students 

made approximately the same number of details comments, but that peer reviewing 

students made more changes in every Content subcategory. Looking first at details and 

analysis in this case study, one marked observation with this pair is that although Katia 

made no comments about details, Ellie made several changes to details. Katia made 

several comments about analysis, often combined with something else, such as 

organization or rhetorical strategy (which are in the Structure category), and Ellie’s 

responses to many of these were to add details and analysis or to delete sections, which 

was coded as details. For example, following are some examples of the written comments 

and revisions: 

Example 1: 

Katia suggests adding a grammar change of a colon,  

  “You can change the structure and try to use colon here.” (Katia) 

and Ellie removes the section entirely, which is rated positively as a good choice 

for details. 

 

                                                 
10

 The conversation of this group in the audio recording could not be discerned well enough for it to 

contribute to the analysis. 
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 Example 2: 

Katia suggests separating two ideas and explaining them more in the intro, coded 

as organization and analysis, 

“There are two ideas that you can separate them and explain them a little in the 

intro.” (Katia) 

and this is part of the section that Ellie removes as well, rated positively and 

coded as details for the details removed. 

 As these examples show, Ellie’s revision for several types of comments from her 

partner that were not about details, was to add or remove details. She appeared to use 

adding or removing details as a response that is likely related to her writing level. Hyland 

and Hyland (2006) note that lower proficiency students can tend to remove sections when 

they do not understand teacher advice, and while that tendency might be exhibited here, 

the changes were rated as positively affecting her writing. 

 To understand this discrepancy between the advice Ellie was being given and the 

changes she made, she was asked in a follow-up email after the final draft had been 

written:  

“when you revised for your final draft, do you remember which ideas to add you 

got from your partner, which you got from your teacher, or which were from your 

own thoughts?” 

And she responded: 

“From my partner's suggestion, I know than my reasons on opposing euthanasia is 

more than the normal standard, so I delete some reasons and I only emphasize on 

the definition of “terminally ill”.   

 I think most of my quotations in the second draft is reasonable, so I use them in 

my final draft as well. 
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You only gave me a "C" in my second competition because I use the same words 

as the information I searched on the Internet, so in this article, I delete many 

information that I did not understand and I never knew.”
 11

 

Her responses to the email questions shed some light on her revision of details. In 

some places where a comment was made, even for something as small as grammar, she 

realized that she did not understand what she had written and the only way to fix it was to 

remove it (Example 1). Her partner’s suggestion about separating two ideas gave her the 

idea to focus on the one she wanted to emphasize, so she deleted the other (Example 2).  

The wording changes she is referring to were very small, such as from “Jack 

Kevorkian said that” to “Jack Kevorkian’s attorney once mentioned that” and from “The 

co-founder of the Hemlock Society often refers it to ‘terminal old age’” to “The co-

founder of the Hemlock Society referred ‘terminally ill’ as ‘terminal old age’.”
 12

 In the 

former, the language is slightly smoother, although not addressing the rhetorical issue her 

partner referred to (Example 3), and the latter is another attempt to say it, with the 

grammar neither better nor worse. 

A further influence of proficiency was seen in Ellie’s response to comments about 

rhetorical strategy. Katia (HIGH) gave Ellie (LOW) several comments about rhetorical 

strategy, and these comments were often paired with something more specific that she 

was identifying would help or hinder the persuasiveness. 

 

 

                                                 
11

 She refers to receiving a C on her previous essay for plagiarism, and she told me in the office after 

receiving the grade that she had used the author’s words because she did not understand the concept well 

enough to say it herself. See Vygotsky (1986, Chapter 6) for his discussion on children using exact words 

to repeat meaning as being an indication of conceptual developmental and what leads “to high mental 

functions” (p. 204). 
12

 Student used double quotations marks, but they have been changed to single for reading in text here. 
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Example 3: 

Katia says that describing facts in the way Ellie did is not persuasive and that it 

looks too objective, an issue of rhetorical strategy and analysis, 

“When you quote or state some facts, you’d better try to make more sense by 

describing the same facts or issues in your own way or from your angle, so that 

your perspectives will invisibly influence your audience. If you just say like 

“some people blablabla; others blablabla,” audience will not know your viewpoint, 

and it looks objective and not so persuasive.” (Katia) 

Ellie explains some of the facts, coded as analysis, adds some details and some 

ideas from the second draft intro, coded as organization, and separates part of the 

paragraph off into another paragraph. She also makes some minor changes to 

wording. But that does not change the appearance of objectivity. 

 

Overall, when Katia made comments about rhetorical analysis, it was often 

paired with an issue about the organization or analysis. Ellie responded to several other 

comments about rhetorical strategy and analysis issues by adding details and analysis, as 

she did in the example above. To investigate Ellie’s understanding of this type of 

rhetorical strategy comments and her reasons for not effectively applying changes to 

them, she was asked a follow-up question in the email interview: 

“[Katia] gave you quite a few comments about strategies for being more 

persuasive…how much of that did you feel like you understood and could apply?” 

She responded: 

“Not only in the comments she gave me in my article, but also in class, [Katia] 

told me to be more persuasive  by deleting words like "someone said..." or "it's 

said...".  In her mind, transforming other's opinions to our own will persuade 

better.  I later indeed change some words like that.  However, I did not know if it 

is really more persuasive.” 
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Her partner had suggested changing the way she quoted or stated facts to be more 

persuasive, and she changed several minor things, including adding another example 

(details) and some small wording changes, but according to her own response, she “did 

not know if it is really more persuasive.” This could be related to writing proficiency or 

development in thinking processes, so that issue will be addressed later. 

Katia gave much of her feedback about rhetorical strategy, paired with 

organization and analysis, and Ellie used as much feedback as she was able to. Ellie said 

in her follow-up email response that she could not tell if her changes were more 

persuasive. It appeared from her changes that she tried to make a few minor word 

changes to take that feedback, but she instead made changes to every subcategory in 

Content in response to the feedback. 

The parts that she was most successful with were, perhaps obviously, the parts she 

understood best. She acknowledged that she realized the idea for refocusing her new 

main idea was from her partner’s suggestion, but from the written comments, it appears 

that it could have been her own interpretation or idea gathered from what her partner said, 

since the emphasis of her partners’ comments were about rhetorical strategy, which she 

admitted not knowing what was persuasive. In having to evaluate how to rephrase 

sections to be more persuasive (as her partner suggested), she realized that she did not 

understand the words or ideas and did not want to run into the same problem of 

plagiarism that she had previously in the class, so instead she deleted sections (details). 

For her quotations, she made the conscious decision to keep the quotations because they 

were reasonable to her, but she was not able to “know” herself how to use them or say 
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them more persuasively. As a result, she tried some small wording or explanation 

(analysis) changes, but nothing that impacted any rhetorical strategies. 

Looking next at the main ideas in comments for her and in her revisions, we once 

again see a discrepancy between the comments given and what is applied. In this case, 

Katia gave only one comment about the main idea, and although Ellie did not apply any 

changes regarding that, she made other main idea changes in response to other comments. 

 

Example 4: 

Katia suggests not just listing all the subpoints in the thesis because it is not 

attractive, which is coded as a wording issue because of the goal of making it 

attractive,  

“You do not need to praise you whole sub points one by one in the intro since it 

looks not so attracting.” (Katia) 

and Ellie rephrases it using just one of the subpoints, changing the main idea. 

 

Example 5: 

Katia says she thinks that saying the ideas straight out is not too persuasive and 

that Ellie should help the audience accept them through analysis, coded both 

rhetorical strategy and analysis, 

“Do not just list too many facts, because in this essay you need to persuade your 

audience by strategies not by facts. Also, you do not need to list every positions 

and then begin your persuasion. You can just pick the aspect that you mostly want 

to analyze.” (Katia) 
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Ellie separates this part into a new paragraph and makes few changes to this 

section, yet adds a new paragraph following it with a sentence pulled out that 

could be her main idea. She explains this idea more in the new paragraph, coded 

analysis and details. 

 

Example 6: 

And at the end of the paragraph, Katia comments about her main idea: 

“Remember that your focus is not on other debates, but your own view!” (Katia) 

Yet the only change Ellie makes is to add two sentences to the start of the 

conclusion that transition into it. 

 

When Katia made one comment about the main idea (Example 6), Ellie made no 

changes for it, yet she made two changes regarding the main idea in other locations that 

were byproducts of reorganizing paragraphs or rephrasing. According to Ellie’s email 

response after the final draft, her partner helped her realize something about her idea was 

“more than the normal standard,” so she chose to “emphasize on the definition of 

‘terminally ill.’” It appears that she was able to apply this to the concrete comment about 

“you can just pick the aspect that you mostly want to analyze” (Example 5), although the 

point of the written comment was about the persuasive strategy of not listing too many 

positions.  

The Example 5 comment was highlighting the following sentence: “However, it is 

difficult to define ‘terminally ill’ and the doctors’ prediction is not precise.” In her 
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revision, she revised the main idea of the draft to focus on “terminally ill” and dropped 

the idea of doctors’ prediction. 

Yet her conclusion, which was highlighted with a general comment about the 

main idea (Example 6), is as follows: 

“Any debates are useless and if hospitals have advanced technology to cure 

people or reduce people’s pain, who will think of euthanasia?  Debate on 

euthanasia reflects that we still have some disadvantages in some aspects and 

these disadvantages are easily to be found.  So the best way is to solve problems 

instead of endless arguments.” (Ellie) 

And to this, Ellie made no changes. Her email follow-up interview does not 

address this issue in specific, but from the pattern that she has established, her response to 

what she does not understand is to remove it, try to make some change, or ignore it. Her 

difficulty with applying any changes to this main idea comment could be explained by 

the abstractness and level of thinking required. It is also possible that she was intending a 

broad conclusion and did not believe that a change needed made, which would also fit her 

email response that she did not know what was persuasive or not. 

 

4.3.1.2. Case Study 2 (Katia) 

The second case study is of Katia (a HIGH writer) who was Ellie’s partner (in 

Case Study 1 above) in a peer reviewing group. As stated above, they were originally 

assigned to be part of a group of 4, but they self divided themselves into pairs in order to 

give only one other person written comments. One group member was absent from 

workshopping, so the third member (MID level) joined the face-to-face discussion of the 

pair investigated below. The third member wrote no comments and had no preparation 

time to read either draft, so any contribution from him is not considered in this analysis. 
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Both members in this peer review group had some interaction regarding their 

main idea, which Figures 3 and 4 showed peer reviewers made more comments and 

changes about than self reviewers did. Since they both made some changes for analysis 

and details, looking more closely can shed some light on their interactions with all three 

of these Content type interactions. 

Looking at Katia’s essay and focusing on the Content category, we can see 

several comments from Ellie about analysis and main idea, but none about details. 

Looking closely at Ellie’s comments, Katia’s revisions, and a follow-up email interview 

with Katia after the final draft was completed, we can see how her level (HIGH), appears 

to affect her revisions in this Content category. 

One marked observation from this perspective is that Katia made revisions for 

both analysis and main idea, usually adding more details as well, in response to each 

comment about analysis and main idea. From Katia’s follow up email, she appears to 

have been very intentional about using her partner to give her feedback on what would be 

acceptable and persuasive for an audience. Because her partner (LOW) gave her no 

comments about rhetorical strategy and she did not identify specifically what changes 

were made for rhetorical purposes, those changes were not coded as rhetorical strategy. 

Katia appeared to make revisions in three ways: (1) main idea changes in 

response to main idea comments, although not following the suggested change; (2) main 

idea changes at locations that other types of comments were made; (3) details or analysis 

changes where no comments were made. For example, following are some of the written 

comments and revisions: 

 



 

 

98 

Example 7: 

Ellie suggests adding something about the current situation and her perspective, 

coded main idea.  

“You had better write something on current situation in Lijiang and your 

perspective in the introduction.” (Ellie) 

Katia does not add what was suggested, but she better articulated the controversy, 

hinting at her perspective against it, coded as main idea. 

 

Example 8: 

Ellie asks what she wants to say in the paragraph and suggests being more 

subjective, coded main idea.  

“What you really want to say in this paragraph? Is it good or bad to 

commercialize tourism? In this paragraph, I consider that your information is still 

objective. You can make you perspective more specific.  Be subjective.” (Ellie) 

Katia again refocused the paragraph (main idea), adding explanations (analysis) 

and details for the new idea. She does follow the advice to be more subjective 

about her new focus by ending the paragraph with: “…that our government 

should take the most responsibility.” 

 

Example 9: 

Ellie compliments her comparison, coded as main idea, and suggests 

strengthening the transition.  

“Very good comparison, but strength the transition.” (Ellie) 
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Katia adds a new paragraph that transitions, while also being an additional point 

(main idea) with more details and analysis. She adds another paragraph with a 

new idea (main idea), keeping only one sentence and small similarities to the 

second draft, and adds more details and analysis. 

 

Overall, Ellie made several comments about her main idea, and Katia made many 

changes to her main idea in response to those comments, although in almost every place, 

not the change that was suggested. In many places, because she changed or added a new 

idea, she expanded on it with analysis and detail. Since many of her changes did not 

appear to follow her partner’s suggestion, a follow-up email interview question asked 

her:  

“When you revised for your final draft, do you remember which ideas to add you 

got from your partner, which you got from your teacher, or which were from your 

own thoughts?” (Katia) 

And her response was:  

“I has forgotten some of the ideas in my essay. Most parts of the essay were my 

own thoughts, but the teacher and the partner taught me how to show my ideas 

more clear and more understandable.  Thus, I added a lot of things to support my 

ideas and make them seem not so vague.” (Katia) 

Following that, she was also asked the following question: 

 “I see in the comments that Ellie gave you a suggestion to make it more clear 

what you wanted to say in the paragraph about commercialization in Lijiang…did 

that help you make changes? And if so, how did that help you make changes?” 

(Katia) 

 

And her response was:  

“Yes. The comments that Ellie gave me were very important so I decided to 

explain the situation of Lijiang at first, and I tried to make the essay more 
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understandable. Since in this essay I wanted to show my thoughts in my own way 

and style, I tried to make my essay more literate or not so simple. However, 

Ellie let me know that I need to consider whether my readers can accept my ideas 

from my paragraphs.  Thus, I changed my analysis with more details and 

examples. I think it is important because I need the agreement from the readers.” 

(Katia) 

 

 It is clear that she used her partner’s comments to help show her what in her 

writing was not clear or understandable. She did not feel compelled to take her partner’s 

advice, but she used what her partner identified to let her know that she should “consider 

whether my readers can accept my ideas from my paragraphs.”  Her goal was still to 

“show my thoughts in my own way and style” and also to be “more literate and not so 

simple,” which could have contributed to her many changes to the main idea and her 

motivation to use her partner’s advice to show her what was clear and understandable. 

 As she identifies in her email response, she used her partner’s comments to help 

her know where her ideas were not clear, so even when her partner identified other issues, 

such as grammar or transitioning, she addresses those issues, and each time the changes 

affected larger changes, such as to the main idea, analysis, or details, as in the examples 

below: 

Example 10: 

Ellie comments about the grammar, saying that she used the colon wrong and had 

a run-on sentence, and although there was nothing grammatically wrong, Katia 

reworded ideas and refocused the entire paragraph, coded as main idea. 

Example 11: 

Ellie asks about the relationship between the topic sentence question and the 

paragraph, coded transition.  
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“What is the relationship between this question and this paragraph?” 

Katia keeps the idea of money related to the topic sentence highlighted by the 

comment above, but the ideas are changed (main idea) to tie with the previous 

and added paragraphs about the government taking efforts to protecting and 

controlling and expanded on (analysis and details). 

 

 Her largest changes were in response to such comments by her partner, but she 

also changed some wording, added a sentence of details, and added a new conclusion 

paragraph that had no related comments. 

 

In this case, Ellie, at the LOW proficiency, made several comments about issues 

such as main idea, transition, and grammar. Yet Katia, at a HIGH proficiency, clearly 

used the feedback in order to make revisions communicate her own idea better, making 

changes to the main idea, usually supported by details and analysis, in most places where 

her partner made any comments. She made only minor changes to details or analysis 

where there were no comments from her partner. She identified in her interview that she 

made the changes in order to be more persuasive, but that was not coded because of the 

coding system.
13

 Understanding the concepts and thinking of how to write persuasively 

appeared to be related to their writing proficiency and development. 

 

In the Structure category, the rhetorical strategy subcategory was the most 

interesting to examine closer because both peer and self review students gave many good 

                                                 
13

 This drawback with the coding will be address in Limitations in the final chapter. 
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comments, yet self reviewing students made many more changes (12 versus 3). Of the 10 

peer reviewing students, 7 were given comments about rhetorical strategy and 3 were not.  

Level appeared to play a role in both giving and applying feedback about 

rhetorical strategy, and this played out in several ways. The 7 students receiving 

feedback about rhetorical strategy received it from MID or HIGH peers. Of the 3 

students who did not receive rhetorical strategy feedback, one had only a LOW peer and 

the other two were part of a group consisting of a LOW, MID and HIGH in which the 

HIGH did not give any rhetorical strategy feedback. 

Among the 7 peer reviewing students who received feedback about rhetorical 

strategy, there appeared to be three responses to receiving that feedback, largely based on 

their participation in the face-to-face workshopping. (1) The LOW level students who 

attended the face-to-face workshopping made no changes for the rhetorical strategy, 

although one made changes that appeared to be attempts to address the issues. (2) The 

students who were absent from the face-to-face workshopping made no changes in 

response to the rhetorical strategy comments, regardless of level. (3) The MID level 

students who attended the face-to-face workshopping and discussed rhetorical strategy 

made changes for other ideas that occurred to them, not the changes directly applying 

what their peers suggested.  

The first response of a LOW student can be seen in Ellie’s case (Case Study 1). 

The focus of the discussion in the Case Study was how she used details and analysis in 

her revisions as response to rhetorical strategy comments which she did not understand, 

as she related in the email interview afterward. 
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There were two peer reviewing students, Gina and Ivan, who received rhetorical 

strategy comments who were absent from face-to-face workshopping, and neither of 

them made revisions corresponding to those comments. A pattern of students who did not 

attend face-to-face workshopping can also be observed by looking more closely at 

another Structure subcategory, analysis. All the peer reviewing students made positively 

rated (“2” or “1”) changes, except Gina, whose two “-1” ratings fit more with the pattern 

of the self reviewing students (Table 6). 

Table 6: Distribution of number of Changes by rating in the analysis category 

Rating 2 1 0 -1 -2 

Self 18 15 4 5 0 

Peer 24 27 0 2 0 

 

Looking at the rating of the analysis changes for these cases, the peer reviewing 

and self reviewing students all made changes that were rated as 1 (“is generally good in 

coherently and accurately changing the problem”) or 2, (“is a distinct improvement or 

good addition”). Yet, looking at the overall distribution of ratings in the analysis category 

as shown in Table 6 below, it is clear that overall the peer reviewing students made more 

“good” changes (rated 1 & 2) and fewer “poor” changes (rated 0 or -1). Considering these 

numbers and looking also at the individual changes for the self reviewing students who 

made changes rated “0” or “-1,” one was LOW, two were MID, and one was HIGH, or in 

another words, distributed across all the levels. Yet, all the peer reviewing students who 

attended the workshopping sessions made good analysis changes. 

In the follow up email interview with Gina, when asked about her partner’s 

rhetorical strategy suggestion in the introduction, she reported,  
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“it's a nice suggestion. it would better if could be pointed out by this suggestion 

early when i first formed my discovery draft.  it's kind of difficult to change so 

largely when the whole paper was almost done. if i had more time, i would follow 

his suggestion.” 

 The “discovery draft” is how the class referred to the draft before the second 

draft, so in addition to being absent from the workshopping, she further added in the 

email interview that  

“It is true that i normally do not change too much on my second draft as long as it 

sounds smooth. in this particular case, as i recall, i could not have enough time to 

refer to my partner's suggestions because they were not raised until the last minute. 

procrastination is pretty common in partner workshopping.”  

She could have the habit of not wanting to change much after her second draft, 

and since she was absent from workshopping, she did not receive the feedback by email 

until shortly before it was due. The time frame of receiving the feedback late was also the 

scenario with Ivan. 

Case study 5 (4.3.2.2.) below will show an example of how HIGH self reviewing 

student, Kyle, thought of rhetorical strategy issues in his draft and made good changes 

following a short discussion with the teacher about his questions, but it appears that there 

is a large dichotomy between HIGH and LOW self reviewing students. Among the HIGH 

students who self reviewed, both identified rhetorical strategy issues about their own 

writing and made good changes regarding them in their revision. Among the three LOW 

self reviewing students, only one made any comments about rhetorical strategy, and 

those comments were only explanations about what she had done, not giving any 
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indication she was considering any change
14

—and she made no change for those 

comments. 

The comments by this LOW self reviewing student, Andrea, were: 

Example 31: 

 “This advertisement from the Internet is actually a way to attract the audience 

attention. I am not copying it from any website but actually this is a brief 

summary of a whole article.” (Andrea) 

and 

Example 32: 

 “In my introduction I just list my question and give the readers a space to think 

on them own just as most article in China Daily does.” (Andrea) 

 The only rhetorical strategy change among these three LOW self reviewing 

students was one student who added an epigram, which had been a requirement in the 

previous essay and was optional for this one, and it was coded as rhetorical strategy since 

its presence could be a strategy for drawing the readers’ attention. It is worthwhile to note 

that adding an epigram is a concrete action that could have been abstractly reasoned for 

rhetorical purposes, but need not necessarily have been so. 

Only the LOW level among the self reviewing students had this dearth of activity 

around rhetorical strategy. Even the MID self reviewing students made several 

comments and revisions in this subcategory.  It is worthwhile to note that the LOW peer 

reviewing students also made no comments or changes for rhetorical strategy. This could 

be related to an issue cognitive level of development or skill that is needed for this 

particular abstract feature of writing and thinking. Tsui and Ng (2000), among other 
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 Liu and Hansen (2002) refers to these as non-revision oriented comments. 
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researchers, discuss the advantage of peer review for enhancing audience awareness, but 

the audience awareness in those studies refers to peers being the audience, not thinking 

abstracting about some other audience. The pedagogical implications of this will be 

considered in the final chapter. 

