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Betsy Gilliland
University of Hawai‘i Mānoa

W

elcome to the Fall 2020 issue of the Journal of Response to
Writing. Despite the upending of many of our professional
lives and day-to-day realities due to COVID-19, our dynamite authors, reviewers, and editors have been hard at work to bring you a
robust collection for this new issue. If you are like us, one of the things we
have missed the most during this time of emergency migration to online
instruction has been the regular interactions we are used to having with
the students in our classes. Aptly, many of the articles in this Fall 2020 issue
focus on response to writing as it affects the students we teach. Whether
it is recognizing the value of student-to-student exchanges during peer
review, allowing students agency and choice in feedback and support processes, or keeping them in mind when we plan lessons and try out new
techniques in the classroom, the valuable role students play in the process
of response to writing cannot be overstated.
The first feature article is Dan Melzer’s “Placing Peer Response at
the Center of the Response Construct.” In this large-scale corpus study,
Melzer wanted to know the similarities and differences in the ways
writing instructors and peers responded to writing and college students’
perspectives on the feedback they received from instructors versus their
O’Meara, K. D., & Gilliland, B. (2020). Editorial introduction. Journal of Response to Writing,
6(2), 1–6.
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peers. Importantly, the study revealed that students learn as much from
reading their peers’ in-progress drafts as they do from the comments
they received on their own papers, whether from peers or from their
instructor. Melzer asserts that writing teachers should consider placing
added importance on peer response to writing rather than seeing peer
interaction as only a complement to responses from instructors.
The next feature article follows Melzer’s focus on students, this time
at the graduate level. Roger Lee Powell and Dana Lynn Driscoll’s “How
Mindsets Shape Response and Learning Transfer: A Case of Two Graduate
Writers” is a mixed-method case study that follows two student writers
over a six-year period in their transition from undergraduate to graduate
school. Powell and Driscoll used Dweck’s (2006) theory of mindsets to
discuss how the students’ mindset, whether fixed or growth, intersected
with both the process and application of teachers’ written responses to
their writing. This article revealed the highly individualized nature of what
can help or hinder student opportunities for learning transfer and overall
development in writing. Powell and Driscoll’s work has implications for
two major populations: First, for teachers of graduate-level writing, who
benefit from sharing with their students the necessity of processing and
engaging with feedback on their work, especially at the introductory level
when students are still enculturating to graduate student life. And second,
for graduate students themselves, as they learn the disciplinary practices
and expectations of their field, and as they process and apply teachers’
comments to their written work, both immediately and over the long term.
Two past articles published in JRW have examined student agency
and choice in writing response. Shvidko (2015) challenged the traditional
“giver-receiver” relationship between teacher and student in the feedback
process and endorsed a peer-review genre of “Letter to the Reviewer,” a
space where students can make requests about specific feedback. Shepherd
et al. (2016) introduced the idea of grammar agreements/contracts, wherein
students had the agency to request different options and amounts of grammar-based feedback throughout a semester-long course. Rachael Ruegg’s
feature article, “Student-Led Feedback on Writing: Requests Made and
Feedback Received,” can be added to this collection, as it shares the kinds
of feedback students request when given the autonomy and agency to
O’Meara, K. D., & Gilliland, B. (2020). Editorial introduction. Journal of Response to Writing,
6(2), 1–6.
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communicate their feedback preferences directly to teachers and peers. This
study of 53 Japanese university students noted the importance of learners’
engagement with feedback processes to foster more engaged and successful
learning. Results shared the type(s) of feedback most- and least-requested
by students and explored the differences of feedback requests when those
who provided the feedback were peers or the classroom teacher. The study
also analyzed the feedback received in accordance with the writers’ feedback
requests. This move to a more agentive, student-centered pedagogy may help
teachers of writing structure feedback practices in their classrooms. Ruegg
suggests that students, when given the freedom to do so, make decisions
about their feedback preferences that contribute positively to their improvement in writing.
Our final feature article in this issue comes from Megan M. Siczek. In
“L2 Writers’ Experience with Peer Review in Mainstream First-Year Writing:
Socioacademic Dimensions,” Siczek investigated how second-language (L2)
writers describe their own experiences with peer review when enrolled in a
mixed first-language (L1) and L2 mainstream first-year writing course. She
utilized her own model of socioacademic space—the theory that “learning
is situated in a context that is shaped not only by the course material but
also by mediated interactions among members of the classroom community” (this issue, p. 104)—to reveal three prominent themes with regard
to student perceptions of self, peers, and feedback processes. Like Ruegg’s
article, Siczek noted that writers—in this case, multilingual college students—find peer contributions and feedback on their writing to be valuable
and validating, thus suggesting teachers learn as much as they can about
students’ lived experiences in the classroom and across the wider academic
community.
Two teaching articles in this latest issue point to various innovations and
collaborations experienced by many writing teachers in the audience of the
Journal of Response to Writing. First is Lucie Moussu and Christina Grant’s
“A Collaborative Approach to Supporting L2 Students with Multimodal
Work in the Composition Classroom and Writing Center.” A writing center
director and first-year writing instructor, respectively, Moussu and Grant
shared their “different but parallel” paths to going multimodal for the first
time at their university in Canada. This article noted the authors’ need to
collaborate and join forces to find ways to best teach, support, and respond
O’Meara, K. D., & Gilliland, B. (2020). Editorial introduction. Journal of Response to Writing,
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to a range of students’ multimodal projects. In sharing the various challenges but the ultimate “exciting synergy” of necessary collaboration, this
article has implications for writing teachers, writing tutors, and writing
center directors who are interested in incorporating multimodal pedagogies in their work, and it highlights the value and importance of forging
nontraditional partnerships that lead to unexpected positive collaborations
across campus.