 

4.3.2. Inspiration and Ownership Theme 

The second theme that emerged from the case studies was that students made 

revisions to their writing based more on their own inspirations and ownership of ideas 

and not necessarily on the exact advice that partners gave. Yet, many of the revisions 

were prompted by peer feedback or discussion, even when the writer chose to take their 

own idea. 

 

4.3.2.1. Case Study 3 (Kevin) 

In looking at the peer reviewing students who had interaction in which they were 

inspired or showed ownership of their ideas, one group stood out. They were all MID 

level writers, originally assigned to be a group of 3, but one group member was absent 

from workshopping. The third member, Ivan, sent comments via email to the group 

members after the workshopping had already taken place. Because he was not there to 

contribute in the workshopping and his timeframe for sending the written comments was 

after the other two had discussed in face-to-face workshopping, any contribution from 

him is not considered in this analysis.  
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This pair of students
15

 actively discussed rhetorical strategy both in the written 

comments and workshopping, the writing feature of particular interest from the Structure 

category in Figures 5 and 6, which showed peer reviewers making more comments than 

self reviewers, but fewer changes. Looking more closely can shed some light on how or 

why this was a tendency. 

Looking at the Kevin’s essay and focusing on the Structure category, we can see 

several comments from Aaron about rhetorical strategy and Kevin’s varied responses to 

them and revisions from them. One marked observation from this perspective is that 

Aaron made written comments about the rhetorical strategy, and Kevin had two 

responses to them in the face-to-face workshopping: (1) he responded as though he 

understood, almost repeating his partner; (2) he responded with an idea of his own, 

sounding as though it were generated from something his partner said. He was able to 

apply some changes in response to both, although he made changes only when he 

understood the ideas or when he thought of the ideas himself.  

For example, following are some of the comments that fell into the first response 

type.  

Aaron’s written comment about rhetorical strategy in the introduction is as 

follows: 

Example 14: 

 “The contents illustrated above is a great introduction of background of RMB 

appreciation. But, I think it seems that the topic is still far from our daily lives; in 

                                                 
15

 For completeness, Kevin’s comments for his workshopping partner, Aaron, and Aaron’s revisions were 

analyzed in Case study 4, but since those results were repetitive of the findings here in Kevin’s case, the 

case is only included in Appendix J for completeness. 
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other words, you did not construct a bridge between the topic and your readers 

very well. You need to hold their interest better.” (Aaron) 

 

The face-to-face discussion is largely centered around the rhetorical strategies of 

Kevin’s writing. Aaron explains this point in other words in their conversation. 

Example 15: 

“First your introduction, it’s too abstract, you need to provide more concrete so 

that readers feel it’s closer to their lives. [It] doesn’t really make the audience feel 

there’s an urgent need that this could happen.” (Aaron) 

 

Kevin shows in the conversation that he thinks he understood this concept a little 

later by saying: 

Example 16: 

 “so the point you made is that my introduction didn’t give the audience the 

feeling that this could happen to them, or in their lives?” (Aaron) 

 

In Kevin’s revision, he makes many revisions in introduction, changing 

everything except for one sentence. He follows many of the individual suggestions Aaron 

gives in the workshopping, talking about the rhetorical strategy issue, yet he does not 

make any changes that addressed that persuasive issue of building a bridge. For example, 

following the suggestion that “it’s too abstract, you need to provide more concrete,” he 

changes several details, making some references more specific. As we can see in the 

second and final drafts of his introduction below in Examples 17 and 18, in the second 

draft, he refers much more generally to the RMB, “the global society,” and “universal 

influences.” In his revision, he gives the specific details that the RMB is the official 
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currency of China and that it “plays a crucial role in the sustainable development of 

China.” 

It appears that he tried to follow the suggestion to bring the topic “closer to their 

lives” as suggested in the workshopping by adding phrases such as that the RMB “is 

utilized every single day.” He shows that he was somewhat aware of his audience in both 

drafts and uses a similar statement in both drafts that applies the issue to “the individuals, 

the factories and the government of China.” The language and focus is appropriate for the 

“China Daily” format and “officials and economists of China’s government” who he 

states are the audience in his Final Draft Cover Letter. Yet, since this language and focus 

does not change between the drafts, nothing is added to increase the “bridge” to make it 

feel closer to their lives, although he did give more details.  

So although Kevin showed that he seemed to understand the comment by 

repeating the idea back during workshopping and his revisions showed some changes to 

details and specifics, he did not make changes that affected the rhetorical strategy 

(persuasiveness of the writing) by building a bridge between the topic and the audience 

(Examples 17 and 18 below). His phrase about the RMB being utilized every single day 

could lead very well into concrete ways that it is used every single day and that RMB 

appreciation would affect life every single day, but he did not make that rhetorical step.  

Example 17: 

[beginning of second draft introduction] 

 “This proverb [referring to a saying by Wen Jiabao], attributed to ancient Chinese 

people, has been applied by lots of economists to favor their statement on the 

universal influences of the appreciation of the RMB. Since the government of 

China began to practice an improved managed floating exchange rate system with 

the basis of the market’s supply and demand, referring to a basket of currencies 

adjust on 21st July, 2005; China proclaimed that the RMB exchange rate would 
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never refer to the simplex U.S dollar, the RMB has been connected more closely 

with the global society. Since that, the RMB has been on the way of increasing its 

value. To be accompanied by the RMB’s appreciation, both Chinese and western 

financial systems gain influential impacts caused by this appreciation; meanwhile, 

lots of major changes take place. Indispensably, everyone is thinking about the 

question that whether the appreciation of the RMB is advantageous or not.” 

 

Example 18: 

[beginning of final draft introduction] 

 “The essay illustrates the topic of the RMB, which never ever fails to provoke a 

heated controversy on whether the appreciation of the RMB is advantageous or 

not. The RMB, as the official currency of the People’s Republic of China, is 

utilized every single day; as a matter of fact, the RMB exchange rate plays a 

crucial role in the sustainable development of China. Different people have 

different opinions on the appreciation of the RMB. Specifically, some people 

maintain the notion that the increasing value of the RMB contributes to the bulks 

of advantages for the individuals, the factories and the government of China; 

unfortunately, others hold that the appreciation of the RMB results in many 

influential disadvantages as well.” 

 

Aaron made one further suggestion in the workshopping discussion that Kevin 

responded with a thought of his own, and his revision response to this was different. In 

the workshopping discussion, Aaron says: 

 

Example 19: 

 “you keep saying how bad it is, bad point, bad point, bad point, the audience 

would not be convinced, so in the introduction you also need to talk about the 

pros.” (Aaron) 

 

Kevin’s response to Aaron’s suggestion is: 

Example 20: 

 “oh, maybe I can combine the 2, and maybe that could be better.” (Kevin) 
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This response by Kevin indicates that he, himself, found the solution. The 

solution was not to take Aaron’s suggestion to “talk about the pros” but to “combine the 2” 

which was his idea. He directly applies this in a thesis statement at the end of the Final 

Draft that states: 

Example 21: 

 “Specifically, some people maintain the notion that the increasing value of the 

RMB contributes to the bulks of advantages for the individuals, the factories and 

the government of China; unfortunately, others hold that the appreciation of the 

RMB results in many influential disadvantages as well.” 

Although Kevin follows this with clearly saying that he holds that the 

appreciation is disadvantageous to China, he says he will compare the positive and 

negative impacts, which combines the two. In his revision, Kevin does not directly 

change to talking about what the pros are in the introduction, but he does change 

statements to indicate that there are advantages, which were not there in the second draft, 

coded as a main idea change. This main idea of focusing on both the positive and 

negative side was applied throughout the rest of the essay as well.  

In continuing to triangulate my conclusion and determine why Kevin did not 

finish building a rhetorical “bridge” in his introduction yet did make changes to the main 

idea (both ideas discussed in the workshopping), I looked at his survey feedback after the 

workshop (see Appendices F and G for survey questions). His response regarding one of 

the things that he needed to work on revising after workshopping was “Emphasize my 

persuasive statement,” which he did in his changes to the main idea. One of the feedback 

ideas that he wrote down that he took from his partner was “In introduction, I need to 

construct a bridge between the topic and reader,” and the answer to “Why?” was 
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“Because the bridge can draw the readers’ interests.” From this, it appears that he 

intended directly following the workshop to revise combining the two ideas in the 

persuasive statement and to apply the feedback of building a bridge with the audience in 

the introduction. His changes reflected the former but not the latter. 

 

Looking further in this case study, we can see that the revisions following the 

second exchange in the discussion are different than the revisions following the first 

exchange in the discussion. In the first discussion, Aaron gave Kevin suggestions of how 

to be more rhetorically persuasive, and Kevin tried to apply some of those changes by 

giving more specifics and details, although he did not make any changes that affected the 

persuasiveness or “building a bridge” which had been the original suggestion. 

To find out what changes he felt that he had applied after completing the final 

draft, I asked follow up questions in an email interview, one which was: “There were 

only a few comments that your partners wrote down, so do you remember what more 

helpful or non-helpful advice they gave you during the workshopping discussion?” 

And his response to that was the following: 

Example 22: 

 “Yes, I remember. In my draft, [Aaron] commented, ‘the contents illustrated 

above is a great introduction of background of RMB appreciation. But, I think it 

seems that the topic is still far from our daily lives; in other words, you did not 

construct a bridge between the topic and your readers very well. You need to hold 

their interest better.’ I thought his advice was very helpful. Hence, I re-

constructed my introduction in my final draft so that my readers could feel my 

topic was close to their daily life. One important thing is that if I do not think that 

advice from my partners is completely suitable to my essay, I will not take 

external advice and I will insist on my original viewpoint.” 
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Even though he addressed that Aaron had given him this advice regarding 

building a bridge with his audience and that he found it helpful, he also says that his 

attitude is that if he feels his partner’s advice is not “suitable to my essay,” he will not 

take it and will stick with his original idea. It appears that is what he did regarding some 

of the feedback. He felt that he took the ideas he found helpful: combining the two ideas, 

which he thought of himself during the discussion, and building a bridge with the 

audience to hold their interest better.  

It could still be unclear why he made changes for the details in the introduction, 

making it more specific, yet did not succeed in building a bridge between the topic and 

the audience. More insight on this could be found in his personality, which he reveals 

slightly in response to another question in the same follow up email asking: “You added a 

lot of examples and analysis, so what gave you the idea to do that?” 

The second part of his response to that regarding his analysis of the topic is: 

 

Example 23: 

 “Secondly, I discussed this topic with my parents and classmates. The discussion 

induced me to analyze deeper. Although the points from discussing did not make 

sense 100 percent, most of them were instructive.” (Kevin) 

Since much of the workshopping discussion with his classmate was regarding this 

rhetorical strategy issue, this could indicate that some part of the discussion “did not 

make sense 100 percent” and that he chose not to take or analyze the concepts that he did 

not understand. He may have understood the idea of adding more concrete details to 

make it closer to his audience lives, but did not 100% understand the concept of using 

that to build a bridge between the topic and the audience. Furthermore, the idea of 
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adjusting the main idea, combining the pros and cons was his own idea that occurred to 

him as part of the discussion, and he applied that idea to his revisions. 

Once again, the writing proficiency of the learner in applying the peer review 

comments becomes apparent with comments about a skill such as rhetorical strategy, 

which requires a highly abstract level of thought. Furthermore, when it was an idea he 

grasped, either because it was his own or because he understood it, he made revisions for 

it. 

An additional point of interest is that the students in this group were grouped to be 

writing on the same topic, the appreciation of the RMB in China
16

. In their workshopping 

and comments, there was not any discussion of the content of the topic (the appreciation 

of the RMB), perhaps a result of their arguments being for opposing sides of the issue. 

An interpretation for this could be the students’ intentionally took a stance of respecting 

each other’s opinions, since Kevin in a follow up email interview identifies that he had 

developed his ideas strongly from watching news, reading, and talking with friends and 

family and would only take advice that was “completely suitable to my essay.” This 

insight into his attitude and personality could reflect an advice-taking strategy that could 

apply to both writing features, but could also indicate a face-saving cultural aspect of 

discussing issues in the essay (the writing construction) that would not cause dissention 

(i.e., not the topic). 

In the cases of both peer reviewing students explored here and in APPENDIX J, 

neither directly disagreed with their partners about their suggestions, but there were 

                                                 
16

 The Finance group referred to Chapter 3. 



 

 

115 

noticeable moments when they thought of other ideas. In both these cases, they did not 

fully apply the rhetorical strategy issues they were discussing. Instead, they ended up 

applying other changes, such as organization. Those ideas that were applied appear to 

have been generated through the discussion, even though they chose not to take the 

partner’s ideas that were discussed. There appears to be an issue of the peer review 

process requiring and encouraging some self analysis of ideas by the students, but also an 

interdependence since the students’ ideas were generated through the peer workshopping 

discussion.  

There could also be cultural factors at play in their interactions, considering a 

Chinese cultural tendency to save face for others by not openly saying the other is wrong. 

A cultural informant also suggested that the Chinese students may not want to directly 

take a classmate’s idea verbatim, so this could also have been an influence on them 

turning ideas discussed into their own. 

 

4.3.2.2. Case Study 5 (Kyle) 

Similar issues became apparent in the case study of a self reviewing student, Kyle 

(HIGH). He wrote comments for himself and then had a short time (5–7 minutes) to talk 

to the instructor about his comments or ask questions if he had any. Looking at Kyle’s 

essay and focusing on the Structure category, we can see that he focused several written 

comments on rhetorical strategy. Overall, he made 3 written comments about rhetorical 

strategy, and he brought up each of those in the conference discussion with the teacher. 

In examining the short conference with his instructor and then the changes he 

made, and also his responses to a follow up email, a distinction can be seen between his 
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comments and subsequent revisions and those of case studied peer reviewing students, 

Kevin and Aaron (Section 4.3.2.1. and APPENDIX J). 

Kyle was a self reviewing student, so he wrote comments for himself and then led 

the short discussion with the teacher with his own questions. Most of those questions 

revolved around the rhetorical strategy issues that he raised in his written comments. The 

distinction that is seen in Kyle’s revisions versus those of the peer reviewing students is 

that Kyle raised two rhetorical issues himself, discussed them with the teacher, and then 

ended up choosing to apply his own ideas in the changes. The peer reviewing students 

(Kevin and Aaron) discussed the rhetorical issues raised by their peers and through those 

discussions, generated ideas of their own, but those ideas did not help them apply 

changes to rhetorical strategy. 

To see this difference, see the following examples of how Kyle gave comments 

and made revisions. 

 One rhetorical strategy comment Kyle writes for himself refers to the 

introduction, and he also brings up it up in the conference. He says in a written comment 

“Consider using a more appealing start” and in the conference he asks about that, 

referring to it as the hook of his essay. In the conference, he brings up the idea of using a 

movie, and the teacher gives an additional suggestion, while confirming that, yes, he can 

use something from a movie. He ends that topic with “ahh, I got that,” showing that he 

got what he needs and changes to asking about citations, as can be seen in the example 

below. 
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Example 29: 

Kyle: ….yeah, and another thing I want to know what should be the hook of my 

essay 

Teacher: you have so many options 

Kyle: do you have a specific idea of that? 

Teacher: your topic is on artificial intelligence, what is your audience and 

publication? 

Kyle: students in the college 

Teacher: ok, students in the college 

Kyle: I just have the idea I’m going to include about movies in the artificial 

intelligence 

Teacher: ok, you could some scene or some small bit from the movie, what is 

your persuasive point from the movie? 

Kyle: I want to persuade them that artificial intelligence 

[interruption of phone ringing] 

Kyle: I’m going to talk about the social problem of worker replacement 

Teacher: so you could maybe talk about a scene in a movie where this was a 

problem to frighten them. 

Kyle: aah, I got that. Ok, I have citation question. 

 

In his revision, he changes most of his intro, only keeping the definition of “AI” 

(artificial intelligence) between the second and final drafts. He makes a reference toward 

the end of the intro of a couple famous sci-fi movies with AI themes and referred to the 

high level of civilization they portray. Both include a theme of robots with too much 

power and could have been used to “frighten” the audience as the teacher suggested, but 

he makes no mention of that and instead used them to reference only their “symbol of the 

wonderful future life.” In the conference, he raised the question about a hook for his 

essay and asked about using a movie, and after hearing a suggestion and responding with 

understanding, it was clear from his changes that he was following his own idea from his 

original comment about using a movie, not the new suggestion from his teacher. His final 

draft intro is rhetorically strong, able to draw a college-aged audience into the topic, and 

uses his new idea.  
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Another rhetorical strategy issue he addresses at several points in his written 

comments is a question for himself “What’s your personal perspective?” and “This is a 

persuasive essay, don’t forget to add in your personal views on the issue in the 

introduction part.” He starts the conference referring to this issue: 

Example 30: 

Kyle: ok, I know this is a persuasive essay and I should give out my personal 

views of the controversial issue. 

Teacher: ok, I’m going to restate that a little bit, you can give your personal views, 

but you actually want your readers to come to your personal view regardless they 

know that’s what you think. 

Kyle: pardon? 

Teacher: it’s kind of tricky, so I’ll say it again. 

Kyle: [laugh] 

Teacher: you actually want your readers to come to your point of view regardless 

of whether they know it’s your point of view. So, maybe they will come to your 

point of view because it’s the only logical opinion to have, after reading your 

paper. 

Kyle: oh. So,  I’m thinking about how to make my essay more persuasive, I also 

should cite some other’s viewpoints to make my essay more persuasive, but in 

that case, I think it’s more like essay 2 that has other’s views…how to make the 

different between the essay 2 and this essay. 

Teacher: ok, one thing, if you’re going to go to that sort of a style, where you talk 

about 1, 2, 3, … you talk about this one, and you talk about this one, and then you 

want your readers eventually to agree with you this one is best. So maybe talk 

about this one, the strengths of it, but then turn to the weaknesses….[repeats] 

Kyle: like before introduce both of them, only the perspectives, that I 

should…[difficult to hear] 

Teacher: you don’t have to absolutely introduce the other perspectives but it can 

make it more persuasive…[Kyle interrupts] 

Kyle: ahh, because contrasts 

Teacher: right, because otherwise the readers might automatically ignore what 

you say because they are going to say “I think this and you don’t talk about it” 

Kyle: so, one of the points I talk about in the essay is like this 

Teacher: say, other point of that… 

Kyle: yeah, other points of view is like this….yeah, and another thing I want to 

know what should be the hook of my essay 

Kyle shows twice along the way that he is engaged and has ideas of his own that 

he wants to use. After the second time the teacher explains that idea that he does not have 
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to “give your personal views,” he says “oh” and follows with statements that he is 

thinking about how to make his essay more persuasive and asking if he should cite some 

other’s viewpoints to make it more persuasive, adding that he thinks that would make it 

more like essay 2 (which was assigned to the class to be an objective analysis of the issue, 

not taking any side).  

Kyle follows that explanation with, “like before, introduce both of them…” The 

teacher says “you don’t have to absolutely introduce the other perspectives but it can 

make it more persuasive” and Kyle interrupts with “ahh, because it contrasts.” The 

teacher explains how rhetorically that can help and Kyle says that one of his points is like 

this (discusses an opposing point because it contrasts with what he wants the audience to 

think), and then he abruptly changes the topic to the hook of his essay. It is clear that he 

was already thinking of talking about the various perspectives and how that could make 

his writing more persuasive. It appears that the conversation with the teacher was more 

confirming than informational. 

 

In an analysis of his second draft, overall, his perspective is already very clear, 

but he recognized that it was not clear in every part of his draft. In one part of his second 

draft, he wrote a comment asking “What’s your personal perspective?” about the 

following very neutral statement: “Since then the artificial intelligence have been 

elucidated into two major types: the strong and weak artificial intelligence.” The question 

that he raised in the conference indicated that his concern was how to use perspectives, 

his own and others, to make his writing more persuasive. According to his written 
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comments, he thought part of persuading meant making his perspective clear, but he also 

thought he should cite other’s viewpoints to make his essay more persuasive.  

The teacher confirmed in the conference that he did not have to introduce other 

viewpoints but that doing so could make it more persuasive, and it was at that point in the 

conversation that he showed his understanding (and seeming agreement) by interrupting 

and adding “ahh, because contrasts.” And he applied this concept in revising the final 

draft. Until the third to last paragraph, he did not make his perspective quite so clear, but 

he led into it well by starting with the positives on the issues and suggesting how those 

can lead to problems. Since it was directly following the teacher’s suggestion to talk 

about the strengths “then turn to the weaknesses” that he followed up with a clarification 

and then interrupted showing that he “got it,” he may have internalized something from 

the conference exchange that he applied in his own way. The teacher’s suggestions were 

not analyzed since they were all responses to the student’s own questions. 

 

In summary, his written comments were on the same issues that he wanted to talk 

about in the conference, but he did not ask the same questions. He had two rhetorical 

strategy issues he wanted to address that he brought up in the conference with “so, I’m 

thinking…” and “yeah, and another thing…” One issue was how to hook the audience 

and the other was how to make his essay persuasive using his or others’ perspectives. For 

both, he appeared to draw from something that occurred during the conference, but in 

neither case did he directly follow the teacher’s advice. In the case of the second issue, 

the teacher did not directly give advice, but gave ideas and confirmed what he did not 

have to do, and he decided for himself what to do. 
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4.3.3. EFL Copyedit Feedback Theme 

The last theme emerged from the inspection of individual Copyedit comments and 

corresponding changes. This is the category often referred to as “local” in other literature 

(Liu & Hansen, 2002; Liu & Sadler, 2003; Min, 2005; Miao et al., 2006). The same drafts 

of the same 19 students were used in the analyses in this category as in the previous 

Content and Structure categories. The same method of rating the comments according to 

Comments descriptions and scale outlined in Chapter 3 was used for all the second 

semester Essay 3 Draft 2 comments. For the same 19 students, all the changes between 

the Essay 3 Draft 2 and Essay 3 Final Draft were rated according to the Change 

descriptions and scale, as in the previous category and case studies. 