The second teaching article is Catherine E. Showalter and Ilka Kostka’s
“The Potential of Flipped Learning to Prepare ESL Students for Peer
Review.” Their article acknowledged the time-consuming nature of adequately preparing students to conduct successful peer review and offered
a solution—the flipped-learning approach—to mitigate these challenges.
Showalter and Kostka offered samples of assignments and homework
questions that can facilitate flipped learning of peer-review processes, and
they discussed the benefits of implementing flipped learning (e.g., allowing
students more time to learn new content at their own pace, allowing
more in-class time for peer-review practice and asking questions). A
flipped-learning approach is a technique many writing teachers can adopt,
considering the hybrid/hyflex and/or completely online instructional environments many readers are currently experiencing this Fall 2020 semester.
Finally, this issue closes with a book review: LeNora E. Candee’s
“Review of Classroom Writing Assessment and Feedback in L2 School
Contexts (1st Edition),” which assesses Icy Lee’s 2017 text. Candee recommended Lee’s text for L2 writing teachers and teacher educators and
anyone “looking to create a more efficient assessment and feedback
loop” or for resources to cultivate stronger, more confident L2 writers
(this issue, p. 168).
We are pleased to share this issue, which is rich in student perspec
tives and which looks at response to writing at both undergraduate and
graduate levels and in U.S. and international (i.e., Japanese and Canadian)
contexts. This is our repeated request to readers who are investigating
response to writing in other languages, other countries, or other contexts: We are very interested in your work! Please consider sending us a
manuscript. Some underrepresented contexts we would love to learn
more about include, but are not limited to, professional/technical writing,
O’Meara, K. D., & Gilliland, B. (2020). Editorial introduction. Journal of Response to Writing,
6(2), 1–6.
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writing across the curriculum/writing in the disciplines (WAC/WID),
writing that happens in the K12 classroom, and writing practices in
classrooms across the globe. And finally, here is a biannual reminder to
follow us on social media. We are on Facebook, Twitter, and Instagram
and look forward to connecting with you on these various platforms.
Thank you for your continued support of Journal of Response to Writing,
and please enjoy the Fall 2020 issue!

O’Meara, K. D., & Gilliland, B. (2020). Editorial introduction. Journal of Response to Writing,
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Placing Peer Response at the Center of the
Response Construct
Dan Melzer
University of California, Davis
This article reports on a large-scale study of peer and instructor response and student
reflection on response. The corpus of instructor and peer response to 864 drafts of student writing was collected via ePortfolios from first-year writing courses and courses
across disciplines at 70 U.S. institutions of higher education. The following questions
guided a qualitative analysis of the data: (a) What are the similarities and differences
in the ways instructors and peers respond to college writing? (b) What perspectives
do college students have on the feedback they receive on their writing from instructors and peers? Three themes emerged from a review of the literature on peer and
instructor response and the results of the analysis of the data: (a) peer responders tend
to be more focused on global concerns than instructors, (b) peer responders tend to
be less directive than instructors, and (c) students learn as much from reading their
peers’ drafts as they do from the comments they receive from peer responders or the
instructor. The findings support an argument for placing peer response at the center
of the response construct, rather than thinking of peer response as merely a complement to instructor response.
Keywords: peer response, peer review, peer editing
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Peer response can play a central role in helping students revise their
writing and learn about themselves as writers by reflecting on the writing
of their peers. Research has shown that when students are given substantial training, a thoughtfully designed script, and a clear rationale, they
value peer response and are capable of providing response that is similar
to instructor response (Beason, 1993; Caulk, 1994; Choi, 2013; Devenney,
1989; Hamer et al., 2015; Miao et al., 2006; Patchan et al., 2009; Patton,
2012). Despite the evidence that student and instructor response can be
of equal value, in the scholarship on peer response and in Writing Across
the Curriculum (WAC) faculty development guides, peer response is
typically framed as complementary to instructor response. Prominent
response scholars who argue on behalf of peer response ultimately warn
that instructor response should remain central in the classroom, in part
because students report valuing instructor response more highly than
response from peers (Chang, 2016; Ferris & Hedgcock, 1998; Hyland &
Hyland, 2006).
Despite the reluctance to place peer response on equal footing
with instructor response by even those who champion peer response,
a comprehensive review of the literature on peer response and my own
large-scale research into response has convinced me that peer response
should be at the center of the response construct. Consider, for example,
the quality of the following peer responses from student ePortfolios in
my corpus:
The signs of ASD needed much more detail and expansion. You
scratched the surface with some of their developmental impairments, but expand on them. How do these impairments compare
to regular development and what does it mean for the child in their
everyday activities?
I like that you mention how the artwork’s original audience viewed
the painting. It would be interesting if you went into further detail
about how this painting affects our contemporary audience.
Organization is one thing to look at. For example, you discuss the significance of the authors’ viewpoint before you begin your summary.
Melzer, D. (2020). Placing peer response at the center of the response construct. Journal of Response
to Writing, 6(1), 7–41.
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I can see how that seems like a good place to put it (so that the reader
knows what the authors are about when they read the summary)
but I think it belongs in the evaluation, where you can evaluate their
credibility.
Although each of these comments are from students, they are strikingly
similar to something I would write in response to my students’ drafts. In
my national corpus of response to college writing, peer response was similar to, and often perceived by students as more useful than, instructor
response.