The same four types of categorizations were made from these ratings: the number 

of comments made, the average values of those comments made, the number of changes 

made, and the average value of those changes made. The number of comments and 

changes averaged over the number of students in each grouping since the data were from 

9 self reviewing participants but 10 peer reviewing participants.  

As in the section above, to avoid the values from a minimal number of 

participants making a lot of comments or changes and having that overpower the values 

of participants making fewer comments, the values of comments and changes for each 

participant were averaged in each category before being averaged with the remaining 

participants. To say this another way, each participant’s contribution to the average value 

in Figure 1(b) and (d) below is one token, and that token may have been made up of 

several data points. 
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Figure 7: Copyedit results from Comments between Draft 2 and Final Draft 

(a) Graph of average number of        (b) Graph of average value of comments  

comments per student 

     

(c) Table of average number of        (d) Table of average value of comments  

comments per student 
 Sum 

Wording 

Sum 

Grammar 

  Value 

Wording 

Value 

Grammar 

Self (9) 0.56 (5) 0.33 (3)  Self (9) 1.25 1.33 

Peer (10) 1.10 (11) 2.50 (25)  Peer (10) 0.64 0.69 

 *Note: the number in parentheses indicates the raw number, not the average 

There is an interesting disparity to observe in the graphs above (Figure 7.a and b). 

The peer reviewing groups made many more comments about wording and grammar, but 

especially many more for grammar (the category that included mechanics such as citation 

format, punctuation, and spelling) (Figure 7.a and c). This quantity difference in Figure 

7.a was to be expected since some studies note that some ESL students tend to give 

surface comments in peer review (Kamimura, 2006) and also since self reviewing 

students are likely to just make changes and might not note them. 

Looking at the ratings, the value of the comments made were much better for the 

self reviewing students, with self reviewing students averaging on the upper side of “1” 

(“1” is described as “addresses a problem that needs changed, but is not specific” or 

“only partly or inaccurately addresses the issue indicated”) and peer reviewing students 

averaging below “1.” With the peer reviewing students’ average well below “1,” the 
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indication is that several students in that group gave some feedback that was rated lower 

than “1,” which could be described as “could be distracting,” “does not accurately 

address the issue,” or “indicates something should be changed that is already correct.”  

 

Looking closer at the peer reviewers’ comments and ratings in wording and 

grammar, only 6 (out of 35) comments were “incorrect” (“-1” or “-2”) and 1 was not 

helpful (rated “0”), and only 5 students out of 10 made comments that were categorized 

as “incorrect.” In revisions following those comments, none of the “incorrect” advice was 

taken. At the location of 4 of these comments, the writers’ original grammar was correct, 

and they kept their own original grammar with no change when revising. This response 

of making no change to “incorrect” comments includes students from all levels of 

proficiency, HIGH, MID, and LOW. At the location of the other 3 comments, even 

though the original could be considered correct, the writers (including both HIGH and 

LOW students) did not accept the incorrect suggestion but made changes that were 

actually improvements. This is an interesting corroboration to Ferris (1997) finding that 

very few students made changes that had a negative effect from teacher comments, and 

this seems to be true of revisions following student comments as well, even “incorrect” 

comments. Notice also that I call the comments rated “-1” and “-2” as “incorrect” and not 

“unhelpful” or “bad” since the comments often identified something that made the writer 

look closer and make good revisions on their own. 

Looking at the self reviewers’ comments and ratings, no self reviewers gave 

themselves “incorrect” feedback in grammar (the 3 comments were rated “1” and “2”), 

and most of the self reviewer wording feedback (4 comments) was rated as “+2.” Only 
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one self reviewer, Andrea, gave “incorrect” wording feedback (rated “-1”). This feedback 

was recorded only because the student had Microsoft Word’s “Track Changes” feature 

enabled, so this recorded her rewording of one sentence: 

Example 33: 

Original: “I am not here to ask you to do any thing but I just want to make a 

warning that Prozac is not catholicon for curing clinical depression and try to 

persuade you think more before using Prozac just in order to cure a small problem 

which can be cured by other easier ways.”
17

 

Revision: “I am not here to ask you for resist Prozac or other anti-depression 

drugs but here to claim the warning that Prozac is not catholicon for curing 

clinical depression and try to persuade you think more before using Prozac just in 

order to cure a small problem which can be cured by other easier ways.” 

 

She may not have realized that she had “Track Changes” enabled because her 

final draft had changes such as these still marked. It is possible that other self reviewing 

students made such small rewording changes that were not recorded as “feedback” if 

Track Changes was not enabled. Despite this one LOW student who made these wording 

changes worse, Figure 7.a and b still gives some small insight into the ability of self 

reviewing students to give themselves good feedback, while forcing the 

acknowledgement that not all the feedback or self intuitions about their own wording will 

be accurate. 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
17

 Italics are added to the quotes in this Copyedit section to make the changes between the original and the 

revision more visible. 
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Figure 8: Copyedit results from Changes between Draft 2 and Final Draft 

(a) Graph of average number of        (b) Graph of average value of changes  

changes per student  

     

(c) Table of average number of        (d) Table of average value of changes  

changes per student 
 Sum 

Wording 

Sum 

Grammar 

  Value 

Wording 

Value 

Grammar 

Self (9) 2.11 (19) 1.56 (14)  Self (9) 0.74 0.13 

Peer (10) 2.50 (25) 0.70 (7)  Peer (10) 1.19 1.00 

 *Note: the number in parentheses indicates the raw number, not the average 

As seen in Figure 8, the students in both groups made a relatively similar number 

of changes in wording, with the peer reviewing students making slightly more changes.  

The students who self reviewed made close to double the number of changes in grammar. 

Interestingly, the peer reviewing students averaged making better changes for both 

wording and grammar, and just over 7.5 times better changes in grammar.  

The self reviewing students’ changes to grammar averaged close to 0. Looking 

closer at the individual ratings, the students in this group made almost as many changes 

rated positive (7) as changes rated negative (5). The peer reviewing students averaged 

close to 1, meaning that they made overall positive changes (7 positive changes to only 2 

negative ones). 

In wording, the self reviewing students made a high positive ratio of “good” 

(“+2”) to “slightly better” (“+1”), 11:7, compared to the peer reviewing students whose 
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ratio was 12:18. The factor that brought the self reviewing students’ average rating of 

changes in wording down was that 3 students each made a “poor” (“-1”) change, and for 

2 of those students, since it was their only wording change, and the negative values 

brought the score down significantly. Without those 2 negative scores, the self reviewing 

students’ average in wording would actually be slightly greater than that of the peer 

reviewing students.  

The conclusion from looking closer at these ratings above is (1) that the self and 

peer reviewing students were quite disparate in number and value of changes of grammar 

than in wording; and (2) that the self reviewing students made more negative changes 

than peer reviewing students in both subcategories of wording and grammar. 

To find out more how individual self and peer reviewing students responded to 

wording and grammar feedback, we can look at some small individual cases. On the 

whole, for self reviewing students, (1) level did not have a great impact on their ability to 

make both positive and negative revisions in these categories; and (2) higher level 

students used grammar revisions as attempts to address higher level issues, such as in 

adding complexity and responding to rhetorical issues.  

To see examples of self reviewing students that led to these conclusions, see the 

following small cases of student changes. 

 

 Supporting the first point that LOW students also made positive revisions in these 

areas, Abby, a LOW self reviewing student, had a comment, coded wording and rated 

“+2,” around the single word “data” giving an alternative “statistic” in the following 

example from a body paragraph. 
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Example 34: 

Original: “However, they can’t ignore that our China has the bright economic 

future and we had increased 80 times in 30 years.  It is an amazing data.” 

She made her suggested change in her revision, which was an improvement to the 

wording. She also made several other small wording and grammar changes with no 

related comments, some barely positive, some barely negative, and most very small, such 

as word changes or paragraph breaks.  

 

Supporting the second point that higher proficiency students used comments 

given in these areas to try to address more complex issues, Dana
18

, a MID self reviewing 

student, gave herself a general comment about the intro, “To make it stronger to impress 

audience,” coded as rhetorical strategy. She made several minor wording and grammar 

changes to several introduction sentences, perhaps trying to make it more impressive. 

One such wording change that was coded as a “-1” grammar change is the following 

original and revision: 

Example 35: 

Original: “As the most important exam in China, Chinese college entrance exam, 

which elects excellent students to continue higher education, is always a hot topic.” 

Revision: “As the most important exam in China, the Chinese college entrance 

exam, it elects excellent students to continue higher education, and is always a hot 

topic that no one can avoid.”  

Her grammar revision was minor, appeared to try to add complexity in an attempt 

to address the rhetorical strategy issue, and resulted in more grammatical inaccuracy. 

                                                 
18

 Dana was more fully analyzed in a case study, but since her results did not contribute in a distinct way to 

the themes in any way more than reinforcement, her case study is included in Appendix K for 

completeness. 
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In a similar case, Lewis, a MID self reviewing student, made a comment about the 

intro, coded as rhetorical strategy: “Start with a hook to grab audiences’ attention and try 

to give the background that can make audiences easily understand the perspectives raised 

in the essay later.”  

 The following excerpt was in his introduction at the point of the comment: 

Example 36: 

Original: “Internet can be considered as the five utility that the internet has 

become a necessity of people’s normal life.”  

Revision: “Overall, Internet can be generally considered as the five utility: a 

necessity of people’s normal life nowadays.” 

In his revised sentence, he reorganized the sentence structure (grammar) to use 

the colon in the sentence. The change was rated as “+2” for its added complexity and 

appropriateness, but the change was still minor, not significantly affecting the rhetorical 

strategy, or increasing the effectiveness of the statement as a “hook” as his comment 

mentions. 

Overall, self reviewing students attempted many small word changes, seemingly 

in attempts to make their wording or structures more complex or impressive, often 

unsuccessfully. There were fewer attempts of self reviewing students at completely 

rewriting sections to better express themselves, but instead they made attempts to 

restructure or reword sentences to sound more impressive. One such rewording resulted 

in a slight improvement, as found in Lewis’ essay above, but one rewording resulted in 

less grammatical accuracy, as found in Dana’s essay above. 
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Peer reviewing students response in the Copyedit category could be summarized 

in a contrasting manner. On the whole, for peer reviewing students, (1) they made no 

negative changes as a direct response to their peer’s comments; and (2) they made few of 

the exact changes that their peers suggested but made several good, but different type of, 

changes at the location of their peers’ comments.  Among the peer reviewers, many of 

their changes in grammar were to completely remove or reword a section such that no 

direct change could be marked, and this brought their identified number of grammar 

changes very low. 

To see examples of peer reviewing students’ revisions that led to these 

conclusions, see the following small cases of student changes. 

 

Looking at Katia’s second draft, Ellie, a LOW student, made the comment “I 

think the word ‘industry’ is not proper, maybe you can change it to ‘service’” around the 

word “industry” in the following sentence. The comment was coded as wording and rated 

as  “-2” since the original, “industry,” is appropriate and the suggested “service” is less 

appropriate. 

Example 37: 

Original: “However, the next moment, “tourism” leaped into my mind, which has 

become an industry with huge profits and uncountable commercial opportunities 

in the famous tourist city: Lijiang.”  

Revision: “However, the next moment, Lijiang’s tourism abruptly leaped into my 

mind.  This service industry has been packaged meticulously by 

commercialization, just like a piece of jewelry which is carved delicately and 

burnished smoothly, displaying totally for economic benefits.” 
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Katia, a HIGH student, made her own changes to the wording of the whole 

sentence that improved it, but they were not the changes suggested by her partner. She 

kept both her original word “industry,” but additionally rewrote most of the sentence such 

that it included Ellie’s suggested word.  

In another place in Katia’s essay, in response to Ellie’s comment “[w]rong use of 

colon and run-on sentences,” when there was nothing grammatically wrong with the 

sentence, although it was complex, Katia rewrote the entire paragraph, keeping the main 

focus but keeping very little of the wording the same. 

 

Looking at Ellie’s second draft, Katia, a HIGH student, made the comment “Do 

you mean ‘characteristics?’” around the word “character” in the following sentence. It 

was coded as wording and rated as  “-1” since the original, “character,” could be 

appropriate and the suggested “characteristics” is slightly less appropriate. 

Example 38: 

Original: “In his mind, a man’s character is more important than dignity.”  

Revision: “In Pope John Paul II’s mind, a man’s life is more important than 

personal dignity and value.” 

 Ellie’s original word choice “character” was appropriate and Katia’s suggestion of 

“characteristics” only slightly less appropriate, but Ellie’s revision to “life” was even 

more appropriate for her meaning. It appears that her partner identifying a wording 

problem helped her rethink and find another word that was better. Ellie also frequented 

the tutor’s office, so it is possible she consulted the tutor to come up with the alternative 

word. 
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 Justine, a HIGH student, was in a peer review group with a MID student and a 

LOW student. Her partners used Word’s “Comment” feature and “Track Changes” 

features to give her many suggestions, including several spelling suggestions, coded as 

grammar, and some wording suggestions.  

 Looking through the second draft, we can see the varied responses of this student 

to her peer reviewers’ comments: 

• One reviewer comments that her essay should be double spaced, and she 

does this in the final draft; both comment and change are coded as 

grammar, since mechanics are included in that category. 

• A reviewer comments asking about her phrase “national way” (wording) 

and corrects two nearby spelling errors (grammar), and those phrases and 

words were removed when she entirely refocused and rephrased the entire 

paragraph. 

• Both peer reviewers correct spelling and article errors in a paragraph 

(grammar), and she removes this paragraph and incorporates the ideas into 

another paragraph later. 

• A reviewer suggests explaining more (analysis), so she rewords (wording) 

and explains the ideas (wording, analysis). 

• A reviewer corrects a spelling error (grammar), which she accepts 

(grammar), and also rephrases another parts of the sentence (wording). 

• A reviewer suggests explaining more (analysis), so she rewords and 

explains the ideas, giving more details as well (wording, analysis, details). 
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• A reviewer corrects several spelling errors in a paragraph (grammar), and 

she removes this paragraph. 

Summarizing what is happening here, her peer reviewers offer her many 

suggestions on grammar, wording, and some explanations that affect her revisions in 

these areas. Her revisions following the feedback are to accept the suggestions, which are 

good, to remove the sections which have quite a few problems, or to completely reword 

and explain the sections with quite a few problems. Even though she makes quite a few 

changes in grammar, she also removes a couple sections with grammatical problems 

pointed out, so this could account for one reason that the number of changes in grammar 

was lower in the peer review group. 

 

Among the peer reviewers’ comments in the Copyedit category, there were a total 

of 10 comments that students chose not to make any changes for; 4 of those comments 

were “correct” (rated as positive) and should have been heeded. Also, 4 could be 

considered “incorrect” comments, meaning the peer reviewer suggested making a change 

from correct to incorrect. Two comments that resulted in no change were neutral, 

meaning the comment to change the wording would not have made it better or worse if it 

had been followed exactly. These results show that slightly greater than half the time, 

students were able to make a good decision of whether to ignore or follow the feedback 

about Copyedit that they were given. Even so, since the peer reviewing students did not 

take and apply a single “incorrect” grammar feedback in making changes to their 

revisions, there was only positive result from their peer reviewing in this category. 
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4.3.4. Peer Review Process over Product Theme 

 Comparing how peer reviewing students differed from self reviewing students in 

their revising process, it became apparent that the exact feedback that students were given 

by their peers was not the important factor. Instead, it was the process of collaborating 

with a peer and exchanging ideas face to face helped the peer reviewing students generate 

ideas and internalize ideas of their own that they then applied to their revisions. 

For example, in Case study 1 (4.4.1) of Ellie, a LOW student, her partner gave her 

advice about an abstract skill of rhetorical strategy, usually paired with something such 

as organization or analysis. Ellie's reflection in the follow up email interview was that 

her partner helped her know her own reasons better, and because of that, she chose to 

emphasize one point more than the two that her previous draft started with. Furthermore, 

she realized that her partner was giving her advice on how to be more persuasive but that 

she, herself, did not know what was more persuasive. One further choice that she 

reflected on in her interview was that she had chosen to remove some sections (sections 

her partner had given her comments about wording it differently to be rhetorically 

persuasive) because she did not understand them and did not want to “use the same words 

as the information I searched on the Internet” since she had gotten a “C” on the previous 

essay for this problem (plagiarism). 

The process of receiving feedback from her partner not only helped her clarify in 

her own mind what her own ideas were, but it helped her decide to remove what she 

could not explain in her own words (given the extra motivation of previous having had it 

seriously affect her grade). The benefit to her was not in following her partner’s advice, 

but the collaborative exchange helped her think through her own thoughts and writing in 
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a way that it appears she would not have otherwise.  She realized what she understood 

and could write about and what she did not actually understand, and these are unique 

decisions that every writer needs to make. 

Ellie’s partner, Katia, a HIGH student, made many changes to her draft in the 

places that her partner indicated with comments, often addressing the indicated issue, but 

she did not make any of the suggested changes of grammar, wording, main idea, or 

transitioning. Instead, as she reflected in her follow up email interview, she intentionally 

used her partner's feedback to let her know what was acceptable and persuasive for an 

audience, or in her words "let me know that I need to consider whether my readers can 

accept my ideas from my paragraphs." Her writing proficiency was very high, and she 

was able to think more abstractly about her partner’s reception of her writing as a reader, 

and then she made changes to express her ideas better.  

From Case studies 3 and 4 (Kevin and Aaron), the recordings of the two peer 

reviewing students talking to each other made it clear that there were distinct moments 

when students talked with their partner, heard their partner's advice, and then had a 

related idea of their own. Comparing that with revisions, the changes they made were the 

ones that they, the writer, had thought of. For example, in the workshopping discussion, 

Kevin (MID) repeated back some rhetorical strategy advice from his partner, and in the 

follow up email interview, he reflected that he had taken that advice. In a comparison 

with the revisions, it can be seen that he made many changes to that area of the essay (the 

introduction), but he did not quite successfully make the rhetorical strategy change 

suggested by his partner. A further reflection in his follow up interview was that he only 

applied what he could understand and felt was good, which could be an indication that he 
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had not internalized the abstract concepts that would need to be changed to affect the 

rhetorical strategy well enough to apply them. This may or may not be a proficiency 

issue, but regardless of his level, the peer review process helped him to critically think 

through his points, and apply changes to the ideas that came to him or that he had 

internalized through the discussion. 

 Even in the case of the self reviewing student, Kyle (HIGH), who made 

comments for himself about rhetorical strategy and discussed those comments briefly 

with his instructor, he applied only his own ideas and not the additional suggestion from 

his instructor. The self reviewing students appeared to have an advantage and a 

disadvantage from the peer reviewing students. As an advantage, the self reviewing 

students made changes to the rhetorical strategies because they had identified those as 

issues, they had already internalized those ideas as their own. The disadvantage is that 

they made fewer changes to everything else, likely because they had no peers to help 

point out and discuss issues that would help them think of things not already in their 

mind. 

Overall, the peer reviewing students gave comments, both written and verbal, as 

suggestions, or almost as commands in the form of "you should..." and "you need to...", 

yet still many students did not make changes to follow the exact advice of their peers but 

made changes for their own ideas. The students in this study showed an ability to 

evaluate the peer feedback regardless of the form it was given in. Specific “stances” (e.g., 

prescriptive, probing, collaborative, tutoring) (Min, 2006) were not discussed in the 

training, but the issue of the reviewers respecting the writer as the authority of what they 

were trying to express and the writers using the comments from peers as the perspective 
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from an audience of what was not clear or not smooth was emphasized throughout the 

training. Considering the Chinese context in which the learning styles tend to be very 

independent and competitive and in which the teacher is often viewed as the dispenser of 

knowledge, the training and the collaborative workshopping experience was new and 

valuable for these students, and they showed an ability to apply it. 

 

4.4. Large scale Comment and Change Analysis 

 One further aspect of the comments and changes that was considered that was 

hypothesized that might be different between peer and self reviewing students was the 

Scope of the comments: large scale or small scale. The large and small scale of this 

scope is not the global and local defined in several other articles (e.g., Liu & Sadler, 

2003; McGroarty, 1997) in which global includes idea development, audience, and 

organization and local are issues of copy-editing. Instead, large and small scale here are 

as defined in Chapter 3: Large scale are those changes or comments applied to more than 

one paragraph, and small scale are those changes or comments confined to one paragraph, 

and can be in just one sentence, or even one word. 

The hypothesis was that self reviewing students would have the larger picture of 

their own writing mind for their comments (large), whereas peer reviewers would tend to 

see and comment on things they saw located in a sentence or paragraph (small). In 

revising, the hypothesis was that the peer reviewing students would get more ideas from 

the comments and discussion from their peers that would instigate larger scale changes 

whereas the self reviewing students might be stuck with the overall ideas they already 

had and not make many changes at that large scale. 
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Figure 9: Large Scale results of comments and changes for peer and self reviewers 

(a) Peer reviewers’ comments:        (b) Self reviewers’ comments:  

              

       

(c) Peer reviewers’ changes:        (d) Self reviewers’ changes:  

        

 

Surprisingly, as seen in the tables in Figure 9 above, the number of large scale 

comments were similar between peer reviewers and self reviewers, spread out with only a 

couple large scale comments in each area. The changes made by both groups showed a 

similar pattern, only a few changes by both peer reviewers and self reviewers in most 

every category. The numbers were low, so the number of comments or changes dropping 

to 0 in a few categories fit the pattern spread of low numbers across the categories. 
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Since the results showed that both groups could identify and comment on and 

make changes on a large scale, it was necessary to look closer at the students who made 

large scale comments and changes to see what was happening.  

 

Table 7: Large scale comments and changes correlated by student 

Self Reviewers 

Name Gave Self Large Scale Comments Made Large Scale Changes 

Cassie Content (details),  

---- 

Copyedit (grammar) 

Content (details, analy.),  

Structure (organ.) 

---- 

Haley Content (main idea , RS), 

Structure (organ.), 

Copyedit (wording) 

Content (main idea, analy.),  

Structure (RS) 

---- 

Kyle Content (analy.) 

---- 

Content (analy., details),   

Structure (organ.) 

Andrea Content (main idea) Content (details) 

Lua Copyedit (grammar) Copyedit (grammar) 

Peer Reviewers 

Name Received  Large Scale Comments Made Large Scale Changes 

Ellie ---- 

Structure (trans. ), 

Copyedit (grammar) 

Content (analy.) 