In this article, I begin to address the call from writing studies scholars for
more large-scale research into response to writing (Evans, 2013; Lang, 2018)
and more research on how students react to instructor and peer response
(Anson, 2012; Ferris, 2011; Formo & Stalings, 2014; Lee, 2014; Sommers,
2006; Zigmond, 2012). My research corpus includes 864 pieces of student
writing from student ePortfolios (445 instructor responses to drafts in progress and 419 peer responses to drafts in progress) and 128 portfolio reflection
essays in which students reflect on peer and instructor response. The portfolios represent first-year writing courses and courses from across disciplines
at 70 institutions of higher education across the United States. I analyze this
data to explore the following research questions:
• Research Question 1: What are the similarities and differences in the
ways instructors and peers respond to college writing?
• Research Question 2: What perspectives do college students have on
the feedback they receive on their writing from instructors and peers?
To investigate these questions, I apply a constructivist framework and
methodology. A constructivist approach to response takes into account
the prominence of social-epistemic theories in recent response research
(Anderson, 1998; Askew & Lodge, 2000; Evans, 2013; Price & O’Donovan,
2006; Villamil & de Guerrero, 2006) and emphasizes the learner’s central
role in constructing response, including student self-assessment and peer
response.
Review of the Literature on Peer Response
As part of a larger monograph project on response, I undertook a comprehensive review of the literature on responding to undergraduate college
Melzer, D. (2020). Placing peer response at the center of the response construct. Journal of Response
to Writing, 6(2), 7–41.
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writing, including research from writing studies, ESL/EFL, WAC, and international scholarship published in English. I used a snowball approach and
reviewed over 1,300 books and articles on instructor and peer response,
focusing on the most prominent themes regarding the similarities and differences between instructor and peer response.
Peer response is becoming more common in college courses across
the curriculum, and WAC researchers have found that peer and instructor
comments are similar in courses in the disciplines. Patton (2012) studied
peer and teacher response in a large history course and found that students using the Scaffolded Writing and Rewriting in the Discipline
(SWoRD) rubric-based system for peer response gave feedback that was
“quantitatively and qualitatively similar to instructor feedback” (p. 139).
In a study of a large engineering course, Hamer et al. (2015) also found
that students gave feedback that is similar to instructor feedback. Beason
(1993) studied peer and instructor comments in four WAC/WEC courses
and found that 90% of the instructors’ concerns in their comments were
addressed in student comments (p. 413). Patchan et al. (2009) coded more
than 1,400 comments from undergraduate students, a writing instructor,
and a content instructor in 29 categories and found students’ peer review
comments were similar to instructor comments. The WAC research on
peer response shows that students often made similar content-focused
comments as instructors made and were capable of providing effective
feedback on global features of writing.
In many studies of ESL/EFL courses, researchers have found that peer
response is often nearly equivalent to and sometimes even more helpful
than instructor response. Miao et al. (2006) compared a group of students at a Chinese university who received feedback from the instructor
and a group who received feedback from peers and found that the peer
feedback group made more global and meaning changes. Similar to Miao
et al.’s findings, in a study of 39 University of Hawai‘i ESL students and
13 instructors, Devenney (1989) found that teachers were much more
likely to be directive and to focus on grammar, and that overall student
comments were similar to instructor comments in tone and substance
(p. 86). In a self-study of an ESL course in Germany, Caulk (1994) noted
that 40% of instructor comments were reinforced in peer response papers
Melzer, D. (2020). Placing peer response at the center of the response construct. Journal of Response
to Writing, 6(2), 7–41.
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that received responses from at least three students (p. 184). Research
has also shown that peer response, when implemented with rigorous
training, is a highly effective pedagogy in mainstream first-year writing
courses (Diab, 2011; McGroarty & Zhu, 1997; Tannacito & Tuzi, 2002;
Zhu, 1994).
Perhaps the most important benefit of peer response is its support of
student metacognition: Giving feedback to peers helps students improve
their own writing. Nicol et al. (2014) note that 68% of students in an
engineering course reported that participating in peer response “resulted
in their reflecting back on their own work and/or in their transferring
ideas generated through the reviewing process to inform that work” (p.
111), a result that Purchase (2000) also found in the implementation of
peer response in a large engineering course. In a study of nine intensive
English writing courses and 91 students, Lundstrom and Baker (2009)
found that students who only gave peer feedback made more significant
gains in their writing than students who only received peer feedback.
Ballantyne et al. (2002) collected a questionnaire about peer response
from 939 students, and the students reported that “peer assessment was
an awareness-raising exercise because it made them consider their own
work more closely” (p. 434).
Although the literature provides more evidence than is often acknowledged by writing instructors that peers can respond as effectively as
instructors, some studies have found less-than-positive results for peer
response. Researchers studying sheltered ESL/EFL courses have found
that nonnative English speakers can struggle to respond to sentence-level
issues (Choi, 2013; Diab, 2010; Ruegg, 2018; Wang, 2014). English language learners in sheltered courses may be skeptical of the value of peer
feedback and may value teacher feedback far more than peer feedback
(Amores, 1997; Berger, 1990; Leki, 1990; Nelson & Murphy, 1993; Paulus,
1999; Saito, 1994; Tsui & Ng, 2000; Zhang, 1995). Studies indicate that
writers who had less experience with English were less likely to make
substantial revisions based on response from peers (Allen & Mills, 2016;
Van Steendam et al., 2010) and needed more training and direction to
be able to make useful comments on the content of their peers’ writing
(Guardado & Shi, 2007). Among most of the research studies that found
Melzer, D. (2020). Placing peer response at the center of the response construct. Journal of Response
to Writing, 6(2), 7–41.
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less-than-positive effects of peer response, one common feature is that
each study involved a peer response treatment without any, or with very
little, training (Amores, 1997; Connor & Asenavage, 1994; Covill, 2010;
Guardado & Shi, 2007; Mangelsdorf & Schlumberger, 1992) or the use of
peer response by instructors was not frequent enough for it to be taken
seriously by students (Brammer & Rees, 2007).
Though I believe the research shows that in most contexts peers can
provide feedback similar to instructor feedback, I do not argue that peer
response should replace instructor response. In extensive reviews of
the literature on response, Chang (2016), Ferris and Hedgcock (1998),
and Hyland and Hyland (2006) found that studies strongly indicate that
students preferred to receive both peer and instructor response. In a
study of 250 students in 10 courses across six universities, Kauffman
and Schunn (2011) found that students had more positive views of peer
response when instructors also responded. Instructors bring a great
deal of useful knowledge about genres, discourse communities, and disciplinary conventions to their responses to student writing. However,
I believe that we should think of these assets of instructor response as
a complement to peer response rather than thinking of peer response
as a complement to instructor response. As my review of the literature
indicates, a number of predominant themes point to the value of peer
response:
• Theme 1: Peer responders tend to be more focused on global concerns
than instructors.
• Theme 2: Peer responders tend to be less directive than instructors.
• Theme 3: Students learn as much from reading their peers’ drafts as
they do from the comments they receive from peer responders or the
instructor.
In this article, I apply these themes to my corpus of instructor and
peer feedback. My findings reinforce the value of making peer response
central to the response construct.
Research Methods
As Evans (2013) observes, most studies of response “are small scale,
single subject, opportunistic, and invited” (p. 77). To collect data on peer
and instructor response that was unsolicited and that was on a larger
Melzer, D. (2020). Placing peer response at the center of the response construct. Journal of Response
to Writing, 6(2), 7–41.
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scale than most prior response research, from 2018–2019 I located all the
undergraduate college student ePortfolios on the internet I could find,
using key term searches such as “teacher comments,” “peer feedback,”
and “peer response” with the term “portfolio.” Most of the 248 ePortfolios I collected include multiple artifacts of both peer and instructor
feedback. I was initially surprised to find this large a quantity of student
and instructor feedback available online, but it appeared that instructors asked students to include drafts with comments in their portfolios
because students were required to refer to this feedback in a final portfolio reflection essay.
The ePortfolios represent first-year writing courses and courses from
across disciplines at 70 institutions of higher education across the United
States (see appendix for a list of the institutions). In the present study, I
excluded instructor response to final drafts to make a parallel comparison
between peer response to drafts in progress (419 responses) and instructor
response to drafts in progress (445 responses). The ePortfolios were primarily from individual courses, but a handful were undergraduate career
ePortfolios. Seventy percent of the responses are from first-year composition courses, and 30% are from courses across disciplines.
All of the artifacts I collected were published on the internet without
password protection and were publicly available, so I did not seek out IRB
approval for the research or ask for consent from each student. The students who published these portfolios knew their work would be publicly
available on the internet, and many of the portfolios had an introduction
page in which the students introduced themselves to a potential broader
readership beyond the class. However, it is important to note that these
portfolios were published to meet a course requirement, and in the interest
of protecting the privacy of the students and instructors, I did not identify
them by name. I used “X” in place of student and instructor names when
quoting responses and reflections. I also refrained from making references to any of the institutions when I cited individual portfolios. In some
ePortfolios, students displayed graded work, which is technically a violation of FERPA, and I did not include drafts in progress that were graded
in my corpus.

Melzer, D. (2020). Placing peer response at the center of the response construct. Journal of Response
to Writing, 6(2), 7–41.
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Rutz (2004) argues that “piles of student papers may bear thousands of
fascinating teacher comments, but at least half of the story remains untold
as long as student writers are not part of the conversation” (p. 122). I was
especially interested in studying how students react to response from their
instructors and peers. I found useful qualitative data in the cases of student
reflection on instructor and peer responses in process memos, web page
introductions, and midterm and final portfolio reflection essays. Most of
the portfolios contain at least some student reflection on peer and teacher
comments, and a little over half of the portfolios (128) include extended
portfolio reflection essays that reference peer and/or instructor feedback.
I took a deductive approach when analyzing the data in my corpus.
I believed a deductive approach was appropriate, given that I conducted
a comprehensive review of the response literature prior to analyzing
the data and noted prominent themes from that literature. My process of analyzing the data consisted of three cycles. In the first cycle, I
read the portfolio artifacts quickly, noting in a spreadsheet the extent
to which they connected to or differed from the themes established
from the literature review. In the second cycle, I read the artifacts more
closely, saving both representative and discrepant example comments
and making brief analytic memos in the spreadsheet. To peer check the
reliability of my analysis and to check my own reliability over time, I
engaged in a third cycle of analysis six months after the first two cycles.
I shared a sample of twenty portfolios with two graduate students pursuing a doctorate in education at the University of California, Davis:
Amy Lombardi and DJ Quinn. Amy and DJ had been students in a
graduate seminar on response taught by Dana Ferris, which seminar I
had audited. I provided Amy and DJ each with a stipend to participate
in a three-hour reliability “sense-checking” activity. In the activity, I
asked them to check the validity of my findings by reading a stratified
sample of 10 portfolios each (seven first-year composition portfolios
and three WAC course portfolios randomized within each strata, for a
total of 170 peer and instructor responses to student writing). During
this activity, I reread all 20 portfolios. We then did a 30-minute “peer
debriefing” (Creswell, 2009, p. 192) and discussed the extent to which
they perceived the themes from the literature and where my analysis
Melzer, D. (2020). Placing peer response at the center of the response construct. Journal of Response
to Writing, 6(2), 7–41.