Structure (organ., trans. ), 

Copyedit (wording) 

Aaron [small scale Content (RS) 

comments] 

 

---- 

Content (RS) [changes are in 

response to small scale RS 

comments], 

Structure (organ.) 

Gina Content (main idea, details) Content (main idea) 

Kevin Content (main idea) Content ([10 main idea identified 

small scale]) 

Dawn Content (main idea, analy., details), 

Structure (trans.) 

Content (main idea, analy., details), 

Structure (organ.) 

Justine ---- 

Copyedit [11 (grammar) marked 

small scale] 

Structure (organ.), 

Copyedit (grammar) 

 *Note: RS abbreviates Rhetorical Strategy 
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 Looking at Table 7 above of who made large scale changes and comments, there 

appears to be a very strong correlation between the students who received large scale 

comments and who made large scale changes, regardless of whether they were self or 

peer reviewers. Since there was also a tendency for the large scale changes to be a 

similar type to the large scale comment, or a result of the student addressing the issue in 

the comment, it appears reasonable to conclude that there is a connection between the 

large scale comment and change. 

Clearly some self reviewers were able to see large scale issues in their own 

writing, as I expected, but they were also able to make good large scale changes to 

address what they saw. The peer reviewers were also able to see large scale issues in 

their partners’ writing and express that in their comments, and the students receiving the 

comments were also able to apply that on a large scale.  

It is interesting to note that for the peer reviewing students, their large scale 

changes appear to relate to the comments from their partner, not to the comments they 

gave. Some students self reported that the peer review process was helpful because when 

they looked for things on their partners’ papers, they could then look for it on their own, 

but the findings here do not support that they in actuality are able to apply that, at least on 

a large scale. Instead, what is seen here is that they were able to apply large scale 

changes when they or their partner identified it for them.  

 

4.5. Summary 

In this chapter, the quantitative findings are analyzed and the main themes that 

emerged from an analysis of both the quantitative results and follow-up case studies are 
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presented in separate sections. The case studies were guided by questions that were 

formulated from the quantitative results. A total of four peer review students and two self 

reviewing students were investigated in depth, using specific examples of their written 

comments, their discussions about the comments, and their resulting changes. These were 

supplemented with follow up interview data regarding their perspective on what they 

changed and why. 

The quantitative findings show that in overall numbers, the peer reviewing 

students tended to make more comments and revisions that self reviewing students, 

particularly with in the Content category. Within the Structure category, the number of 

both comments and changes was low for organization and transitioning, indicating the 

low attention that it received from students. There were two surprising results from the 

quantitative results: (1) the self reviewing students made many more rhetorical strategy 

changes than peer reviewing students; (2) the peer reviewing students did not take any of 

the “incorrect” Copyedit feedback but instead often used it to make their own good 

revisions. 

The themes that emerged from the combination of quantitative data and follow-up 

case studies were the following: 

• The students’ writing proficiencies contributed to their understanding of both 

the writing concepts and the feedback they received, and this in turn affected 

how they applied the feedback. Regardless of their proficiency and the 

proficiency of their peers, they were able to find a role in peer review that 

allowed them to benefit from it. 
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• Students tended to apply revisions when they had their own inspirations, often 

that resulted from the peer review process, or from what they felt ownership 

of. This could be seen in both peer and self reviewing students. 

• Self reviewing students were more inconsistent in their Copyedit revisions, 

some correct and some incorrect. The peer reviewing students tended to make 

more positive changes, even when their partners gave them “incorrect” advice. 

They did not always apply the “correct” advice, but often the feedback 

prompted them to make their own good revisions, such as rewording or 

reorganizing the section. 

• The largest theme that emerged, encompassing all those above, is that the 

significance of peer review for students is in the process, not in the exact 

feedback that students are given. Often they did not make the revisions that 

their partner suggested, but instead, they often made revisions in that spot that 

was their own idea. Furthermore, the peer review process appeared to 

stimulate students to generate their own ideas of what to say or how to 

structure their ideas, and they applied those ideas in their revisions. 

The congruencies and discrepancies between what they felt that they changed, 

what changes were identified, and why they report that they did or did not make changes 

that their partners suggested are very revealing into the peer review process as a 

collaborative group activity with much potential for individual student growth. A 

discussion of the overall findings and implications of those findings follow in Chapter 5. 
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 

5.1. Overview 

This study began as an exploration, using mixed methods of categorizing and 

tabulating the comments and changes that peer reviewing and self reviewing students 

made, and then those results were examined more extensively in case studies, using audio 

recordings of the discussions, surveys following the workshopping, and interviews 

following the final drafting process. The revelations bring insights into student 

interactions and group activities that need to be considered for both teaching and further 

research. 

In this dissertation, Chapter 1 focuses on the story of how I arrived at the problem, 

both through questions in my own teaching and in an inability to solve those issues from 

the past literature. I considered the collaborative aspects of peer review and that using it 

in an Asian context where groupwork is often unfamiliar and where classrooms are often 

large and teacher centered would give an opportunity to explore the longitudinal effects 

of peer review and groupwork in this context to determine the potential and benefits for 

using it there. 

In Chapter 2, I expanded the discussion to include a review of the literature that 

has led to the use of peer review, including the shifting educational theories of writing 

that have changed through the 1960s and 1970s in which writing has shifted to being seen 

as a “process” rather than a “product” (Parker, 1972; Flower & Hayes, 1977; Petrosky & 

Brozick, 1979). I discuss the Collaborative Learning Theory (Bruffee, 1984; Kowal & 

Swain, 1994), which suggests that knowledge is socially constructed and acquired 

through negotiating meaning and the notion that social interaction contributes to students’ 
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literacy in “developmentally appropriate” ways (Daiute et al., 1993, p. 45). And this 

collaborative framework is supported by Vygotzky’s ZPD, which has been extended to 

suggest that a peer more knowledgeable or skillful in some areas can provide a scaffold 

that can help the other to progress (de Guerrero & Villamil, 2000; Swain, 2001; Hyland 

& Hyland, 2006). 

Within the literature focused on peer review, I examine the threads of literature 

that looked first at L1 speakers in which positive results were found, and then the 

attention that was turned to L2 speakers, with more mixed results (Mangelsdorf, 1989; 

Leki, 1990). Several study results indicate that L2 learners can also benefit from peer 

review by gaining audience awareness (Elbow, 1973; Elbow, 1981) and more autonomy 

in their writing, leading to students improved ability to critically read and revise their 

own writing (Villamil & de Guerrero, 1998; Berg, 1999; Miao et al., 2006). I conclude 

the chapter with a look at the literature on training in peer review, showing not only the 

need for training in order for peer review to be effective, but also the specific effects that 

training has on student affect and perspectives, especially as it pertains to this study. 

In Chapter 3, I outline the design, methodology and participants of the study, 

justifying the criteria and rigor for comment and change categorization, as well as the 

data collection techniques and training scheme. 

In Chapter 4, I examine the quantitative data of comments and changes made in 

detail, looking at each category (Content, Structure, Copyedit) and their individual 

subcategories for the number and value of comments and changes made first, and then in 

depth in case studies of peer reviewing and self reviewing students who exemplify or 
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show exceptions to the overall trends in the numbers. The results from the case studies 

are related in themes that draw coherency from them. 

The trends in the quantitative data, in addition to the in depth exploration in the 

case studies, led to several findings about peer review as a collaborative effort in which 

students exchange opinions and advice and evaluate what to apply in their own writing. 

This process of peer review was found to be significant in building students’ writing and 

thinking skills, and the exact comments that students gave each other were less important, 

although they prompted students to have their own ideas.  Those findings are discussed 

and brought to a conclusion with ties to the theoretical grounding and meaningful 

implications for researchers, program administrators, and instructors here in Chapter 5. 

 

5.2. Summary of Findings 

The research questions asked the following about giving and taking advice in the 

feedback process: (1) “Does reviewing with a peer versus self influence the type, quantity, 

or scope of feedback a student tends to be able give (such as regarding content ideas or 

essay structure)?” and (2) “In revisions, what type of comments are students more likely 

to be able to apply in making changes, and is the type or scope affected by whether the 

student identifies it themselves or from a partner?” The third question was exploratory, 

looking at proficiencies and attitudes: (3) “What reasons can be determined regarding the 

impact of students’ proficiency or attitudes on their giving or taking advice?” 

The first two questions are analyzed quantitatively first and then explored more 

extensively in case studies of students whose peer and self reviewing experiences could 

shed more light on the process that the number of type and quantity missed. This mixed 
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method not only contributed answers to the third question, but also led to the largest 

implications of the study. 

Within each category analyzed, the students’ commenting tendencies differed. In 

most subcategories, peer reviewing students made either more or nearly equal comments 

or changes, although there were some exceptions. The quantitative findings can be 

summarized as follows: 

• Within the Content category, overall, the peer reviewing students gave more 

comments and made more changes than the self reviewing students, showing 

that it positively affected their writing, such as in idea generation. The pattern 

of giving more comments in main idea and fewer in analysis and details was 

the same between self reviewing and peer reviewing students. Yet within each 

subcategory, the peer reviewing students clearly gave each other more 

feedback than students self reviewing gave themselves, although the value of 

the comments averaged approximately as good among all the students. Within 

the Content category, and within each subcategory within Content, the peer 

reviewing students made slightly more revisions than students self reviewing 

did. Although the value of the revisions averaged approximately as good 

among all the students, the peer review students changes were distinctly better 

in analysis, the subcategory which often captured added or revised 

explanations. 

• Within the Structure category, the rhetorical strategy subcategory turned into 

a focus of interest because students commented with an equally high number, 

yet the self reviewing students made considerably more changes. Both peer 
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reviewing and self reviewing students made many more comments about 

rhetorical strategy than about organization or transitioning and both groups 

overall made good comments in all areas. The large number of comments in 

rhetorical strategy could be attributed to that being the focus of the course and 

the essay, whereas organization and transitioning received only 2–3 lessons 

over the semester and some discussion on the feedback guidesheet. Two 

students also noted in an informal followup conversation that neither 

organization nor transitioning are given much attention in Chinese writing. 

Although the peer reviewing and self reviewing students had made 

approximately equal number of comments about rhetorical strategy, the self 

reviewing students made many more changes in this category, and the peer 

reviewing students made very few changes in this category. This phenomenon 

was further explored in case studies. 

• Within the Copyedit category, the peer reviewing student clearly gave each 

other more feedback than students self reviewing gave themselves, but 

alternatively, the numerically rated value of the peer reviewers’ feedback was 

much worse. Yet, although many of the peer reviewers’ comments were 

“incorrect,” they led to positive revision changes, such as completely 

rewording or reorganizing the section that the peer had indicated as having a 

problem. None of the “incorrect” comments led to negative changes, so the 

finding here can dispel the assumption that L2 speakers cannot help peer 

review grammatical and wording issues for each other. Indicating that there 
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was a problem, even by suggesting an incorrect solution, helped the writers re-

evaluate a given section and make positive changes. 

• In regards to the Scope of the comments and changes, students, both peer and 

self reviewing, who received large scale comments, overall, were able to 

address them with large scale changes, while those who did not receive large 

scale comments did not make large scale changes. There could be teaching 

implications for the value of helping students to see and make comments 

about what affects the drafts at a large scale when they are giving feedback. 

 

Several issues surfaced from looking at these findings more extensively in the 

case studies, with one important overarching conclusion that relates to all three research 

questions above. The findings show that peer reviewing does impact the quantity and 

type of feedback and revisions, but it is not a linear correspondence of feedback given to 

change made. It is clear from the findings that the importance of peer review is the 

process of students collaborating and not the product—i.e., not the type or quantity of 

feedback given.  

Quantitatively in most categories analyzed, the peer reviewing students tended to 

make more revisions, but the more interesting contributions to these conclusions were 

identified in the themes in the Findings chapter (Chapter 4): (1) Proficiency and 

Understanding:  students’ proficiencies contribute not only to the range of abstractness 

and concreteness of the feedback they gave, but students’ proficiencies also contribute to 

their ability to understand and incorporate the more abstract feedback received into their 

revisions; (2) Inspiration and Ownership: students’ revisions were often based on their 
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own inspirations and ownership of ideas rather than the exact advice received from their 

partner; (3) Copyedit Feedback: when trained how to view their roles in giving and taking 

feedback, peer reviewing students were able to take even “incorrect” feedback and apply 

it toward positive meaningful revisions. In a comparison of the advice given to how it 

was applied in revisions, it was shown that students benefitted in various ways from the 

interaction with their partner, although often not in the expected way. 

 

Students’ writing level greatly affected their revising process, for both peer and 

self reviewing students. High and low writing proficiency students in both peer and self 

reviewing groups gave comments in every subcategory, except for rhetorical strategy. 

Only the higher level students (MID and HIGH) gave comments about the rhetorical 

strategy
19

, and when lower level students (LOW and MID) were given comments about 

rhetorical strategy that they did not understand, they tended to try to make some changes 

in those locations, but the changes affected other writing features, such as organization 

rather than the rhetorical strategy addressed in the comment. 

Clearly the lower proficiency peer reviewing students, even after receiving advice 

about this abstract skill that was beyond their comprehension (rhetorical strategy), were 

able to make many good revisions corresponding to some issues, such as explaining more 

or removing sections that the writer determined she did not understand or did not need 

following the feedback (e.g., Ellie Case Study 4.3.1.1). Yet neither review process (self 

or peer) produced rhetorical strategy changes among the LOW proficiency writers, so 

                                                 
19

 One self reviewing LOW student made two written comments about rhetorical strategy, but they 

appeared to be observations with no revision intent and were rated “0.” 
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this may be an issue to consider pedagogically: how to help lower students understand the 

rhetorical issues in their own and others’ writing, since peer review did not appear to be 

the solution here. 

The more advanced writers were able to apply the feedback from their peers in 

different ways. The more advanced the writer, the more evaluative they were of the 

feedback in terms of how their writing was received by the reader. The highest 

proficiency students used the feedback to let them know where their ideas were not clear 

to their partners (e.g., Katia Case Study 4.3.1.2), and students slightly less advanced 

(MID) applied the more concrete advice to revisions and used the discussion of the more 

abstract ideas to generate their own ideas. 

The lower proficiency self reviewing students appeared unable to make positive 

rhetorical strategy comments, and since lower proficiency peer reviewing students did 

not make any changes directly for rhetorical strategy despite being given comments for it, 

it is unclear if they were at an advantage for having received advice about it, since neither 

peer or self reviewing students at this level made many rhetorical strategy changes. On 

the contrary, the more advanced self reviewing students who commented on rhetorical 

strategy were also able to apply corresponding changes in their revisions.  

This discrepancy between self reviewing students applying more rhetorical 

strategy changes could be due to several factors, and the data here did not allow me to 

differentiate. Proficiency could have played a large role, since the lower proficiency 

students from both groups made few changes in this area. Higher proficiency self 

reviewing students (HIGH and MID) made many rhetorical strategy comments and 
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changes, yet several MID and one HIGH
20

 peer reviewing students received some 

rhetorical strategy comments, but almost none of them applied them to revisions. This 

could be an indication that another factor is at play, such indicated by the Inspiration and 

Ownership theme in the Findings chapter. 

In the peer review process, even though peers in the groups made comments about 

the rhetorical strategy and the writers responded in the discussion as though they 

understood (e.g., Kevin Case Study 4.3.2.1), they tended instead to successfully apply 

changes to the ideas that they thought of themselves or that were more concrete in the 

discussion (such as regarding organization). From the case studies and follow up 

interviews, it became clear that even among the more advanced students, the peer 

reviewing students tended to apply the ideas that they understood, internalized, or thought 

of themselves.  

For example, Kevin (4.3.2.1) and Aaron (APPENDIX J) both had ideas of their 

own occur to them during the peer review discussions, and those ideas resulted in 

corresponding changes. On the other hand, the comments that their partners made that the 

writers were either less convinced of or had less understanding of resulted in changes, but 

not directly corresponding in type to the feedback given. This same principle could be 

seen in the self reviewing students, who made more changes in rhetorical strategy, but 

the self reviewing students applied the changes they, themselves, thought of.  

The advantage of peer review seen in most categories analyzed is that it 

contributed to students discussing their ideas and giving suggestions to each other, and 

                                                 
20

 This one HIGH peer reviewing student who received a comment about Rhetorical Strategy was absent 

from the workshopping day, and as was discussed in Chapter 4, and below as well, peer reviewing students 

who were absent from the face to face workshopping did not appear to benefit from peer review at all. 
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often as a result of this process or the ideas presented by their peers, the students created 

new ideas of their own.  

The findings here that peer review can be used as a meaningful collaborative 

process that contributes to students’ development of thinking and writing supports 

Vygotsky’s theoretical framework as presented in Chapter 2 in several ways. As 

suggested in Chapter 2, there are two significant ways that Vygotsky’s perspective can 

contribute to process writing theory, and here I will discuss how the findings and data of 

this study can be viewed from a standpoint of psychological development and thinking.  

The two main issues addressed by Vygotsky that this study sheds light on are (1) 

the process of formulating concepts and the oral aspect of that, and (2) the role that social 

encounters and the ZPD play in a child’s conceptual development. Vygotsky (1986) 

argues that a person’s inner speech is not comprised of words but of concepts and that 

outer speech helps in developing the concepts by putting words to them. He suggests that 

writing is a progression of visualizing the concepts by putting them in words (orally) 

before reflecting on them in inner speech (concepts) and committing them to written 

words. As this played out in this study, the students drafted their initial concepts in 

written words which they then discussed orally.  

The peer reviewing students who were absent from the discussion day, made 

revisions very much like the self reviewing students, and did not show any benefit from 

the workshopping, including that they did not apply any of the suggested revisions and 

some of their analysis was rated as “-1” (“slightly worsens the paper or point”), as was 

the pattern with self reviewing students and not with other peer reviewing students (see 

Table 6). As this fits with Vygotsky’s theory, without the oral component, their concepts 
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were not clarified or further developed with words. The inner speech of thinking was 

concepts, not words. 

Vygotsky (1986) also refers to children reaching “higher developmental stage[s]” 

(p. 140) of adolescent concept development, and this could explain the different level of 

thinking displayed in the revision tactics and abilities of the students identified as at 

different proficiencies. Some students were at a developmental stage of being able to 

apply the abstract concepts they had grasped (both self and peer reviewing students), and 

other students were only able to apply some of the more concrete concepts. 

This relates also to the second point of Vygotsky’s framework underlying this 

study: the role of the ZPD in conceptual development. Since the peer reviewing groups 

were of mixed proficiencies, the zones of development for all students could be seen as 

overlapping, or “proximal.” The more proficient students gave their peers some more 

abstract feedback (e.g., rhetorical strategy) and some more concrete (e.g., organization), 

and the less proficient ones applied what they understood and the more proficient ones 

applied what they were able to. As a part of the students discussing their ideas with others 

in their zone of proximal development, with similar experience, similar abilities, same 

language, they were able in the discussion to help their peers find the words to develop 

their own concepts that had not yet been developed in words on paper yet.  

This is what I propose is happening as students are peer reviewing and discussing 

their writing before revising. The writing is the students’ attempt to capture their concepts 

in words, which it often does not fully do. As a peer reads their writing, there will be gaps 

in understanding, where the concept is not well or fully conveyed or is not well conveyed 

for the intended audience, depending on the assignment. As the peers discuss the writing, 
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the writer hears how their concept was received, and as he or she has to re-express it in 

words or hears the words of the peers discussing it, those words help the concept continue 

to formulate. This can be why many times in this study, the revisions did not follow the 

peers’ suggestions. The discussion was successful as part of the process of helping the 

writer build their own concepts, and the training helped prepare students to use it that 

way and avoided them feeling forced to use their peers’ concepts in their rewriting. 

Because there are subtle factors in which the writer needs to understand the role 

of using the peer as a reader and responder, and the peer needs to understand their role as 

an active reader and responder, training is important. They need to be trained in their 

roles, trained so that they will be receptive to the process, and trained so that they have 

some proficiency to lend their expertise and experience to the zone of development, for 

their peer and for themselves. 

As these findings have shown, the value in the peer review process, following 

intentional training, came from the group cohesion, the group interaction, the students’ 

own reflection following the review, and the students’ own ability to understand and co-

construct the comments and ideas they received from their peers. In the past, research has 

indicated that students feel that peer review can help generate ideas, unless their peer 

does not know much about their topic (Mangelsdorf, 1992), but this current study has 

shown that students are developing a skill far more complex in the peer review process 

than merely gaining ideas from their partner. The students at both the higher and lower 

levels of writing proficiency learned from the experience to actively participate with the 

perspectives and ideas of their peers about their work. They had to reflect on their peers 

comments and critically evaluate not only their own ideas but what their peers’ 
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perspectives showed about their writing about their ideas.  These skills of critical 

reflection and collaboration that can be gained through peer review in the writing process 

are valuable for all students to learn, but especially for Chinese students who have not 

likely had many opportunities to do so in the traditional Chinese educational system. 

5.3. Implications of findings 

5.3.1. For Researchers 

This study was designed as a basis for a longitudinal follow up study, to further 

investigate the long term implications and effects of using groupwork with EFL students 

who then study abroad in the US. Since groupwork and teamwork are often components 

of courses in western tertiary education and is often considered critical in working 

environments, this follow up study can shed light on what factors in peer review as 

introductory groupwork training and interaction can contribute to students’ attitudes and 

interactions in the future. This follow up study can also examine their future writing 

practices, which are often group assignments, to determine what practices they continue 

to use in US university writing, and what contributes to their successful or lack of success 

in doing so. 

 

One puzzling result of the study here is how the rhetorical strategy feature was 

revised so much differently than the other writing features. Students’ revision tactics 

were not only greatly affected by students’ writing proficiency, but also self reviewing 

students applied many more rhetorical strategy changes than the peer reviewing students. 

It appears that rhetorical strategy requires a cognitive level of processing that some lower 

proficiency students are not ready to process in either a peer or self reviewing process. 
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Further study could help develop a more nuanced examination of not only the cognitive 

features of understanding and applying rhetorically persuasive strategies but also 

pedagogical methods to help lower proficiency students do so. 