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matched the data. Amy and DJ were in broad agreement with my analysis of the data in relation to the themes. They also noted additional
discrepant examples and pointed out additional findings of interest.
Though I located qualitative patterns from the themes deduced from
the literature, I made a conscious choice not to create a taxonomy of types of
response and code discrete comments. Ferris (2003) warns that “counting
schemes” may not capture the complexities of the response construct (p.
36), and other prominent response scholars have emphasized that coding
and interpreting instructor comments in isolation can be reductive (Fife &
O’Neill, 2001; Knoblauch & Brannon, 1981; Newkirk, 1984; Phelps, 2000).
In light of my constructivist framework, and because I did not have the benefit of member checking coded responses with the instructors and students
in my research, I elected to focus on broader qualitative patterns deduced
from themes in the literature rather than use a taxonomy to code discrete
comments. In this qualitative and constructivist methodology, “labelling
is done to manage data rather than to facilitate enumeration” (Spencer et
al., 2014, p. 278). As Creswell (2013) notes, quantitative coding may not
always work in a qualitative and constructivist research project because
“counting conveys a quantitative orientation of magnitude and frequency
contrary to qualitative research” (p. 185). However, I did attempt to provide
enough qualitative evidence from the ePortfolios to establish the patterns
in my corpus and their connection to the themes from the literature.
Despite the size of my corpus, I cannot generalize these themes to all
college response to writing in the United States, especially given the portfolio/process pedagogy bias of my sample. However, I believe the themes
in my study confirm prior research on a larger scale and have implications
for peer response in college writing, which I discuss in the conclusion.
A study of this scale cannot include the level of context of smaller-scale,
ethnographic research. In this way, my research is similar to other largescale studies of response, including the studies by Connors and Lunsford
(1988, 1993) of comments in 3,000 essays solicited from writing instructors across the United States, the analysis by Dixon and Moxley (2013) of
118,611 writing instructors’ comments on 17,433 essays at one institution,
the lexical-based index by Ian Anson and Chris Anson (2017) of 50,000
first-year writing students’ peer response comments at one institution, the
Melzer, D. (2020). Placing peer response at the center of the response construct. Journal of Response
to Writing, 6(2), 7–41.
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analysis by Lang (2018) of five years of comments by first-year writing
teacher assistants on 17,534 pieces of student writing at one institution,
and an analysis by Wärnsby et al. (2018) of 50,000 peer reviews at three
institutions. As was true for these researchers, I did not know the instructors’ or students’ intentions behind their comments or observe classroom
interactions. However, unlike prior large-scale studies of response, I did
have a degree of triangulation of data, given that I had the responses and
students’ reflections on response.
Findings
Theme 1: Global Concerns
The first theme I found in my review of the literature was that peer
responders tend to be more focused on global concerns than instructors.
Research has shown that many college instructors focus heavily on sentence-level concerns, even on drafts in progress (Anson, 1989; Cohen,
1987; Cohen & Cavalcanti, 1990; Dohrer, 1991; Ferris et al., 2011; Glover
& Brown, 2006; Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 1996; Lee et al., 2018; Rysdam &
Johnson-Shull, 2016; Snymanski, 2014; Stern & Solomon, 2006). The focus
of the instructors’ responses in my corpus ranges widely, but instructors
did frequently make comments on global concerns, contrary to the findings of much prior research. The following excerpts from instructors’ end
comments are representative:
For the revision, you might consider evaluating a number of hate
speech cases that have already been decided to see if you think
Posner’s formula can be applied to determine the correctness or
incorrectness of these decisions.
As I note in the one of the bubbles above, the dog’s paintings could present a real challenge to Rosenberg and other fans of abstract painting. Do
you think that the dog’s art delegitimizes the value of abstract art?
If you agree with Caruth’s descriptions of trauma, then how does
applying that description to these texts help us understand the texts
in a new way, or how does the use of the texts expand or change
Caruth’s claims?
Melzer, D. (2020). Placing peer response at the center of the response construct. Journal of Response
to Writing, 6(2), 7–41.
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When the students in my study reflected on the global revision
suggestions they received from instructors, they tended to talk about
re-envisioning their work and growing as a writer. This appreciation of
instructor’s global comments and the discussion in students’ reflective
writing of specific revisions the students made in response to global
comments, is prevalent in my corpus:
Dr. X proposed that I take a more argumentative position in my final
draft, as well as suggesting possible positions. I ended up editing this
part of the essay and my argumentative position as a result.
X felt the same way as she writes in the comments, “I’m not sure
exactly what your thesis/problem statement/significance are going
to be, so make sure you clarify.” I took this comments into deep consideration and focused on significance and clarity to make sure my
point came across more clearly in peer edits and the final draft.
My professor pushed me throughout the semester asking questions
such as, what in the piece made me feel that specific emotion. . . .
When considering all of these aspects of art, my analyses became
more deep and well thought out.
Instructors in my corpus focused on global concerns more frequently
than the results of previous research would have led me to expect; however,
many instructors in my study did focus their response almost exclusively
on local concerns. Sometimes these comments held a tone of frustration
or even anger:
You did no editing?
You MUST correct your format.
You MUST put your Works Cited list in proper MLA format to receive
a grade on the essay!!!
You should not make the same technical mistakes—citation, formatting, grammar, punctuation, and syntax errors—that you made in
Major Essays 1 and 2.
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This harsh tone and this focus on error is almost never true of the
peer response in my corpus. The following excerpt from a script and peer
response is representative of the tone and global focus of most of the
peer response in my corpus:
What is the problem (write it here)? Do you believe it is truly a problem? How could the author be more convincing?
The problem is overcrowding on the Singapore transportation systems,
and the inconvenience this causes its riders. I fully believe this is a problem because the author includes personal touches that make me feel
as if I can experience the cramped buses too. I think the author could
potentially expand upon the inconvenience that a cramped transportation system creates, other than just talking about the awkwardness of
being ‘packed like sardines.’
Does the essay propose workable, realistic, well-thought-out solutions? What are some solutions the author hasn’t thought of?
The solutions proposed are workable and realistic. However, I do think
they could be more well-thought out. By this I mean to say that the
solutions need a little more backing them. They have a great general
framework, but there needs to be more details. A potential solution the
author has not thought of might be to run more buses. Although this
is not the best option since it would not be environmentally friendly.
The author suggested that there be an incentive to riding the buses at
dead hours, and I think this idea is great but could use a little more
backing it.
Does the essay demonstrate sound reasoning and logic with well-supported documentation?
I would say that it does! I think that the author could potentially draw
from other cities and their successes (or even failures) in the realm of
transportation. This may help him to gather more information, and
also increase the credibility of his paper.
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Does the conclusion motivate the reader toward action? Provide a
suggestion or an alternative suggestion for a call to action from the
audience.
The conclusion is good, but not as strong as it could be! I believe that the
call to action could be much stronger than it currently is. I would suggest that the author review the problem, emphasize the MAIN proposed
solution and then call directly to the transportation system make the
change.
Just under half of the peer responses were guided by scripts like the one
above. Additional examples of student comments illustrate the global feedback that was a common result of carefully scripted peer response:
5th paragraph does not address why some found Mapplethorpe’s work
offensive.
You should definitely have a paragraph about Liz and how she contrasts with the idea of traditional gender roles because I think this is
essential to the understanding of Alfie.
She can discuss more about the product’s con instead of just the pros.
This can help the reader see what’s the up and down side of the product so they can help make a judgment for themselves on the product.
In their reflective writing, students frequently comment on the ways
peer response helped them to rethink their topics, develop their ideas, and
reorganize their entire essays:
I received some critical feedback from my peers and I decided to change
my topic to something I could describe fluently in more detail. Once I
had my new topic, my story came to life.
Similar to the first assignment, my peer reviewer’s comments dramat
ically helped me to better my essay and structure it to be more successful.
While I had expressed all of my ideas in my paper, the paragraphs were
not in a logical order and I did not go into detail on my main point
enough. It helped me realize that although I had briefly stated my idea
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about the film, I spent too much time summarizing and not addressing
my main point.
The insight that my reviewer had difficulty distinguishing my thesis from the problem statement, meant that I needed to go back and
rework my thesis statement.
There were two exceptions to this pattern of global comments in
peer response. When peer response scripts had questions that could be
answered with a simple “yes” or “no,” students often gave a one-word
response (e.g., “Is the organization of the visual argument clear and logical?” “Yes”). Another exception was an observation made by one of the
graduate students who participated in the sense-checking activity. DJ
noted that when students responded by writing directly on a draft, they
were more likely to note grammar, syntax, and punctuation issues (93
of the 419 peer responses were images of handwritten responses written
directly on hard copies of drafts).
Despite these exceptions, the example peer response and student
reflections on peer response I’ve cited illustrate that with carefully de
signed scripts that focus students’ attention on content, students in my
corpus are adept at providing global comments. Conversely, the instructors in my research sometimes focused solely on sentence-level issues
and often responded in harsh and unforgiving tones regarding typos and
misspellings on drafts.
Theme 2: Less Directive
The second theme I found is that peer responders tend to be less directive than instructors. Research has shown that students prefer feedback
that is not overly directive (Arndt, 1993; Scrocco, 2012; Straub, 1997), but
instructors often focus their response on directives and rewriting students’
sentences and words (Ferris, 2014; Ferris et al., 2011; Ferris & Hedgcock,
1998; Rysdam & Johnson-Shull, 2016; Stern & Solomon, 2006). The instructors in my study frequently took control of students’ work; they deleted and
rewrote phrases and passages as a form of response. Figures 1 and 2 are
screenshots of paragraphs from two students’ papers with examples of this
directive approach to response from two instructors.
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Overly directive response can reinforce students’ common misconception that an instructor’s purpose in responding is to correct students’ writing.
One student in a reflection memo said, “I made the corrections the professor
suggested,” and another student said in a reflection on instructor comments,
“Dr. X does a very good job of pointing out what is wrong in a draft so that
we know exactly what needs to be fixed.” Another student stated in their
portfolio reflection essay that they prefer the instructor’s comments to peers’
comments because the instructor “always gave me the feedback I needed to
understand the mistakes I made in order to make them right.”
The instructors in my research who were less directive tended to be
those that focused on asking questions, such as “Why should savers compromise? Doesn’t an investment of $1mm or $2mm deprive them of an
opportunity to create more wealth?” and “What is the prevailing scholarly
interpretation of the film? How does your own analysis fit alongside these
others?” Open-ended questions that are focused on developing content
are sometimes present in the instructor response in my research, but this
type of question is ubiquitous in the peer response. The following examples typify how students use open-ended questions in peer response:
What is the background on this quote? What point does it prove?