Past research has shown that peer review can help students gain more audience 

awareness by placing peers as the audience that students are writing to persuade (Elbow, 

1973; Elbow, 1981; Mittan, 1989), and as such, the peers can give feedback about what is 

persuasive for them. The assignment in this study was more abstract, in that students had 

to pick an audience to persuade, and in most cases, the peers were not that final audience.  

Because self reviewing students made so many more rhetorical strategy changes 

than the peer reviewing students, future study could also explore the issues of student 

ownership of ideas in peer review and writing. It could be that writers’ opinions of how 

to persuade an abstract audience are so deeply held or internalized that simple peer 

review discussions do not penetrate and convince or show them how to make a rhetorical 

change in their writing. Or it could be a proficiency issue. No peer reviewing groups in 

this study had a HIGH proficiency student participating in the workshopping
21

 receiving 

rhetorical strategy comments, so it was not possible to know if a highly proficient 

student writer who understood the concepts of persuading an abstract audience could or 

would apply the suggestions from her partner. A future study could explore this issue of 

ownership of ideas versus writing proficiency. 

Another direction of future study is examination the peer review (or peer tutoring) 

process, particularly with attention to the ownership and internalization of feedback 

                                                 
21

 One peer reviewing HIGH student (Gina) received rhetorical strategy comments from her MID partner, 

but she was absent from workshopping and responded in a follow up interview that she received the 

comments too late to apply them. 
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issues between using in ESL and EFL situations, as well as when the L1 and the L2 is 

used in discussions.  Kamimura (2006) looked at Japanese students in an EFL context 

and found very positive results of peer review. The students negotiated much of the peer 

review sessions in their native language, so it is not clear how much this may have 

contributed to their comfort level exchanging ideas and advice.  This was not the first 

study of Japanese student with positive results, so it could bear further investigation what 

might be contributing to such groups of second language learners responding so well to 

peer review. The students in this study were in an EFL context and most students 

negotiated the workshopping in the L1, but more advanced students used a combination 

of the L1 and L2, and the most advanced students used largely the L2. A focus on the 

language used for exchange of ideas, and whether the context is ESL or EFL, could be 

very important in students internalizing and taking ownership of the ideas exchanged. 

 

5.3.2. For Program Administrators or Coordinators  

Considering the impact that the collaborative environment of the peer review 

process can have on student’s critical and reflective thinking, there are implications for 

program administrators and coordinators, especially those in Chinese contexts, to 

consider. The peer review process can contribute to students' growth in critical thinking 

and collaborative skills, and these skills will be valuable to their individual growth 

regardless of whether they will be studying abroad as the students in this study were, or 

whether they will be later finding jobs in which they need to employ such skills. As one 

student, Kevin, in this study astutely commented in a follow up interview after finishing 

his first year in a respected university in the Midwest of the US:  
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“I think it’s a shortcoming of Chinese classes, because I think team work is much 

more important than individual work, because I think in the future when I am in 

job, I have to cooperate with colleagues and that is more important… if I go back 

to China, I think I will be much more competitive than other because I have better 

skills of cooperating.” 

A further reason for writing program administrators, especially those in Chinese 

contexts, to consider integrating peer review into the program is that there is unlikely any 

other course to find and enhance in this way these skills of negotiating language, critical 

reflection, and group interaction. Considering Vygotsky’s (1986), as well as Bruffee’s 

(1984), perspective that there is a social nature to writing and that writing is a process of 

internalizing and then externalizing thought and language, where else can students be 

encouraged and taught to think clearly about how to express their perspective of someone 

else’s idea or way of expressing their own idea? And where else can they be taught to 

actively engage with someone else doing the same for them, and taught to evaluate the 

input from a peer about how to better express their own idea? 

If the value of the type of collaborative environment that peer review engenders is 

recognized, it is worthwhile considering the feasibility of building it into the writing 

curriculum and teacher training. Training teachers would be the first step, since 

instructors need to understand the importance, as well as the procedures, for them to 

implement it and train the students of the importance and procedures. This is not an easy 

task, especially in China where teachers are often accustomed to being the holders and 

dispensers of knowledge in the classroom and where they realize that students have that 

expectation of them. As Bruffee (1984) argues, teachers are not the key of knowledge or 
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“truth” (p. 646), but knowledge is maintained and developed through discourse, and 

collaborative learning provides a platform for the conversations and learning to take place. 

Both teachers and students will be more likely to actively participate if they can see the 

collaborative environment as an opportunity for an experience that will be beneficial to 

their future.  

Helping teachers realize that by training students in the collaborative writing 

environment of peer review they are teaching a concept that is much more complex and 

useful than “writing” can be a first step. If they can see the value, they can train the 

students to understand that they are learning more from the experience than writing, and 

that it is an experience that can affect their way of thinking and their ability to evaluate 

their own work and their own thoughts. They can help their students understand that 

cooperation and team work is a skill that will give them an edge on the competition on 

the job. Recommendations for implementation at the instructor level will be addressed in 

the section below, and those can be considered by program administrators in teacher 

training. 

The next consideration is how the peer review process can be implemented in the 

writing curriculum at a program level, especially in Chinese contexts where students may 

otherwise be unlikely to have such an experience. Teachers and students will both be 

more inclined to consider it integral to a course if it is built into the syllabus, assignments, 

and course grade. The training can be built with appropriate pacing into the syllabus, the 

assignments can include such activities as appropriately paced writing and training 

assignments, and grades for participation or quality of comments and workshopping can 

be included in the overall grading scheme. Once the peer review process is fully 
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integrated into the program and syllabi, it is important to simultaneously ensure that 

teachers are brought on board to the idea through training so that this integration does not 

seem forced and unwanted. 

5.3.3. For Classroom Instructors  

The past research has clearly shown that peer review will be most effective if 

students are adequately trained (Stanley, 1992; Berg, 1999) and that even lower 

proficiency students can participate well in peer review when adequately trained (Nelson 

& Murphy, 1993). Many studies have introduced suggestions for training activities, and 

this study is one of the few to introduce a semester long training scheme that was quite 

successful. It could be used as a springboard or guideline, although, as every teacher 

knows, adjustments can be made to fit the needs of the class. 

Table 8: Training Scheme Recommendations 

Training Goal 

Feedback Guidesheets (Liu & Hansen, 2002): A 

guidesheet can have two columns: one to give 

students specific things to look for on their own 

or their peers’ drafts, and one to give specific 

things to say in a comment in response to what 

they saw.  

Use a short bit of classtime, 20 minutes or less, 

before each review session to have students as a 

class help develop or revise a Feedback 

Guidesheet. 

This is to help them to trust 

each other’s ability to give 

meaningful advice and 

feedback, and also to be well 

trained on the writing features 

of the course. The guidesheet 

can assist them in the language 

for giving advice as well. 

Teacher conference about comments for 

partner (Min, 2008): Pair students, requiring 

them to write comments for their partner on a 

second draft one day, then meet with the 

instructor briefly about their comments for their 

partner’s draft another day, then they meet with 

their partner in person to talk about their 

comments another day. 

This also is to help build their 

trust in their partner’s ability 

to give feedback, as well as 

build their own ability to give 

feedback. This also helps 

ensure that all students have 

meaningful comments to talk 

to their partners about. 
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Talk Aloud (Hu, Using peer review with 

Chinese ESL student writers, 2005): Put a draft 

on the overhead and give students a hard copy of 

their own to take notes. Read the draft aloud, and 

stop where something is unclear or you want to 

write a comment. As a reader, talk aloud your 

thoughts on what is not clear and what you are 

writing in the comment. (Students in my study 

were familiar with, or receptive to using, 

Microsoft Word’s “Track Changes” and 

“Comment” features for giving comments, so I 

used this for my demonstration and suggested 

that they give comments that way, although it 

was not a requirement.) 

This is to help students see a 

real example of what to look 

for in a draft and to understand 

the mechanics and the 

procedure for thinking about 

comments and writing 

comments. 

Partner workshopping: Assigned students to 

workshop with just one partner as part of the 

training. Emphasized that this is part of the 

training and that if they have asked their partner 

questions if they still feel unsure about 

something, they can ask you, the instructor, as 

you circulated around the classroom. 

Although some past 

suggestions have been made 

that 3–5 is the ideal size of 

workshopping groups  in order 

to have mixed proficiencies, 

the goal for training is for 

students to be able to focus on 

giving advice about just one 

draft at a time. 

Grades: For all commenting assignments, 

including the partner workshopping above, it is 

recommended to include a grade assignment for 

the comments, either as accountability or value of 

the comments. 

Research has shown that 

students are willing to put in 

more effort to the review and 

that the feedback is better 

when they receive some grade 

for their effort or are held 

accountable for it (Mittan, 

1989; Ferris & Hedgcock, 

2005; Min, 2008). 

 

A further recommendation for instructors following the results of this study is to 

consider peer review and groupwork in the writing classroom as part of the process. 

Although training students how to evaluate their peers’ writing and give effective 

comments for improvement is important, it is equally important to communicate to the 

students that much of what they gain and their partners gain are from the discussion 
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process and from the ideas generated. It should be emphasized that as partners, they are 

discussing the writing, the reviewer to give their feedback as a reader, and the writer to 

gain ideas and perspective from an outside reader about what may or may not be clear. 

The writer does not have an obligation to apply every idea or suggestion from their 

partner, but those suggestions can help them think of something on their own that will be 

useful to them in expressing their ideas. 

In grouping students, mixed proficiencies appears helpful since all levels were 

able to give useful feedback, although only the higher proficiency students gave more 

abstract feedback, such as regarding rhetorical strategy. Regardless of the proficiency of 

the students receiving the feedback, when they receive feedback at all levels of 

abstractness, they tend to apply what they can understand and internalize. 

One further consideration is how within the curriculum to help the lower 

proficiency EFL students grasp the more complex and abstract concepts, such as the 

rhetorical strategies of persuading an absent audience. Pacing could be one solution, in 

other words, having one prior writing assignment in which students can write for a peer 

audience, and peer review for audience considerations in that assignment, since past 

studies have shown that peer feedback can help audience awareness when the peers are 

the audience rather than the teacher. Once students have been the intended audience 

themselves, they may be better prepared to evaluate intangible audiences. An abstract 

level of thinking is to be encouraged, but this additional step of peers as an audience 

could help students take the steps there. As every teacher knows, having the time in the 

course for each “useful” step is the challenge. 
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For writing instructors in a Chinese context, the implications are significant, but 

the implementation will likely be different than this study. This study had three unique 

characteristics that may need adjustments where these are not the case: (1) The classes 

had only 20 students, not the typical 50–70 students of many Chinese classrooms; (2) 

Students’ English level was quite advanced, and a few had spent several months studying 

in an English speaking country; and (3) All students in this program were intending to 

study university abroad in the US.  

The students had never done workshopping before, so a rigorous training scheme 

was needed for them, just as it would be other Chinese contexts. Even though most 

students in many Chinese classrooms will not be intending to study abroad, the 

collaborative skills that teamwork and groupwork can bring can be beneficial for their 

critical thinking skills and future job opportunities. If this value can be seen, the time 

could be considered well spent. 

If the benefit is accepted, the challenge of managing the classroom and student 

logistics remains, and this challenge was not explored by this study. The considerations 

could be summarized as the following, and instructors could explore or action research 

the viability in large classrooms with students of average English and writing skills: 

• Size: 3 to 4 is the recommended number of students in a group, although 

for larger classrooms, 4 to 5 students can minimize the number of 

groups—and noise level (Liu & Hansen, 2002). 

• Mixed abilities: With relatively large groups, mixing proficiencies could 

allow at least a couple higher and a couple lower proficiencies in a group. 

Both higher and lower proficiencies can allow for good feedback from a 
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variety of levels of readers if they are well trained, but the higher may be 

able to give more abstract advice as well. 

• Teacher conferences: Teachers may wish to conference individually but 

with a large number of students, using the “self review” model of this 

study for a quarter of the class for each essay could give the opportunity 

for individual attention while promoting that students to review their own 

work. Teachers could use the time part of the class is peer workshopping 

to individually meet (5–7 min. each) with a quarter of the class. Over 4 

essays, the entire class could have the opportunity to self and peer review, 

growing in both skills. 

 

5.3.4. For Peer Tutors 

The dynamics of a peer tutoring situation is slightly different from a classroom 

peer review context, but some implications from this study are important to consider. The 

main issue found in this study is that in the process of peer review, what benefits the 

writer is not necessarily just the comments given. Applied to a peer tutor situation, for the 

tutoring to be successful, both the tutor and tutee need to actively participate in the 

process. 

Just as with peer review, both the tutor and tutee need to be trained. In most 

writing centers where tutoring will take place, the tutor will be trained, but since it is 

unrealistic to expect students to come in to the center to be trained how to make the most 

of the tutoring experience, a practical solution can be for the tutor to spend the first 

couple minutes setting the tone for the session. The reason that tutees need to be trained 
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is because, as this study has shown, a student writer is more likely to take an idea and 

apply it if they have internalized it or have thought of it on their own. As such, the tone 

for the tutoring session needs to be set from the start that the tutor is an audience for the 

ideas written, and their response or questions can give the writer ideas or show where 

their ideas are not clear. The writer can then leave with ideas they thought of themselves 

or knowing what was not clear to their audience, the tutor. 

Since the tutors will be hired, trained, and supervised, there are more options for 

training them in strategies and principles that can make the tutoring experience most 

successful. One principle that should affect the way that tutors relate to the student’s 

writing is that student writers, their tutees, will leave them and only apply what they have 

internalized or thought of themselves. They are an audience for the writer, and they can 

help the writers know where their ideas are not clear. Students usually come in for 

tutoring because they need help with their writing, i.e., they are not able to communicate 

their ideas well. One method can be for the tutor to first let the writer know that they are 

taking the role of the audience, and then ask questions to find the writer’s idea, making 

sure that the tone of the session continues with the writer free to have more ideas of their 

own. As Bruffee (1984) states: "What students do when working collaboratively on their 

writing is not write or edit or, least of all, [proofread]. What they do is converse" (p. 645). 

Another principle that tutors can keep in mind is that some feedback that they 

give their tutees, the writer might not take or might not understand, so the level of 

abstractness of the advice can vary for the student needs, the student’s assignment, and 

the interactions in the session. Although some advice may seem too advanced, such as 

rhetorical strategy was in this study, when paired with other more concrete advice, such 
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as to give more explanation of an idea or connection more clearly, the student will apply 

what they are able to understand, so giving both levels of advice can be good because it 

will let the student grasp as much as they are able to. 

 

 

5.4. Limitations of the Study 

Peer review has been used in variations for all ages of elementary through tertiary 

school, and this study focuses only on students in a university level course, aged 17-18 

years old. Developmentally the participants are older than 16, at a stage in Piaget’s theory 

of children’s developmental process of being able to use operations of “more 

sophisticated hypothetico-deductive logic” (Petrosky & Brozick, 1979, p. 97). There are 

developmental considerations concerning the results of this study, particularly the 

findings of students applying revisions based on their inspirations and own ideas, and that 

their level of understanding, such as of abstract concepts, varied greatly on their writing 

proficiency. Students younger than 16 may respond differently to abstract concepts, and it 

cannot be concluded how they would respond to revising based on their own inspirations 

or ideas. The results of this study can only be applied to advanced EFL tertiary students 

in a Chinese context, but the principles of interaction and groupwork can be considered 

more widely, taking into account the variables involved with these participants. 

 

Furthermore, three main issues arose during the course of the study that should be 

considered in future studies of this nature or in following up on this study. The first two 

were issues regarding the coding scheme. The comments were coded both by a rating 
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value and a Format with the intention of capturing the effect that the way the comments 

were given had on the whether they were applied and how they were applied in revisions. 

The rating for both comments and changes was intended to capture whether a particular 

type of comment were prompting students to make better or worse or more or fewer 

changes. 

In looking at the ratings of both comments and changes, the only use for the 

ratings came in the Copyedit category in which the “correct” and “incorrect” comments 

or changes showed that even “incorrect” Copyedit comments were not incorrectly applied 

by peers and that although peers made more “incorrect” comments, they made better 

changes. In every other category, the rating category was not useful and returned only an 

overall result that students made between generally positive comments and changes. 

Since this was to be expected, the results in the other categories were uninteresting. Since 

the intent was to find out how the comments affected the changes, it would have been 

necessary to give students some training on how to give “good” comments (such as 

clarifying or suggesting, as outlined by Liu and Hansen, (2002)). 

In looking at the participants’ Format of comments to each other, the types 

weighed strongly toward “suggestions.” An original intent had been to analyze how the 

type of comment affected students’ revisions, but since they were mostly suggestions, it 

was not meaningful to analyze the comment Formats further. Some past studies have 

trained students on the different stances (Min, 2006) in giving comments, and since this 

was not part of my training scheme, this could have contributed to the students defaulting 

to their own naturally preferred stance. Although this limited one vein of analysis, this is 
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not seen as an inhibition to the study since it is impractical to train students on every facet 

of peer review, and it also gives insight into students’ naturally occurring feedback type. 

The last issue is the rhetorical strategy subcategory that is placed in the Structure 

category in this study. From the results and analyses in this study, it became clear that 

rhetorical strategy is a writing feature that is unlike and separate from all the others. 

Firstly, it has abstract qualities and was identified as a “strategy” if the student first 

identified their comment as having a persuasive purpose. Because it was coded in this 

category only if it had this purpose, it could be coded in comments only if the student 

identified their purpose, and it could be coded in revisions only if it was a response to 

such a comment. 

The further indication that this subcategory was different than the others was that 

it was almost always encountered with another writing feature, such as details or 

organization. Because students’ identifying the purpose caused it to be coded as 

rhetorical strategy, the concrete part of the comment or change was also coded, such as 

when the comment was to “add more details in order to persuade the audience that it 

could happen to them.” 

The rhetorical strategy categorization issue resulted in the identification of an 

issue that should be considered in further studies. The results showed that self reviewing 

students made more rhetorical strategy changes than peer reviewing students, and this 

could, in part, be due to the way that rhetorical strategies were identified. The rhetorical 

issues could be identified by peers in the peer reviewing groups and by students 

themselves the self reviewing groups. Then in the identifying the changes, rhetorical 

strategy would like have only been coded if the self reviewing students changed what 
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they already identified, so what they had been thinking about. Yet, the peer reviewing 

students’ rhetorical strategy changes would only be coded if they made the changes that 

their peer identified. If they did not make those changes (which most did not), but instead 

made changes that they thought of but in no way identified that they did so for persuasive 

purposes, those changes would not have been coded as rhetorical strategy. To further 

identify what rhetorical strategy changes peer review students will make that they 

thought of but that did not come from their peer would have to be investigated with a 

design that can capture the self inspired changes of peer reviewing students. 

  

5.5. Conclusion 

Much insightful research has been done in peer review over the last 30 years, first 

with native speakers of English and then with second language speakers. Attention has 

been given to whether training is important, and then to how to best train students to peer 

review. Drafts and comments have been analyzed to determine what students give 

feedback on or do not give feedback on, and whether students incorporate feedback more 

from peers or from teachers. Methods of giving feedback, such as electronically or on 

paper, synchronously or asynchronously have been explored. Advantages and 

disadvantages of each have been evaluated and discussed at length.  

This dissertation is a longitudinal study that spanned two semesters and focused 

on the students’ peer review and drafting process throughout one essay. A specific 

training scheme was used and was considered instrumental to the success of the peer 

review process and results. The first two research questions carried a similar vein of 

many past studies, looking specifically at what students give and take feedback about, 
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although a larger variety of subcategories was examined and students were deliberately 

not put in a paradigm of having the option of getting feedback from a peer versus teacher, 

but rather from a peer or self (with a brief opportunity to bring their own questions to the 

teacher). Because of the uniqueness of group interactions in peer review, I also set an 

exploratory research question which I could further examine through additional survey 

and interview data. 

The results of this dissertation led to meaningful insights into the peer review 

process, and the impact and value that the process has on students’ writing and revision, 

highlighting that the value comes from students pointing out where things need changed 

or are not clear and that what the comment is exactly is incidental and often not applied 

in revisions. Since students were able to gain ideas and make revisions following the 

feedback and discussions, regardless of their proficiency, the theoretical implications are 

in strong support of Vygosky’s framework, not only that the ZPD applies to peer support 

being a useful scaffold in the writing process, but even more that collaboration and oral 

discussion plays a critical role in the formulation of concepts. The peer review 

interactions leading students to developing new ideas that they then implemented in 

revisions reinforces Mittan’s (1989) theories that writing is a social process and that the 

social nature of language cannot be ignored. 

There are further directions for research, exploring issues of writer ownership of 

ideas and language use in the workshopping process, and longitudinally exploring the 

impact of the groupwork on future university and job interactions. There are implications 

for applying the findings to collaborative learning situations in both teaching and peer 

tutoring in writing. Writing can tend to be a very individual process, but the value of 
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collaborative learning cannot be overlooked in stimulating students’ creativity, thought, 

and development of concepts.  
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APPENDIX A: COMMENT CATEGORY EXAMPLES 
 

The Content categories for comments are defined as below and include both large 

and small scale comments: 

• Main Idea: The comment references the main idea of the essay or 

something that could affect the main idea, on either a large or small scale. 

Table 9: Examples of comments in the Main Idea category 

Small scale 

example:  

(peer reviewer, S16, highlighted three sentences)  

“Remember that your focus is not on other debates, but 

your own view!” 

Large scale 

example:  

(self reviewer, S20, at the end of the draft in red, not 

highlighting anything)  

“The three points are separated, (nutrition; environmental 

friendly; human health), do I require to write down a 

crux issue for these three point.” 

 

• Analysis: The comment refers to need for analysis or explanation. 

Table 10: Examples of comments in the Analysis category 

Small scale 

example:  

(self reviewer, S4, highlighted a sentence) 

“I think I should analysis more and add some of my own 

ideas.” 

(peer reviewer, S16, highlighted a sentence) 

“… and explain them a little in the intro.” 

Large scale 

example:  

(self reviewer, S10, wrote a bulleted end comment) 

“Those main points (arguments) should be enriched and 

explained further.” 