Elaborate here. . . . Why is it a secret? What would society think if they
found out?
Has your mom’s wisdom affected or influenced your ability to write?
Why did you decide to start with the negative aspects here rather than
say your positive experiences you’ve had?
Even though peer responders are less directive than instructors and ask
more open-ended questions, their comments are rarely vague or generic.
Just as I have countless examples of useful global peer feedback in my
corpus, I have countless examples of specific peer feedback. The following
examples of peer response illustrate specific feedback from peers:
When you begin to talk about the different subjects within your paper
make sure you take some time to go a little more in depth with the
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Figure 1
Directive Approach to Response Using Track Changes and Comments Features
Melzer, D. (2020). Placing peer response at the center of the response construct. Journal of Response
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Figure 2
Directive Approach to Response Using Handwritten Notes
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arguments that you are making. ‘Integration is necessary in order to
save education systems from falling even further into the impersonal
abyss of meaningless knowledge before it is too late.’ This sentence is
very broad which generalizes integration and leaves it up to the reader’s imagination to think up of how the integration should take place.
I suggest going a little more in depth with the topics that you bring up.
In this case integration needs to be explained a little bit more.
She should describe the Chinese traditions in full detail and maybe
even have a separate paragraph for each benefit the goji berry gives
to people. If she does this, the audience will have an extremely clear
mindset and will be able to learn many new things about the goji berry.
In their reflections on peer response, students frequently stated their appreciation for specific feedback and articulated the substantial revisions they
made based on their peers’ advice:
X in particular, was specific. For example, he told me to describe my
observation more, and to explain what different exercises were going
on at that time. I was able to look at my paper from the reader’s perspective, and realize that if I were reading my paper, the thoughts
appeared to be vague.
In X’s peer review of my analysis, he stated: ‘Every detail you give about
a section should be backed up with analysis. Try not to describe what
a certain tab entails just for the sake of making sure you describe every
bit of the website’ An example X provided was related to the paragraph
in which I explained the ‘issues’ tab. When looking back at my paper, I
noticed that the whole paragraph only provided a description of the tab.
In most cases, the students in my research who received feedback from
three or four peers received more helpful questions and specific, but not
overly directive, feedback on a broader array of revision concerns than the
students who only received instructor feedback.
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Theme 3: Learning From Peer Drafts
I cannot emphasize enough the degree to which my research confirms
prior research regarding the value students see in reading and responding
to their peers’ drafts (Guilford, 2001; Mulder et al., 2014; Nicol et al., 2014).
This third theme is one of the strongest patterns I noted in my corpus:
Students learn as much from reading their peers’ drafts as they do from the
comments they receive from peer responders or the instructor. Students
in my corpus often reflected on how much they learned from reading their
peers’ drafts and how they were able to apply what they learned to improve
their own drafts:
Peer review definitely changed the way I write. When I read over a
classmates essay and edit it, I start to think about my essay and if I
have that same problem.
Likewise, reading the work of my peers has helped me see the good
and bad in my own writing as well.
Having someone who is doing the same assignment read and critique
my paper helps give me new insight into what I need to improve, and
reading someone else’s draft often helps me think of improvements I
need to make in my own paper.
I can see techniques a classmate use, and look for ways to apply them
to my papers.
Students articulated revisions they made to their own writing based
on their analysis of their peer’s writing. One student wrote in a reflective
essay, “When I reviewed one commentary about underage drinking, I
saw how she used a lot of pictures to support her argument, and I realized this would be a good idea for my paper too.” Another example of a
revision based on peer response comes from a different student’s reflection on peer review:
Peer reviewing my classmates’ papers have also helped me learn to clarify my own ideas. When I read X’s paper about her dorm she had a very
clear proposal and solution. After reading hers I went back into my own
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paper and clarified my proposal and solution. I did not copy her, but the
process of peer review helped me learn how to be a better writer.
Even students who were at first skeptical of peer response acknowledged that they learned to improve their own writing through the act of
reading and responding to their peers’ drafts. An excerpt from one student’s midterm reflection is representative of a pattern I saw in students’
reflections regarding their shifting attitudes about peer response:
I personally do not care for peer review because none of my peers are
accomplished writers. They are just like me, still discovering the writing world. However what I do like from peer review is reading others
papers’, especially when having the same prompt. Reading the paper
gives me ideas for my own paper or inspires me to write about another
topic that is similar. Reading these papers also can show me what does
not work too well, which then I reevaluate my own paper to see if I
made some of the same mistakes.
Even more than the comments they received from peers, the benefits gained
from reading peers’ work persuaded even the most resistant students in my
corpus to see value in peer response.
Discussion
The results of my national study of peer and instructor response reinforce on a large scale the three predominant themes deduced from my
comprehensive review of the literature on response:
• Theme 1: Peer responders tend to be more focused on global concerns
than instructors.
• Theme 2: Peer responders tend to be less directive than instructors.
• Theme 3: Students learn as much from reading their peers’ drafts as
they do from the comments they receive from peer responders or the
instructor.
These three themes connected to strong patterns in all three cycles
of my analysis of the corpus, including the final reliability sense-checking
activity with the two PhD candidates. Although my constructivist, qualitative methodology did not lead me to apply a taxonomy of comments
and enumeration of comment types, the evidence cited from student
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and instructor comments—triangulated by students’ reflections on
peer and instructor comments in portfolio reflection essays—supports
the strong presence of the themes from the literature review in my
corpus. These themes have important implications regarding the value
of shifting our focus in the teaching of writing to place student self-assessment and peer response at the center of the response construct.