 

• Details: The comment suggests more details or examples be given. 

Table 11: Examples comments in of the Details category 

Small scale 

example:  

(self reviewer, S11, comment at the end of a paragraph) 

“I need to use some specific example or citation here to 

analysis why MIS with internet is better than the 

traditional one. Also…”  

Large scale 

example:  

(self reviewer, S5, at the end of the draft in red, not 

highlighting anything) 

“…And I really have a problem on the details between 

my essay 2 and 3, are there any problems if I talked 

about the same problem in both essays?  Sometimes I 

just feel I cannot right any more details of my opinion, so 

my paper is always not long, how I solve it?” 

(peer reviewer, S14, at the end of the draft in red, not 

highlighting anything) 

“I think your examples of individuals who has studied in 

these colleges are plenty. Maybe you essay will be more 
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persuasive if you add statistics such as public polls or big 

university students’ view.” 

 

The Structure categories for comments are defined as below and are identified for 

each draft and include both large and small scale comments: 

• Rhetorical Strategy: The comment refers to a rhetorical strategy being 

used or needed. 

Table 12: Examples of comments in the Rhetorical Strategy category 

Small scale 

example:  

(peer reviewer, S16, highlights 5 short sentences) 

“When you quote or state some facts, you’d better try to 

make more sense by describing the same facts or issues 

in your own way or from your angle, so that your 

perspectives will invisibly influence your audience. If 

you just say like “some people blablabla; others 

blablabla,” audience will not know your viewpoint, and it 

looks objective and not so persuasive.” 

Large scale 

example:  

(self reviewer, S20, at the end of the draft in red, not 

highlighting anything) 

“I use my personal experience as introduction and 

conclusion, so they are a link through out the whole 

article.  However, the problem is that the conclusion does 

not push the whole article forward, which will weaken 

my statement.” 

 

• Organization: The comment refers to reordering ideas or sentences, in 

paragraphs or across paragraphs. 

Table 13: Examples of comments in the Organization category 

Small scale 

example:  

(peer reviewer, S16, highlighted a sentence) 

“There are two ideas that you can separate them and…” 

Large scale 

example:  

(self reviewer, S20, side comment at the first body point) 

“I want my point to step up, so how can I arrange for 

these three point?” 

 

• Transitioning: The comment refers to words, sentences, or phrases that 

function, or are needed, to better connect sentences or paragraphs. 

Table 14: Examples of comments in the Transitioning category 

Small scale 

example:  

(peer reviewer, S15, highlighted a sentence) 

“What is the relationship between this question and this 

paragraph?” 

Large scale 

example:  

(peer reviewer, S16, side comment at beginning, 

highlighting nothing) 

“The general comment that I want to give you is: your 

sentences sometimes look disorder because you put 

different ideas in one sentence, and connection between 
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those sentences are not so close. The suggestion is that 

you can read your sentences when writing them, to see 

whether it is smooth to turn from the last idea to the next 

idea.” 

 

The Copyedit categories for comments are defined as below and are identified for 

each draft and include both large and small scale comments: 

• Wording: The comment refers to a word, phrase or sentence as being 

unclear or needing reworded or changed. 

Table 15: Examples of comments in the Wording category 

Small scale 

example:  

(peer reviewer, S4, highlighted the word “data”) 

Gave alternative word “statistic” 

(self reviewer, S19, used Word’s “Track changes” to 

show the rewording) 

Suggests change from: 

“I am not here to ask you to do any thing but I just 

want to make a warning that Prozac is…”
22

 

To: 

“I am not here to ask you for resist Prozac or other 

anti-depression drugs but here to claim the warning 

that Prozac is…” 

Large scale 

example:  

(self reviewer, S20, comment at before title in red) 

“Is it proper to use some attractive language in this 

serious science topic? How can I be attractive? Eg: how 

to phrase?” 

 

• Grammar/Mechanics: The comment refers to the grammar, citation, or 

MLA format. 

• Table 16: Examples of comments in the Grammar/Mechanics category 

Small scale 

example:  

(self reviewer, S10, highlighted a phrase) 

“Wrong citation format. Can I use the same resource in 

essay two? (Maybe all the resources)” 

(peer review, S2, used Word’s “Track changes” to show 

the changes) 

Suggests change from: 

“Recently there have been several efforts by officials of 

international society, especially the U.S. government, to 

persuade the government” 

To: 

“Recently there are several efforts made by officials of 

international society, especially the U.S. government, 

persuading the government” 

                                                 
22

 To avoid confusion with the italicized headings in the tables in the appendices, grammar and wording 

changes not in the original drafts will be identified with bold text. 
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Large scale 

example:  

(peer reviewer, S18, at the end of the draft in red, not 

highlighting anything) 

“Do a right MLA.” 

(self reviewer, S5, at the end of the draft in red, not 

highlighting anything) 

“I think I need to work hard on my citations in my paper 

because some of them I didn’t show in my essay two…” 

 

The comments were additionally marked in three categories to indicate the way 

the Format in which the comment was given: suggestion, alteration, problem, or other. 

These categories were selected, similar to Liu & Sadler (2003), in order to consider how 

the type of comment might influence which comment students were better able to apply 

with positive results. 

• Suggestion: Comment indicating a specific suggestion for how a word, 

phrase, or sentence needs changed (but does not give an word exact 

change) (from Liu & Hansen, p. 129). 

Table 17: Examples of the Suggestion category 

Small scale 

example:  

(self review, S5, highlighted a word at the start of a 

sentence) 

(details) 

“I just mentioned about the four main comparisons here, 

need much more details.” 

Large scale 

example:  

(peer reviewer, S18, at the end of the draft in red, not 

highlighting anything) 

(grammar/mechanics) 

“Do a right MLA.” 

 

• Alteration: Comments that give a specific alternative for what to change a 

word, phrase, or sentence to. (from Liu & Hansen, p. 129). 

Table 18: Examples of the Alteration category 

Small scale 

example:  

(peer review, S2, used Word’s “Track changes” to show 

the changes) 

(Grammar/Mechanics) 

Suggests change from: 

“Recently there have been several efforts by officials of 

international society, especially the U.S. government, to 

persuade the government” 

To: 

“Recently there are several efforts made by officials of 

international society, especially the U.S. government, 

persuading the government” 

Large scale 

example:  

None 
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• Problem: Comments or questions that indicate that there is a problem but 

do not suggest a solution. 

Table 19: Examples of the Problem category 

Small scale 

example:  

(peer reviewer, S2, comment in red after bullet outline of 

the body) 

(Rhetorical Strategy) 

“(here, I am not sure whether you should indicate the 

disadvantages meanwhile because your side is the 

appreciation of the RMB is advantageous.)” 

Large scale 

example:  

(self reviewer, S20, comment at before title in red) 

(Wording) 

“Is it proper to use some attractive language in this 

serious science topic? How can I be attractive? Eg: how 

to phrase?” 

 

• Other: Complements, self narration, or off-task comment to partner with 

no implied need for change. 

Table 20: Examples of the Other category 

Small scale 

example:  

(peer reviewer, S16, side comment at the end of a 

paragraph) 

(Main Idea) 

“Very good comparison, but…” 

Large scale 

example:  

(self reviewer, S19, side comment at the end of the intro 

paragraph) 

(Rhetorical Strategy) 

“This advertisement from the Internet is actually a way to 

attract the audience attention. I am not copying it from 

any website but actually this is a brief summary of a 

whole article.” 
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APPENDIX B: CHANGE CATEGORY EXAMPLES 
 

The changes between drafts were analyzed by the same Content, Structure, and 

Copyedit categories as the comments. Following are these categories as defined for 

changes made between drafts. 

The Content categories are defined with examples below and are identified for 

each draft and include both large and small scale changes. The examples are highlighted 

or explained to make the changes clear. 

• Main Idea: The main idea of the essay was changed or affected, 

throughout several places or in one specific place. Or, a new point was 

added that affects, supports, or changes the main idea. 

Table 21: Examples of changes in the Main Idea category 

Small scale 

example:  

(peer reviewed, S16) 

2
nd

 Draft introduction paragraph: 

“However, the next moment, “tourism” leaped into my 

mind, which has become an industry with huge profits 

and uncountable commercial opportunities in the 

famous tourist city: Lijiang.” 

Final Draft introduction paragraph: 

“However, the next moment, Lijiang’s tourism abruptly 

leaped into my mind.  This service industry has been 

packaged meticulously by commercialization, just like 

a piece of jewelry which is carved delicately and 

burnished smoothly, displaying totally for economic 

benefits.” 

Description of change: 

In the Final Draft, she better articulated the controversy 

(commercialization versus economic benefits), hinting at 

her perspective against it. 

Large scale 

example:  

(Self reviewed, S20) 

2
nd

 Draft: 

The only reference to “taste” is final sentence in 

conclusion paragraph: “Many in the near future, GM 

food will overwhelm the market with high quality, better 

taste, but rational price.” 

Final Draft: 

In the Final Draft, she adds a paragraph after the 

introduction: 

“As a fervent cook, I usually go to the supermarket to 

pick up the freshest vegetables and fruits with my mom. 

Some trivial changes in recent years have attracted my 

curiosity: the tomato can sustain a longer time without 

softening, the apple is bigger and bigger year by year and 

on the bottle of soybean oil, three words finally give my 

answer--genetically modified oil. These foods are all 
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genetically modified, but before I did some research, I 

did not recognize the altered genes only by tasting them. 

To my personal knowledge, only the target genes have 

been changed, like the softening genes of tomato, while 

the other genes stay the same, especially the genes that 

control taste. As a result, people do not need to worry 

about the changing the taste of GM food.” 

Description of change: 

Although the phrase “better taste” is referred to in the 2
nd

 

Draft conclusion, it was not incorporated as a main point, 

so adding a paragraph on that point in the Final 

Paragraph was a “Main Idea” change that affected the 

argument on a large scale. 

 

• Analysis: More analysis, explanation, or commentary that is not fact is 

given for a specific point or paragraph. 

Table 22: Examples of changes the Analysis category 

Small scale 

example:  

(Self reviewed, S4) 

2
nd

 Draft, end of introduction paragraph: 

“However, I think we have put lots of attentions to the 

international market, ignored our own market for a long 

time.  We have the bright future and now we meet a huge 

chance to create our career to make big success.” 

Final Draft, end of introduction paragraph: 

“However, I think we had put lots of attention to the 

international market, and ignored our own market for a 

long time.  It is the opportunity to move the core back.  

Our domestic market still has strength to create our 

own sky.  Because we have the bright future and we 

meet a huge challenge to develop our economic faster 

if we defeat it.” 

Description of change: 

The change is minor, but she adds a sentence of 

explanation and she changes another sentence to better 

explain her point. 

Large scale 

example:  

(Self reviewed, S10) 

2
nd

 Draft: 

The 2
nd

 Draft was 560 words with the paragraphs short or 

combining several points. 

Final Draft: 

The Final Draft was 1322 words, with many of his 2
nd

 

Draft points expanded into more paragraphs, with more 

examples, and explained. 

Description of change: 

Because the added explanation and analysis of his points 
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were spread throughout the draft, I consider this Large 

scale Analysis changes. (See above, same essay also has 

Large scale Analysis changes.) 

An example of added analysis, following an added 

example, neither in the 2
nd

 Draft is as follows: 

“However, with the continuous development and 

enhancement of artificial intelligence, it will gradually 

has some clear advantages over the human as the ability 

to quickly perform complex calculations and the ability 

to keep energetic.  Some unemployments are happening 

in specific fields like industry, and currently the only 

restriction of AI is that technology is not mature enough 

to have all the abilities that human beings have.  Once 

the artificial intelligence is mature enough to do all the 

things that humans are able to do with much more 

efficiency and accuracy, the unemployment in a great 

scale therefore is unavoidable.” 

 

• Details: More details or examples are added or changed for a specific 

point or paragraph. 

Table 23: Examples of changes the Details category 

Small scale 

example:  

(Peer reviewed, S13) 

2
nd

 Draft, end of introduction paragraph: 

“What are the Seven Sisters?  They are seven women’s 

liberal arts colleges with long history and admirable 

reputation located on the eastern coast.  They always 

rank very high in various college ranking conducted by 

different organizations…” 

Final Draft: 

“What are the Seven Sisters?  They are seven women’s 

liberal arts colleges with a long history and admirable 

reputation located on the eastern coast: Mount Holyoke 

College, Vassar College, Wellesley College, Smith 

College, Radcliffe College, Bryn Mawr College, and 

Barnard College.  They always rank very high in 

various college rankings conducted by different 

organizations…” 

Description of change: 

She added the details of which colleges in specific she 

was referring to in the Final Draft but not the 2
nd

 Draft, 

so these are considered Small scale changes. 

Large scale 

example:  

(Self reviewed, S10) 

2
nd

 Draft: 

The 2
nd

 Draft was 560 words with the paragraphs short or 

combining several points. 
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Final Draft: 

The Final Draft was 1322 words, with many of his 2
nd

 

Draft points expanded into more paragraphs, with more 

examples, and explained. 

Description of change: 

Because the details to illustrate his points were spread 

throughout the draft, I consider this Large scale Details 

changes. (See above, same essay also has Large scale 

Analysis changes.) 

An example of added details  not in the 2
nd

 Draft, cited 

from a source, are as follows: 

“Though there are arguments opposing that viewpoint, 

for instance an argument based on the observation that 

the phenomenon of unemployment is more intense in the 

developing countries than in the industrialized ones, 

states that more workers will be hired due to the growth 

and prosperity of efficient production techniques 

(Albus).” 

 

The Structure categories are defined with examples below and are identified for 

each draft and include both large and small scale changes. The examples are highlighted 

or explained to make the changes clear. 

• Rhetorical Strategy: The change directly affects a rhetorical strategy being 

used. These were identified if the comment related to the rhetorical 

strategy and then a change was made that could affect the rhetorical 

strategy or if the change was clearly added to affect the rhetorical strategy. 

Table 24: Examples of changes the Rhetorical Strategy category 

Small scale 

example:  

(Self reviewed, S12) 

2
nd

 Draft introduction paragraph: 

“Internet can be considered as the five utility that the 

internet has become a necessity of people’s normal 

life. Therefore, Cloud computing, as an innovative 

and revolutionary platform, has dramatically pushed 

not only the qualification network but also stimulated 

its diversity. To discuss its feasibility, …” 

Self comment highlighting the first two sentences: 

“Start with a hook to grab audiences’ attention and try to 

give the background that can make audiences easily 

understand the perspectives raised in the essay later.” 

Final Draft: 

“Let’s say Michael is an Otaku (geek in Japanese) and 

his computer is bought five years ago. Thus neither 

the hardware nor current software can be compatible 

with his entry-level PC. Playing Crysis (a shooting 

game) will probably be an unachievable dream for 
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him under the circumstance of using his old and slow 

computer. However, with the platform of cloud 

computing, it will definitely become as simplified as 

eating an apple. Overall, Internet can be generally 

considered as the five utility: a necessity of people’s 

normal life nowadays. Therefore, Cloud computing, 

as an innovative and revolutionary platform, has 

dramatically pushed not only the qualification 

network but also stimulated its diversity. To discuss its 

feasibility, …” 

Description of change: 

The first two sentences of the 2
nd

 Draft were changed to 

include a more engaging story as a hook to interest his 

readers in his argument, as he suggested he do in his 

comment. 

Large scale 

example:  

(Peer reviewed, S2) 

2
nd

 Draft: 

The second draft states the advantages and disadvantages 

separately and sequentially. 

Example paragraph: “Secondly, it will stimulate 

emergence of plenty of innovations… Simply speaking, 

the appreciation of the RMB will cause the formation of 

a market environment that is conducive to speeding up 

technological innovation.” 

Final Draft: 

The final Draft reorganizes and explains them together, 

presenting disadvantages and following that with how the 

advantages are greater. 

Example paragraph: “One hand, from domestic level, it 

will cheapen import production. For instance, those 

luxuries like Gucci or Armani will hold a relative cheap 

price to sell so that more people are capable purchasing 

it. Thus it will stimulate our consumption, promoting 

our life quality…” 

Description of change: 

Since the points of advantages and disadvantages in the 

2
nd

 Draft were reorganized and explained in the Final 

Draft in such a way as to be more persuasive but 

presenting the opposite point of view and negating it. 

 

• Transitioning: Words, sentences, or phrases that function to better connect 

sentences or paragraphs are added or revised. 

Table 25: Examples of changes the transitioning category 

Small scale 

example:  

(Self reviewed, S12) 

2
nd

 Draft paragraph after introduction paragraph: 
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“Main point 1: background of the cloud computing 

shows its advantages and disadvantages. By combining 

those pros and cons, the thing we need to carefully be 

considered is that its pros are enough to cover (w/c) its 

cons.” 

Final Draft: 

“Generally, cloud computing is a metaphor for internet 

so that people can see it anywhere. It is replacing large 

corporate data center and unnecessary or worthless 

servers. Plus, more and more applications are now 

converting from desktop-based to web-based. In other 

words, instead of satisfying the high requirement of the 

software, we can access to the cloud-servers to perfectly 

utilize those applications while we still need to take its 

disadvantages seriously regarding not only the internet 

requirement but also the confidential affairs. By 

combining these pros with its cons, the thing that needs 

us to be carefully considered is that whether or not its 

pros are enough to cover its cons. 

 

As people may know indirectly or potentially, the 

prospect of cloud computing can be good enough to 

overcome its demerits as it is being considered as the 

future architecture of internet…” 

Description of change: 

The “Main point 1” paragraph in the 2
nd

 Draft was 

refocused to introduce the topic, cloud computing, as 

having pros and cons, which led into his following 

paragraph on making cloud computing good enough to 

overcome its demerits, making it a transition paragraph. 

Additionally, the change followed a comment suggesting 

the need for a transition at that point. 

Large scale 

example:  

(Self reviewed, S15) 

2
nd

 Draft example: 

“’…The intrinsic value and personal dignity of every 

human being does not change depending on their 

circumstances.’  In his mind, a man’s character is 

more important than dignity.  In current world, the 

hospital and proponents of euthanasia will use people’s 

dignity to encourage people who are terminal ill to 

receive euthanasia.” 

Final Draft example: 

“’…The intrinsic value and personal dignity of every 

human being does not change depending on their 

circumstances’ (“Quotations on Euthanasia”).  It 
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means that personal dignity and value is intrinsic 

when he is alive even if he is suffering serious sick, but 

when he chooses euthanasia and dies, personal dignity 

and value disappear as well.…” 

Description of change: 

Sentences and sections were reworded and explained in 

several places so that the ideas flow better. Above is an 

example of the sentence following the quote, reworded 

and explained to better follow and refer to the quote. 

 

• Organization: Ideas or sentences were reordered in paragraphs or across 

paragraphs. 

Table 26: Examples of changes the Organization category 

Small scale 

example:  

(Self reviewed, S4) 

2
nd

 Draft, at end of body paragraph: 

“We should pay more attentions in the domestic 

market because it is the economic foundation of our 

country and is related to our lives more directly.” 

Final Draft, conclusion paragraph: 

“For our country, it is the great time to develop our 

economic and affect lots of foreign people come to China 

to invest.  For our young people, we all want to have our 

own career when we are still young.  Now Chinese 

market can provide us its chance.  Although our 

market is also in the down period, we have ability to 

change this situation.  So if you are the young people 

and you want to find your own sky to fly, I want to 

suggest you China is the best place to complete your 

dream.  Because I have confidence to say our China has 

strength to recover faster than other countries so that we 

have bright future, create a suitable space, also welcome 

young people to carve out their own business.” 

Description of change: 

She removed a sentence about paying attention to the 

domestic market from a paragraph close to the beginning 

and rewrote the same idea in a different way in the 

conclusion. 

Large scale 

example:  

(Self reviewed, S5) 

2
nd

 Draft, in the third point: 

Third, credit card provides overdrawing for people 

which is seemed very kind and humane, but actually 

this leads people to lose their mind in shopping and 

organizing their money and even become a 

shopaholic. 

Final Draft: 
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In the first point about convenience: 

“Or maybe is just because the clerk is very nice to me.  

Even I see the price is a little too high, I’ll buy it 

under my impulsion.  Then after that when I think back, 

I feel so regret of spending all that money.  I am sure this 

is happening with so many people because swiping a 

credit card is too fast and easy!  People can easily get lost 

when using a credit card due to this convenience.” 

In the second point about overdrawing: 

“There is a famous Chinese saying for that, “when you 

got a credit card, you got everything you want!”  But 

actually this leads people to lose their mind in 

shopping and organizing their money and even 

become a shopaholic. Here is a date I found in zjtie.edu, 

those are the requirements of overdrawing limit from 

Zheng Jiang University students.” 

Description of change: 

Several ideas in this draft were reorganized into other 

paragraphs or points. In the example above, she took two 

ideas from a single point, split them up, and worked them 

into two other paragraphs of other points. 

The Copyedit categories are defined with examples below and are identified for 

each draft and include both large and small scale changes. The examples are highlighted 

or explained to make the changes clear. 

• Wording: A word, phrase or sentence is reworded or altered, maintaining 

some similarity to what it was changed from. 

Table 27: Examples of changes the Wording category 

Small scale 

example:  

(Self reviewed, S4) 

2
nd

 Draft, introduction paragraph: 

“social issues like growth of unemployment rate. 

Gradually, with the debate is becoming increasingly 

fierce over time, here comes some questions for us. Have 

you ever imagined you can purchase cheap Gucci or 

Armani just in the common shops or malls? Have you 

ever dreamed of enjoying the enormous economic profit 

cultivated by your companies?” 

Final Draft, introduction paragraph: 

“social issues like rapid and enormous growth of 

unemployment rate. Gradually, with the debate is 

becoming increasingly fierce over time, however, here 

comes some questions for us. Have you ever imagined 

you could become so rich that can purchase Gucci or 

Armani which are luxuries to you in the past? Have 

you ever dreamed of enjoying the enormous economic 

profit cultivated by your corporations?” 
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Description of change: 

He made minor word changes, keeping the point the 

same. 

Large scale 

example:  

(Peer reviewed, S15) 

2
nd

 Draft, third paragraph: 

“…Hemlock Society often refers it to ‘terminal old 

age’.  Some laws define ‘terminal’ condition as one 

from which death will occur in a “relatively short 

time’.  Others state that ‘terminal’ means that death is 

expected within six months or less.” 

Final Draft, third paragraph: 

“…Hemlock Society referred ‘terminally ill’ as 

‘terminal old age.’  However, ‘old age’ is a too broad 

noun; it can not define ‘terminal ill’ very well.  Also, 

some laws define ‘terminal’ as ‘relatively short time’, 

but the word ‘relatively’ itself is an abstract 

conception; it has nothing to do on defining ‘terminal 

ill.’  Others state that ‘terminal’ means that death is 

coming within six months or less.” 

Description of change: 

Throughout the essay, 2 long paragraphs (219 and 331 

words) in the 2
nd

 Draft had many sentence reworded 

(with large sections added) into 3 long paragraphs (167, 

302, and 221 words), keeping the main idea of the 

sentences reworded. Because large sections were 

reworded (as in the example above) throughout the essay, 

they are considered Large scale Wording changes. 

 

• Grammar/Mechanics: The grammar, citation, or MLA format is changed 

at specific points. 

Table 28: Examples of changes the Grammar/Mechanics category 

Small scale 

example:  

(Self reviewed, S12) 

2
nd

 Draft, introduction paragraph: 

“Internet can be considered as the five utility that the 

internet has become a necessity of people’s normal 

life.” 

Final Draft, introduction paragraph: 

“Overall, Internet can be generally considered as the 

five utility: a necessity of people’s normal life 

nowadays.” 

Description of change: 

The sentence in the 2
nd

 Draft was grammatically 

incorrect, and the changes correct that original grammar 

problem. 

Large scale (Self reviewed, S18) 
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example:  2
nd

 Draft, in the middle of a body paragraph: 

“‘…Please do not bothering me and leave away.’(Chen)” 

Final Draft, in the middle of the same body paragraph: 

“‘…Please do not bothering me and leave away’(Shu).” 

Description of change: 

He puts the article in columns, closer to a magazine 

format, and makes changes throughout the draft to 

citation format, such as in the example above. 
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APPENDIX C: SCORES, DESCRIPTIONS, AND EXAMPLES OF RATINGS 

 

Tables of scores, descriptions, and examples from students’ drafts showing 

Comment and Change ratings 

 

The values for comments are defined as follows: 

Table 29: Rating scores and descriptions for comments, with examples (table modeled 

after Lumley, 2002, p. 256). 

Score Description--A Comment 

with this score: 

Example categorizations 

(student) [scope]: [type], [rating] ([format]) 

2 • addresses a problem 

that needs changed. 

(S19) [small: organization, +2 (suggestion)] 

° 2nd Draft body paragraphs:  

“Interviews with some patients will be 

listed. 

Some simple concepts on how Prozac works 

from the consistent of it and the major side 

effects.” 

° Comment: “Actually I believe I should 

change the range of point two and point 

three because I feel that I should show my 

audience what the side effects are first.” 

° Explanation of rating: It is a good 

suggestion to discuss side effects before 

potentially discussing the interviews which 

may illustrate those effects. 
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• Or, is generally good 

in coherently and 

accurately addressing 

the issue. 

(S15) [small: transition, +2 (problem)] 

° 2nd Draft body paragraphs:  

“How can we price the culture and sell it 

in the form of tickets or charges?  The 

traditional Dongba music is performed by 

70s or 80s year-old people and their 

apprentices in the museum, but the 

government cares nothing about organizing 

the real successors who inherit the 

immaterial culture not for money.  Many 

young children burned natively would not 

like to learn their old Dongba language 

anymore (Examples with analysis). . . There 

is a logical problem: if the local culture is 

protected just meet the need of the tourism, 

this protection is very superficial.  It is also 

a cheat for travelers since cultural 

understanding cannot be bought by 

money. . .” 

° Comment: “What is the relationship 

between this question and this paragraph?” 

(highlighted the question) 

° Explanation of rating: The connection 

between the question and the rest of the 

paragraph is unclear, so the question very 

accurately highlights that there is a problem 

with the connection of ideas. 
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1 • addresses a problem 

that needs changed, 

but is not specific. 

(S5) [small: main point, +1 (problem)] 

° 2nd Draft introduction paragraph:  

“Through my essay two, I analyzed the 

major pros and cons of using a credit card.  

And I think over that the cons are more 

serious than pros for people to face because 

it brings some potential issues in human’s 

daily life.” 

° Comment: “Can I still use the two issues 

that I talk about in essay 2?” (highlighted 

“potential issues”) 

° Explanation of rating: By asking this 

question, she identifies that she thinks there 

may be a problem with her main idea of the 

“potential issues.” but it is unclear whether 

(1) she considers it a problem because the 

“issues” are from a previous essay or (2) if 

the problem is the way she uses them in this 

essay. It was permitted for the assignment 

for the students to use the same topic and 

issues. Since the main idea of the previous 

essay was to objectively present the issues 

and the main idea of this essay was to 

persuade the audience in some way about 

the issues, the way she addressed  

the topics did need to be changed. 

• Or, only partly or 

inaccurately addresses 

the issue indicated 

(S13) [small: rhetorical strategy, +1 (other)] 

° 2nd Draft introduction paragraph:  

“I never knew there are still sixty women’s 

colleges today in the United States, and I 

never knew there are such women’s colleges 

as prestigious and noble as the Seven 

Sisters.” 

° Comment: “Good hook” 

° Explanation of rating: As a reader, I would 

not expect there to be so many women’s 

colleges in the US, so the compliment of the 

statement as a hook is partially accurate. 

Although it is a bit surprising that there be 

so many women’s colleges in the US, it 

does not strongly draw the reader to 

consider why they should attend one, which 

is her main persuasive point. 
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0 • identifies something 

that does not need 

changed. 

 

 

 

(S3) [small: main idea, 0 (problem)] 

° 2nd Draft introduction paragraph:  

“‘A slight move in one part may affect the 

whole situation.’ 

 This proverb, attributed to ancient 

Chinese people, has been applied by lots of 

economists to favor their statements on the 

universal influences towards the 

appreciation of the RMB… Indispensably, 

everyone is thinking about the question that 

whether the appreciation of the RMB is 

advantageous or not. I am firmly in favor of 

the notion that the increasing value of the 

RMB is disadvantageous since not only the 

individuals, the factories but also the 

government of China suffers greatly from 

the increasing value of the RMB.” 

° Comment: “I am wondering what is your 

argument?????????????” 

° Explanation of rating: It is important for the 

reader to be able to understand what the 

argument is early in the paper, but his  

° argument is clearly stated by the end of the 

introduction paragraph. He highlighted the 

word “Introduction” before the actual 

introduction, so identifying a need to 

understand his argument before the paper 

started did not indicate where any problem 

was. 
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• Or, locates something 

that needs changed but 

doesn’t indicate the 

problem. 

(S19) [small: rhetorical strategy, 0 (other)] 

° 2nd Draft introduction paragraph:  

“‘Do you have the experience that feel hard 

to concentrate your mind and tried to 

everything around you including your work, 

your daily life and even your life with your 

family? Have you ever try to find an easy 

way to solve the problem of depression 

easily? So now we are strongly encouraging 

you of trying Prozac under the guidance of 

your doctor. Don’t feel shame to use it and 

using it won’t do any harm to your social 

position- nobody will feel you are an 

abnormal man because they are also use 

it!’” 

° Comment: “This advertisement from the 

Internet is actually a way to attract the 

audience attention. I am not copying it from 

any website but actually this is a brief 

summary of a whole article.” 

° Explanation of rating: Having an entire 

quote is a poor introduction, but it is 

possible that this advertisement that she 

refers to could give her a way to make an 

attractive introduction. She makes her 

comment about the introduction, and refers 

to its need to attract the audience, but she 

refers to it as though it does, but she does 

not indicate if she thinks that it is written 

well or if it needs changed in any way. So it 

is a comment where a problem is, but no 

indication of the problem is made. 

-1 • could be distracting 

from a problem, such 

as by complimenting 

inaccurately. 

 

 

(S19) [large: main idea, -1 (other)] 

° 2nd Draft, comment at the end of the essay, 

highlighting only the last word of the essay. 

° Comment: “Most of the articles in China 

Daily have small paragraphs and clear main 

idea so I don’t think my essay will be too 

long or consist many information but will be 

just enough for my readers to understand my 

central ideas.” 

° Explanation of rating: While it could be 

good to recognize that her article needs to 

be in the format of the China Daily, with 



 

 

191 

small paragraphs and clear main idea, she 

also says that it should not be long or 

“consist [of] many information.” Her draft 

was short, with short paragraphs, but her 

points were largely unsupported, making her 

comment that it should not have much 

information distracting from the problem 

that her argument needed support. 

• Or, is does not 

accurately address the 

issue. 

 

 

(S16) [small: wording, -1 (problem)] 

° 2nd Draft, in body paragraph: 

“‘…The intrinsic value and personal dignity 

of every human being does not change 

depending on their circumstances.’ In his 

mind, a man’s character is more important 

than dignity.” 

° Comment: “Do you mean “characteristics?” 

° Explanation of rating: She referred to the 

word “character,” which was a good word 

usage, asking if she means “characteristics,” 

which would not be correct for her meaning. 

Although the original word was accurate, 

her meaning for this point in the essay was 

unclear. So although her suggestion was not 

accurate, it was a good place to identify a 

problem. 

• Or, indicates an 

inaccurate solution to 

something that should 

be changed 

(S19) [small: wording, -1 (alteration)] 

° 2nd Draft body paragraph, using Word’s 

“Track changes” to show the rewording. 

Suggests change from: 

“I am not here to ask you to do any thing 

but I just want to make a warning that 

Prozac is…” 

To: 

“I am not here to ask you for resist Prozac 

or other anti-depression drugs but here to 

claim the warning that Prozac is…” 

° Explanation of rating: She suggested 

rewording the sentence as shown with the 

highlighting above. The 2
nd

 Draft sentence 

was not grammatically accurate, but the 

rewording was also incorrect. 

-2 • indicates something 

should be changed that 

is already correct. 

(S15) [small: wording, -2 (alteration)] 

° 2nd Draft introduction paragraph: 

“However, the next moment, ‘tourism’ 
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(no other type  of 

comment was rated “-

2” since any 

suggestion for 

something that needed 

to be changed was at 

least an indication that 

there was a problem) 

leaped into my mind, which has become an 

industry with huge profits and uncountable 

commercial opportunities in the famous 

tourist city: Lijiang.” 

° Comment: “I think the word ‘industry’ is not 

proper, maybe you can change it to 

‘service’.” 

° Explanation of rating: For the writer’s 

intent of communicating that tourism was 

becoming a commercialized industry, 

“service” would not be an appropriate word 

to replace “industry.” 

 

 

The values for changes are defined as follows: 

Table 30: Rating scores and descriptions for changes, with examples (table modeled after 

Lumley, 2002, p. 256). 

 

Score Description--A Change 

with this score: 

Example categorizations 

(student) [scope]: [type], [rating] 
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2 • is a distinct 

improvement or good 

addition. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(S16) [small: main idea, +2] 

° 2
nd

 Draft introduction paragraph: 

“While I was challenging the astonishing 

number, the word “luxury” instantly 

reminded me of superior cars, flashy 

handbags and extravagant jewelry, anything 

representative far away from our basic 

necessities.  However, the next moment, 

“tourism” leaped into my mind, which has 

become an industry with huge profits and 

uncountable commercial opportunities in 

the famous tourist city: Lijiang.” 

° Final Draft changed to: 

“While I was challenging the astonishing 

number, the word ‘luxury’ instantly 

reminded me of many representative things: 

superior cars, flashy handbags and 

extravagant jewelry, the industries with 

huge profits and lots of commercial 

opportunities.  However, the next moment, 

Lijiang’s tourism abruptly leaped into my 

mind.  This service industry has been 

packaged meticulously by 

commercialization, just like a piece of 

jewelry which is carved delicately and 

burnished smoothly, displaying totally for 

economic benefits.” 

° Explanation of rating: In the Final Draft 

revision, she better articulated the 

controversy, hinting at her perspective 

against it, whereas the main idea in the 2
nd

 

Draft was less clear. 
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• Or, is generally good 

in coherently and 

accurately changing 

the problem. 

(S15) [small: wording, +2] 

° 2
nd

 Draft introduction paragraph: 

“If one day, you got serious disease and 

doctors told you that you could live for at 

most six months and the hospital suggest that 

you could choose euthanasia to die without 

pain, would you choose it?” 

° Final Draft changed to: 

 “One day, you, unfortunately, got serious 

disease and were undergoing huge pain.  

Doctors told you that you could live for at 

most six months.” 

° Explanation of rating: The 2
nd

 Draft sentence 

was long and included several ideas that 

made it difficult to understand. Her revised 

rewording  included those idea and flowed 

better in the introduction. 

1 • is a slight 

improvement. 

(S1) [small: wording, +1] [small: analysis, +1] 

° 2
nd

 Draft body paragraph: 

“First of all, it [appreciation of RMB] will 

accelerate restructuring of industries. In a 

market economy, the exchange rate has 

significant meaning. The appreciation of the 

RMB means that the price of various 

domestic resources, especially land and 

labor, will go up in relative terms and this 

will speed up necessary adjustments to the 

commodity mix and domestic industry. 
RMB appreciation will gradually change 

the value of the international and domestic 

markets. Domestic enterprises will rely 

more on sales to the domestic market so 
that national economic growth is less 

dependent on export demand and a more 

reasonable industrial structure will form.” 

° Final Draft changed to: 

 “Next, for corporations, there are also 

two sides, advantages and disadvantages. 

First of all, appreciation of RMB will 

immediately stimulate the restructuring of 

Chinese industries with no doubt. 

Appreciation of RMB refers to tremendous 

price leap of all the resources in China, 

particularly land and labors. As everyone 
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knows, at present China’s industry 

structure is labor-intensive and resource-

intensive which means much rely on cheap 

labor and resources, so if RMB appreciates, 

China’s industry structure must speed the 

process of restructuring of industries up. 

In this way, China will alter value of RMB 

both international and domestic gradually. 

Eventually China’s economic growth will 

more rely on domestic corporations but 

not the profits created by export. And this 

structure is doubtlessly a more rational 

one comparing the present one.” 

° Explanation of rating: He rewords his idea of 

restructuring industries in a slightly clearer 

way between the 2
nd

 and Final Draft ([small: 

wording, +1]), as shown with the 

highlighting above, but not much more 

precise. He also added explanations that 

make his idea more clear, but there was a lot 

of repetition of words and ideas (“RMB,” 

“appreciation,” “economic growth,” 

“structure”), making it only a slight 

improvement. 

• Or, is an addition that 

contributes but is 

weak 

(S4) [small: analysis, +1] [small: grammar, -1] 

° 2
nd

 Draft introduction paragraph: 

“We have the bright future and now we meet 

a huge chance to create our career to make 

big success.” 

° Final Draft changed to: 

 “It is the opportunity to move the core 

back.  Our domestic market still has 

strength to create our own sky.  Because 

we have the bright future and we meet a huge 

challenge to develop our economic faster if 

we defeat it.” 

° Explanation of rating: She added a little 

explanation of her point in the final draft, but 

it did not much clarify her idea. The “-1” was 

also marked for grammar since the changes 

and additions to the second sentence in the 

Final Draft made it a fragment. 
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0 • Comment indicates 

that a change is 

needed, but no change 

made. 

(S3) [small: rhetorical strategy, 0] 

° 2
nd

 Draft conclusion paragraph: 

“Conclusion: Take yourselves into these 

positions. Were the problems come to you, 

are you willing have no place to live? Do you 

want to make all your savings become one 

part of economic bubbles? Or do you even do 

not care about the economic atmosphere? No 

matter what class are you belonging, this 

event somehow give you a positive influence 

towards your lives, because you live in this 

society.” 

° Comments from partner:  

Side comment: “Good writing style. Asking 

questions.” 

End comment: “(The conclusion needs to be 

revised. Add more details.)” 

° Explanation of rating: The Final Draft had 

no  

° change to this conclusion paragraph except to 

remove the word “Conclusion:”. Questions 

can be a good rhetorical strategy, but to be 

effective, they need to connect or let the 

reader draw their conclusion from them. His 

questions were a good start for the second 

draft, but he needed to connect them or 

perhaps add more details, as his partner 

suggested. Since he made no change where 

change was needed, it was rated as “0.” 
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• Or, is not improved or 

worsened by the 

change. 

(S19) [small: analysis, 0] 

° 2
nd

 Draft body paragraph and start of 

conclusion paragraph: 

“Interviews with some patients will be 

listed…  

 

After these researches and surveys we 

could easy find that although people need 

a way to overcome clinical depression 

effectively, the abuse using of anti-

depression drugs will never be a good 

choice for most people…” 

° Final Draft changed to: 

(several small paragraphs of quotes from 

patients), then the following small paragraph:  

 

“From these normal patients’s feeling after 

using Prozac, the answer is obvious and easy 

to understand. Although Prozac do have its 

special function in curing clinical depression, 

we should be careful enough to protect 

ourselves from those hidden dangerous. 

 

After these researches and surveys we 

could easy find that although people need 

a way to overcome clinical depression 

effectively, the abuse using of anti-

depression drugs will never be a good 

choice for most people…” 

° Explanation of rating: The added paragraph 

was an attempt to explain or analyze the 

information from the quotes, but it was too 

broad to be either analyze or explain as 

needed and communicated almost the same 

thing as the conclusion. Adding it did not 

make the argument worse, but did not make 

it better either. 

-1 • slightly worsens the 

paper or point. 

(S17) [small: grammar, -1] 

° 2
nd

 Draft, in introduction paragraph: 

 “As the most important exam in China, 

Chinese college entrance exam, which elects 

excellent students to continue higher 

education, is always a hot topic.” 

° Final Draft changed to: 
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“As the most important exam in China, the 

Chinese college entrance exam, it elects 

excellent students to continue higher 

education, and is always a hot topic that no 

one can avoid.” 

° Explanation of rating: The highlighting 

above shows the rewording that made this 

change slightly worse, grammatically a run-

on sentence in the Final Draft t, but does not 

greatly affect the meaning. 

• Or, is a minor 

mechanical error 

(e.g., MLA format 

error that does not 

affect meaning) 

(S12) [small: grammar, -1] 

° 2
nd

 Draft, in body paragraph: 

“…‘Amazon only promises 250Mbps 

network bandwidth, which is much smaller 

than what a typical Enterprise application 

requires (although in practice, the network 

bandwidth could be higher, especially on 

their larger virtual machine instances 

where the contention for the physical 

hardware is lower). Worse yet, since no 

topology information is known, all servers in 

the Cloud…’” 

° Final Draft changed to: 

“…‘Amazon only promises 250Mbps 

network bandwidth, which is much smaller 

than what a typical Enterprise application 

requires. Worse yet, since no topology 

information is known, all servers in the 

Cloud…” 

° Explanation of rating: The highlighted 

phrase above in the 2
nd

 Draft was omitted in 

the Final Draft, with no indication of a quote 

omission, which would be required in MLA 

format. 
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-2 • Makes the writing, or 

a problem, worse. 

(S18) [small: transition, -2] [small: details, -1] 

° 2
nd

 Draft, end of a body paragraph: 

“‘…I am just play computer games, and it is 

not go outside to do bad things. Please do not 

bothering me and leave away.”(Chen) This is 

a teenager’s opinion when his mother 

suggests him do not play computer games for 

a long time. It is so rude that his word to his 

mother. In this teenager’s mind, is the 

computer games more important than his 

mother even family love? It is a serious 

problem which need us to examine our own 

conscience deeply. 

 

Secondly, too many teenagers spend much 

more money into the internet...” 

° Final Draft changed to: 

“‘…I am just play computer games, and it is 

not go outside to do bad things. Please do not 

bothering me and leave away’(Shu). This is a 

teenager’s opinion when his mother suggests 

him do not play computer games for a long 

time. It is so rude that his word to his mother. 

In this teenager’s mind, is the computer 

games more important than his mother even 

family love? It is a serious problem which 

need us to examine our own conscience 

deeply. Here is an example. The small 

game which called happy farm. It just 

grow vegetable and take vegetable,  

but many people get up in the midnight to 

take vegetable to prevent other people 

steal theirs. It makes people do not have 

the energy to work or study next day. 

 

Secondly, too many teenagers spend much 

more money into the internet…” 

° Explanation of rating: He added details as an 

example, which could potentially help 

illustrate his point, but it almost duplicates 

the point of the example located before it. 

Because the details were unnecessary at this 

point in the paper, but possibly needed 

elsewhere, it was rated Details “-1.” Since it 

was inserted at the end of the paragraph, 
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following a very similar example with no 

added explanation, it does not connect to 

what came before it (the other example) and 

does not connect to the paragraph that 

follows it. Because flow was very interrupted 

by the addition, it was rated “-2.” 

• Or, a “+2” comment 

addresses something 

that needs changed, 

and no change is 

made. 

(S18) [small: transition, -2] 

° 2
nd

 Draft, end of introduction paragraph: 

 “…Some people say most of teenager play 

computer games on the internet so that they 

neglect their school work; even some 

teenagers have got the net-addiction.  

 

In my essay two, we have disscussed about 

the advantages and disadvantages of the 

teenagers’ net play…” 

° Comment at the end of the introduction 

paragraph (green highlight): 

“Trasition” (sic., “transition”) 

° Explanation of rating: There is no clear 

connection between the paragraphs, so a 

transition was needed right where he 

commented (rated “+2”) to himself. No 

change was made between these paragraphs, 

so this “no change” was rated “-2.” 
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APPENDIX D: SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

(TREATMENT) 

 

Interviews with Peer reviewing groups (treatment): 

 

Interviews will be conducted with students following completion of Essay 3 workshops 

to find how well students felt able to give each other written feedback, negotiate verbal 

workshopping, how much of that feedback they were able to incorporate into their 

writing.  The last set of questions will investigate the interactions within the group, 

especially considering who the members felt most inclined to take advice from, and what 

kind of advice. 

 

Guiding Questions for the interviewer to ask: 
Giving Feedback: 

1. Did you feel able to give helpful suggestions to your peers about their writing? 

2. What kind of feedback did you give them? 

3. Did your group members seem to understand your discussion and advice about 

their paper? 

4. Did your group members seem willing to make any changes? If so, what kind of 

changes? 

 

Using Feedback: 

5. Were you able to understand the comments and discussion that your peers had 

about your paper? 

6. Did you have questions about anything your peers said about your writing? 

7. Did you use ideas from the workshopping (your own or your peers’) in your 

revision? 

8. What kind of revisions did you make? 

 

Group interaction: 

9. Was there a leader or more knowledgeable person is your group? 

10. Did you feel you had to take his/her advice? Did you want to take his/her advice? 

Why? 

11. Who did you trust the most to take advice from? Why? 

12. Was there anyone you didn’t want to take advice from? Why? 

 

Extra: 

1. Was there anything in your paper you felt easier or more helpful discussing with a 

peer than with a teacher (me or  [the native English speaking tutor])? Things 

prefer discussing with a teacher? 

2. Were there things in your paper you felt more helpful to discuss in Chinese? How 

did that help? 
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APPENDIX E: SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW QUESTIONS (CONTROL) 

 

Interviews with Self reviewing groups (control): 

 

Interviews will be conducted with students following completion of Essay 3 workshops 

to find how well students felt able to give each other written feedback, negotiate verbal 

workshopping, how much of that feedback they were able to incorporate into their 

writing.  The last set of questions will investigate students’ reflections on who they get 

advice from. 

 

Guiding Questions for the interviewer to ask: 
Giving Feedback: 

1. Did you feel able to give helpful suggestions to yourself about their writing? 

2. What kind of feedback did you give? 

 

Using Feedback: 

3. Were you able to understand the comments and discussion that your peers had 

about your paper? 

4. Were you unclear about any of our discussion about your writing? 

5. Did you use ideas from the workshopping (your own or mine) in your revision? 

6. What kind of revisions did you make? 

 

Group interaction: 

7. Did you feel had to take my advice? 

 

Extra: 

1. Was there anything in your paper you felt easier or more helpful discussing with a 

peer than with a teacher (me or [the native English speaking tutor])? Things prefer 

discussing with a teacher? 

2. Were there things in your paper you felt more helpful to discuss in Chinese? How 

did that help? 
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APPENDIX F: SURVEY QUESTIONS FOLLOWING WORKSHOPPING 

(TREATMENT) 

 

Workshop Evaluation (group): 
 

1) Describe your guiding thesis?  

_____________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

 

2) What three (specific!) things do you need to work on your next draft? 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

 

3) Your group members: 

a. Name:_____________ 

i. What advice will you take from him/her? _______________________________ 

ii. Why will you take that advice? _______________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

iii. Is there any advice you will not take? __________________________________ 

iv. Why will you not take that advice? ____________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

v. Describe his/her preparation and participation in workshopping? (comments 

written, discussion, etc.) 

_____________________________________________ 

b. Name:_____________                    

i. What advice will you take from him/her? _______________________________ 

ii. Why will you take that advice? _______________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

iii. Is there any advice you will not take? __________________________________ 

iv. Why will you not take that advice? ____________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

v. Describe his/her preparation and participation in workshopping? (comments 

written, discussion, etc.) 

_____________________________________________ 

c. Name:_____________                    

i. What advice will you take from him/her? _______________________________ 

ii. Why will you take that advice? _______________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

iii. Is there any advice you will not take? __________________________________ 
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iv. Why will you not take that advice? ____________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

v. Describe his/her preparation and participation in workshopping? (comments 

written, discussion, etc.) 

_____________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX G: SURVEY QUESTIONS FOLLOWING WORKSHOPPING 

(CONTROL) 

 

Workshop Evaluation (self): 
 

1) Describe your guiding thesis?  

_____________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

 

2) What three (specific!) things do you need to work on your next draft? 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

 

3) The feedback: 

a. About your own feedback: 

i. What type of your revisions will come from your own feedback advice? 

________________________________________________________________ 

ii. Why will you take that advice? _______________________________________ 

iii. Is there any of that advice you will not take? 

_____________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

iv. Why will you not take that advice? ____________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

v. Describe how well you were prepared for workshopping? (number of comments 

written, how long it took, etc.) 

_____________________________________________________________ 

b. About feedback from your teacher: 

i. What type of your revisions will come from your teacher’s advice? 

________________________________________________________________ 

ii. Why will you take that advice? _______________________________________ 

iii. Is there any advice you will not take? __________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

iv. Why will you not take that advice? ____________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX H: ESSAY 3 GRADING RUBRIC 

 

1. Content: Focusing Idea 

________ 

A 

� Has an important, precisely stated, insightful persuasive argument, 

serving as a central idea of the essay, with points of the argument well 

connected by the crux of the issue. The writer uses strategies deliberately 

and persuasively for the chosen audience. Structure, circumstance, and 

reflection all contribute to developing main idea. 

________ 

B 

� Has a clear and interesting central persuasive argument.  The writer 

exhibits understanding of some complex aspect of the controversy, and 

uses appropriate strategies to persuade the chosen audience. 

________ 

C 

� Central persuasive argument is interesting but general, more appropriate 

to conversation than to a written exploration and persuasion, or may not 

be well tied together to a single central point. The crux of the issue or the 

writer’s final objective may not be expressly clear. 

________ 

D 

� The essay rambles from one idea to the next with no connection or very 

loose connections.  The question or central idea is vague or much like a 

cliché or is not likely very persuasive for the chosen audience. 

 

2. Development: Circumstance and Writer Commentary 

________ 

A 

� Writer thoroughly fleshes out idea with abundant dramatized detail from 

experience, and cited material from text and supports the main idea with 

carefully chosen and incorporated evidence, reflection, analysis, and 

writer commentary which flows well together. 

________ 

B 

� Writer supports idea with experience and/or quotes that are appropriate, 

skillfully dramatized and chosen.  Reflection and analysis provide some 

insight into and commentary on the idea and are organized in a 

comprehensible manner. 

________ 

C 

� Reflection and narrative support focusing idea. Evidence gets minor or 

general commentary. Subtleties or details of how the writer understands 

the texts’ effects on the writer are self-evident or general or only 

minimally articulated.  The connection between ideas may not be clear. 

________ 

D 

� Quotes only distantly support or develop ideas.  Readers are left doing the 

work of making connections, filling in the blanks of “So What?” and how 

it is that a text provides a better understanding of some aspect of 

experience or vice versa. 

 

 

2. Expression: Style, Use of Active Prose, and Readability 

________ 

A 

� Prose is clear, appropriate, and elegant.  Writer takes risks to express 

nuance of experience and ideas, although occasional expressions may not 

be expected in English. 

________ 

B 

� Prose is clear and correct.  Reading goes smoothly with no or few 

mechanical glitches that interfere with a reader’s understanding.  

Sentences are varied, work together coherently.  Very few expressions 
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may sound awkward in English, but the meaning can be understood. 

________ 

C 

� Sentences are clear and correct, but play it safe, simple, and are 

competently shaped for rhetorical effect.  Several expressions may sound 

awkward in English, but the meaning can be understood. 

________ 

D 

� Sentences seem freely associated, out of control, and interfere with 

understanding ideas. 

4. Mechanics: Grammar, Sentence Structure, Punctuation 

________ 

A 

� Very appropriate format for the chosen publication. Proper use of MLA 

format for Works Cited. Accurate citations of all quotes and paraphrases, 

and correct punctuation. Minor misspelling of words or failure to 

punctuate complex sentences correctly. 

________ 

B 

� Good format for chosen publication. Some occasional errors in spelling 

and punctuation. Use of mostly-correct grammar makes the meaning not 

difficult to follow, although there may be some minor errors.  Mostly 

accurate citations of quotes and paraphrases, and correct punctuation. 

________ 

C 

� Errors in spelling and punctuation make following the meaning not easy. 

Format somewhat appropriate for chosen publication. Some minor 

inaccuracies in citation of quotes or paraphrases. 

________ 

D 

� Frequent errors in spelling and punctuation, making the meaning difficult 

to understand. Writing not formatted for publication.  Writer attempt to 

cite sources, but there is difficulty matching in-text citations to Works 

Cited. 

 

5. Cover Letter 

________ 

 

� A concise, statement of your argument [Thesis (Guiding) Statement]. 

________ 

 

� A brief statement of the SPECIFIC publication and format you are 

writing for (i.e., a specific magazine, newspaper, etc.), and 

SPECIFICALLY who your primary and secondary audiences are. 

________ 

 

� Explanation of one persuasive strategy that you used and how and why 

you expect your chosen strategy to be effective for your particular 

audience. 

 

 

 

Total: ________     out of      250 pts. 

 

  



 

 

208 

APPENDIX I: FEEDBACK GUIDESHEET (DEVELOPED WITH STUDENTS) 
 

Giving your partner feedback: 

Content: Focusing Idea 

What can I look for? What can I say or write in my comment 

to help? 
Does the main idea/thesis make some insightful 

point about the perspectives of the issue and the 

crux that is not obvious? 

 

Does the writer use only one source to support each 

perspective or point? 

 

Does the thesis sentence contain too much 

information or something not important? 

Remove the things that are less important or 

separate into several sentences to make the idea 

more clear. 

Do you provide examples and details? Use specific illustrations to make it easier for 

readers to understand your essay 

Is there a clear thesis statement in the introduction 

or conclusion? 

Add a thesis statement that can contain your main 

points. 

 

Development: Analysis and Organization 

What can I look for? What can I say or write in my comment 

to help? 
Does the writer use a clear order for writing: 

chronological, or topical order 

Try to show the order of how the events developed; 

you can put from the most important to least 

important, or can place the main point according to 

time 

Does the writer always use the same structure to 

analyze the idea? 

Try to use various sentence structure to make your 

arguments more interesting 

Between the sentences, we need transitions to make 

the analysis more fluid. 

Add some transitions 

Do you have enough explanation to connect the 

point and the story or evidence? 

Expand or explain it clearly. 

Does the order talk about the similarities first and 

then the differences? (logical order) 

Consider reorganizing your main points…. 

 

Expression: Clarity and Readability 

What can I look for? What can I say or write in my comment 

to help? 
Do all the words sound vivid and appropriate? Try to find another word 

Does the writer use new or uncommon words? Need to clarify the new words. 

Looking at words around, are the same words 

repeated? 

Use other words with similar meanings, or 

restructure your sentence 
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APPENDIX J: CASE STUDY (AARON) 

Looking at Aaron’s essay as the second case study and again focusing on the 

Structure category, we can see few written comments from Kevin, and only one about 

rhetorical strategy. In the written comments and workshopping comments, Kevin 

identifies grammar problems, which were actually originally correct, and which Aaron 

makes no changes for. 

Nonetheless, the workshopping discussion regarding Aaron’s draft touched on 

rhetorical strategy, organization, and some details. Most of the written comments were 

brought up in the discussion. One marked observation from this perspective is Aaron’s 

revisions were for rhetorical strategy and details, both which Kevin made written 

comments about and which were brought up in the face-to-face discussion. But the 

suggestions Kevin made regarding them did not correspond directly to the revisions 

Aaron made.  

In both written and workshopping comments, Kevin told Aaron he “need[s] to 

provide more details,” indicating the following section needed more details, but even 

face-to-face, he did not explain why more details were needed:  

 

Example 24: 

 “However, Chinese Government rejects the movement advanced by United 

States because the movement will negatively influence on not only domestic 

economics but also on social issues like growth of unemployment rate.” (Aaron) 

 

Aaron made no changes to that section, but instead, he changed this small section 

two sentences later in his second draft: 
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Example 25: 

 “Gradually, with the debate is becoming increasingly fierce over time, here 

comes some questions for us. Have you ever imagined you can purchase cheap 

Gucci or Armani just in the common shops or malls?” (aaron) 

 

He made minor wording changes and some minor added details or explanations to 

one sentence so that his final draft instead read this way: 

Example 26: 

 “Have you ever imagined you could become so rich that can purchase Gucci or 

Armani which are luxuries to you in the past?” (Aaron) 

 

The detail changes were minor improvements, with the revision giving a better 

impression for someone to be able to imagine buying items that seemed like luxuries 

previously.  Since Aaron did not respond to the follow up email interview, it is uncertain 

why he made so few changes in response to his partner’s comments about details, but 

from the lack of interaction about it in the workshopping, it appears that his partner did 

not explain any reasoning and he did not seek any explanation. 

 

The largest part of the discussion was about Aaron’s rhetorical strategy, and this 

is also where Aaron contributed to the interaction and seemed to come up with an idea of 

his own. In his written comment, Kevin says: 

Example 27: 

 “I’m not sure whether you should indicate the disadvantages meanwhile because 

your side is the appreciate of the RMB is advantageous” (Kevin) 
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In workshopping, Kevin follows that up by first referring to Aaron’s method of 

comparison and contrast in the body and then he leads into a discussion of the rhetorical 

strategy asking how many arguments against he used in his essay: 

Example 28: 

Kevin: ok, so you mentioned pros and cons, how many cons did you use in your 

essay? 

Aaron: 2, 2 main points, and then I organize, I put those 2 combined [individual 

and governmental]. 

Kevin: you need to have more pros than cons. 

Aaron: oh, so maybe I could reorganize the essay, instead of putting two cons in 

one paragraph, maybe I can put one pro and one con in one paragraph, so maybe I 

can reorganize the essay. 

Kevin: that could work, anyway you need to have more pros than cons. 

Aaron: I agree, I can have more pros than cons, but then I have to reorganize the 

essay. 

Kevin: you really need to have more pros than cons so that the readers can be 

convinced, if you have equal number of pros and cons, they won’t be able to see 

what your stance is on. 

 

In Aaron’s revision, he reorganized the points and discussed how the advantages 

are better, but he remains with equal number of pros and cons, as he did originally. It 

appears that Kevin’s comment gave him an idea of his own (reorganization), which he 

implemented and which helped the rhetorical strategy slightly, but he did not take his 

partner’s suggestion, which was to have more pros than cons.  

Although Aaron did not respond to the follow up email asking what ideas in his 

revisions he had gotten from his partner, his teacher or his own thoughts and in what way 

his partners’ feedback was helpful in revising, he did fill out the survey directly after the 

workshopping.  

In the survey asking what he needed to revise, he responded that he needed to: 

 “change the order of the MPs [main points].” 
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 In response to what feedback he took from his partner, he said: 

“emphasize the advantages overweigh disadvantages” 

And in response to why: 

“to clearly display my guiding thesis” 

In response to the question asking what he did not take from them: 

“I disagree that just display only advantages” 

And in response to why: 

“I think a comparison is more convincing.” 

And in describing his partner’s participation: 

“Although he didn’t write too many comments, but gave me a lot of help 

in discussion.” 

His self reflection on his revision intent corresponds with what he did in his 

revision. He reorganized his points and made his main comparison between the two sides 

clearer, but with equal numbers of pros and cons, not looking at just the advantages. 

From Kevin’s comments, It does not appear that he suggested looking at only advantages 

as Aaron’s survey indicates, but nonetheless, Kevin suggested including more advantages, 

a suggestion that Aaron still chose not to take. 

 

In Aaron’s case, he appeared to make changes not just on whether he identified it 

himself, but whether he understand and “believed” it was needed and was invested in the 

change. That seemed to happen more when he identify it himself, and he identified some 

of the issues to change during the discussion with is partner. 
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APPENDIX K: CASE STUDY (DANA) 

The last Content case study is of Dana (a MID writer) who was a self reviewing 

student. She wrote comments for herself and then had a short time (5–7 minutes to talk to 

the instructor about her comments or ask questions if she had any). Looking closely at her 

main idea comments and changes she made, in addition to her responses to a follow up 

email, a distinction can be seen between her comments and subsequent revisions and 

those of both the peer reviewing students in Content Case Study 1 and 2. 

Overall, Dana only made 4 comments, and in the Content area, she made only a 

couple comments about the main idea. Her draft was clearly unfinished, with body points 

outlined and needing to be filled in, and she made no comments about that need.  

Dana appeared to make comments and revisions in two ways: (1) she made a 

couple comments about main ideas but she made no changes to them, and (2) she added a 

lot of details and analysis where she made no comments. 

For example, following are some of the written comments and revisions: 

 

Example 12: 

Dana asks if she should focus on the history or today, coded as main idea: 

“Is it necessary to look back on the history, what we should focus is today” 

and in her revision, she keeps her focus on the history but reorganizes it to come 

after the intro, and expands it with more explaining (analysis) and details. 

 

Example 13: 
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She questions how she can make her conclusion more meaningful and strong, 

referring to the main idea: 

“How can make this conclusion to be more meaningful and strong?” 

but her only change is to reword the whole conclusion, except for the final 

sentence which is left the same, and keeping the idea and focus the same. 

 

Although she had no comments for several of her numbered body paragraphs in 

her second draft, she expanded them with analysis and details. She also adds one 

additional paragraph that is a new point, coded as a new main idea, and she explained 

(analysis) that with more details as well. 

Since the body of her second draft was numbered somewhat as an outline, she 

clearly intended to explain each of those points more. Then, in the revision, even though 

she did not make specific comments regarding what to analyze more or give more details 

about, she was able to flesh out and explain and give more details on those ideas. In this 

case, it could be explained as her second draft was clearly unfinished, so in order to finish, 

she must give more details and analysis, even without specific ideas written from anyone. 

Overall, Dana made a lot of changes and good changes. Although it must have 

occurred to her to reconsider some of her main ideas when she wrote comments for 

herself, she did not change any of them in her revision. The only revision that affected 

her main idea was the addition of a new point that had not been in the previous draft.  

 

This lack of change in main ideas is an interesting aspect to notice, and this 

appears to be a difference from Katia and Ellie who were peer reviewing. Both Katia and 
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Ellie made some changes in their main ideas, although not always the ones suggested by 

their partner. It seems that the feedback and exchange with the partner could activate or 

stimulate some mental processes or directions of thought that helped each make decisions 

of what to change. Dana made comments to reconsider some of her main ideas, but then 

in revising, she did not appear to have anything to change it to. 

 

In an email interview asking Dana where she got the ideas to add what she did, 

where she got the answers to the questions she asked in her comments, and what helped 

her make her revisions, she responded: 

“I think your 3 questions are connected, so can I just answer them together?  

 

I always read my draft again after I finish it. When I reading, I may find 

somewhere I think I can't describe well or express clearly. You once gave us a 

sheet about how to give your parterner advices and I often follow those 

demmands to see whether I have met those ones. Then, I list these problems. I 

may ask you or [the native English speaking tutor] for advice and you may point 

out some new questions I didn't notice. I try to solve and if I think I can't improve 

them good enough through my way, I may ask for your advice again. 

 

For the examples, most of them exist in my memory and some key points about 

the thesis help me recall them. I also google key words to find some unique 

examples which can enlighten me.” (Dana) 

 

 As a student writer working on her own, she had little outside advice stimulating 

new ideas for her. As she self reports here, her process was to look at the guidesheet for 

things to look for and list problems for herself. She indicates that sometimes she asked a 

tutor or me for advice, or one of us might point out new questions she did not notice. In 

her revision, she added one new point that was not commented on and was not discussed 
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with the teacher, so she might have thought of it in this process of reflection that she 

reports here. 

 Her written comment about her main idea of whether she should use the history or 

focus on today was one of her main questions during her conference with me, the teacher. 

In looking at the transcript of this face-to-face conference, the part of her leading up to 

her question about the history that was very difficult to hear in the recording, but her 

question was: 

Dana: “so what I think, do I need to look back on the history?” 

Teacher:“what can history show you?” 

Dana: if there’s part …[unclear]… and it really did something for our China. Is 

that still valid? 

Teacher: is your point that it should be used or shouldn’t be? 

Dana: that it should used 

Teacher: ok, so your question was all the good that it’s done has been done in the 

past. Is any of the good that it still does related to what it did in the past? 

Dana: it’s still in the right way 

Teacher: ok, so some of the good that it’s done in the past, is good in the past, is 

valid in the past, are the good that it’s doing now different good things or the 

same good things? 

Dana: I look back on history…[unclear]..and then it changed a little little bit 

better, and then [unclear] ,so I can show a little bit better 

Teacher: you could 

Dana: and so I still think it is 

Teacher: when used in that way, it’s more like background 

Dana: background? 

Teacher: here’s how it’s been, and this is how it’s changed and progressed 

Dana: so maybe I should put this paragraph right after the introduction maybe to 

write a general [unclear], and I was wondering if…” 

 

Her wondering at this last point led to another question about whether she needed 

to write an abstract, but until this point, the discussion was about her main idea question 

about whether she should use the history or focus on today. The teacher’s part in the 

conversation was mostly to clarify for herself what the student was saying and at one 
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point suggested that she was talking about the history as a background. Dana’s comment 

following this was “so maybe I should put this paragraph right after the introduction 

maybe to write a general [unclear],” and this is the change that she made, moving the 

point about the history to directly following the introduction. 

Two observations can be made from this example. One is that the change she 

made, largely organization with some analysis and details, is one that she herself decided 

on and thought of during the discussion. The second is that the teacher participated in the 

discussion, answered questions sometimes with clarifying questions, and suggested that it 

looked like background. The teacher did not add any ideas about the main idea, what it 

was or whether it should be there. 

This study was designed to allow the self reviewing students the opportunity to 

ask questions from someone (the teacher) since the peer reviewing students were having 

the opportunity to discuss their writing and feedback with someone, but the design in 

having self reviewing students write comments for themselves and guide the short 

conference time with their own questions allowed the results to reflect what they were 

able to find in their own writing in the process of drafting and revising.  

And this is illustrated in Dana’s case. She was able to consider that something 

might need to change about the main idea, but she did not on her own have any ideas for 

what to change it to. One thing that is unclear is if she would have decided to reorganize 

the history information as background without the discussion with the teacher. She asked 

the original question “do I need to look back on the history?” and she proposed “so 

maybe I should put this paragraph right after the introduction maybe to write…” And 
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then her revisions were to reorganize and put that paragraph after the introduction and 

write more about it. She noticed it and she took her own suggestion. 
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