Implication 1: Peer Response on Drafts in Progress
One implication concerning the shift in focus of the response construct is that peer response has the potential to be as valuable as instructor
response on drafts in progress. The peer reviewers in my research were
more focused on global concerns and less directive than instructors. The
hallmarks of effective response to drafts in progress are the peers’ emphasis
on global issues and the lack of wrestling control of the writing from the
author. Peer response based on a script provided by the instructor yielded
the most global and least directive comments in my research, and students
who received guided feedback on a draft in progress from at least three
peers were given more global and specific feedback than students who only
received feedback from the instructor.
Implication 2: Deciding Whether to Implement Peer Response
Another implication is that the quality of peer comments should not
be the deciding factor in whether or not to implement peer response. My
research provides large-scale evidence of an under-appreciated theme from
the literature on peer response: Students learn as much from the simple
act of reading their peers’ drafts as they do from any comments they
receive from peers. Perhaps in some classroom contexts, peer response
may not always result in feedback as valuable as instructor response, such
as preparatory sheltered courses for nonnative English speakers or basic
writing courses at open-admission institutions. But in any classroom context, students can find value in reflecting on the ways that their peers have
responded to an assignment prompt.
Implication 3: Instructor Response as a Complement
The third implication is that peer response should be the primary mode
of responding, and instructor response should serve as a complement to
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peer response. Thinking of peer response as merely complementary to the
instructor-student dyad in the design of the response construct fails to ack
nowledge and take advantage of the empirical evidence for the benefits of
peer response. Instructors should shift the primary labor of response from
the instructor to the students. This change requires that instructors now
focus their primary labor on designing the response construct rather than
responding to student drafts. In some contexts, instructor response may be
more integral—for example, on an assignment that asks students to compose in a complex disciplinary genre that the students are unfamiliar with.
However, in most contexts, instructor response can serve to reinforce and
supplement peer comments rather than peer comments being thought of as
supplement to instructor comments.
Implication 4: Designing Peer Response and Training Students
The final implication is that instructors should devote less time to
responding and more time to designing peer response and training students to respond to each other. Designing the response construct for a shift
in focus from instructor response to student response means requiring frequent peer response, designing scripts to guide student response, creating
some degree of accountability for peer responses, and presenting a rationale to students as to why peer response is valuable and central. It also
means devoting substantial time to training students in responding to their
peers. This might involve asking students to reflect on their prior experi
ences with peer response, having students collaboratively create class
guidelines for responding to their peers, practicing response on a student
draft as a class before engaging in the first peer response, sharing examples
of good responses after the first peer response workshop, and asking students to reflect on the feedback they received from peers in process memos
and revision plans.
Conclusion
In Writing Studies, ESL/EFL, and WAC scholarship and practice, we
have successfully made the argument for teaching writing as a social process and including peer response as a part of the response construct. In
my research and experience as a writing instructor, I have found that peer
response can accomplish more than we often give it credit for. It is time
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to trust what we have learned from research and practice and move peer
response to the center of the response construct.
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This article expands composition research on response by examining how Dweck’s
theory of mindsets impacts graduate writers’ ability to process critical and praise-oriented teacher response, apply critical and praise-oriented teacher response in revision,
and ultimately, develop as learners and transfer knowledge from these experiences.
We conducted this examination through in-depth case studies of two writers over a
six-year period that spanned undergraduate and graduate education. The case studies included interviews, teacher response, and writing to develop thick descriptions
of graduate writers’ experiences. We demonstrate how students’ mindsets intersect
with processing and applying both critical and praise-oriented response throughout
their academic careers, which ultimately helps or hinders opportunities for learning
transfer and writing development. The implications of this work apply to how teachers respond to writing and how they teach graduate students about processing and
applying teacher comments.
Keywords: transfer, response, advanced writers, graduate writers, case study, longitudinal research, graduate writers
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The following is an excerpt of an exchange between Dana and Alice,
a first-year graduate student:
DANA: I want to talk about this professor from last year. How did
that end up resolving? And how do you think about it now?
ALICE: Well, the next semester was really hard for me writing-wise.
I actually had a couple of breakdowns, thought to myself that I was
no good, that I couldn’t do it after the professor said I didn’t have
graduate level writing. . . . I was stressed out. It was bad. So, I actually
printed out a picture of his face, and I used my paintball gun and
then shot at his face. It really got to me what he said. And I was struggling with my writing. And then once I kind of let it go, I realized I
am a good writer because I have a 4.0 overall GPA.
This excerpt is Alice’s reaction to teacher response during her first
semester of graduate school when she felt her instructor was “too critical” of her writing. The professor’s critical comments impacted Alice
so much that she avoided difficult revisions on her writing and made a
major career trajectory shift, changing the concentration in her master’s
program to avoid the professor’s future courses and critical comments.
However, Alice processed praise comments in more productive ways
that contributed to her growth as a student and counselor. How do we
help students like Alice succeed? How do we understand how students
process comments? What impact might these kinds of comments have
on writing development and learning transfer? As we will demonstrate
through two case studies over six years, we believe answering these
questions is a matter of better understanding student mindsets toward
writing and learning.
The purpose of this study is to examine how Dweck’s theory of mindsets impacts two graduate writers’ ability to process both critical and
praise-oriented teacher response, engage with those responses in revision, and develop as learners and transfer knowledge from these experiences. Through in-depth case studies of two writers over a six-year period
that spanned undergraduate and graduate education, we examined these
two students’ writing experiences. The case studies included interviews,
Powell, R. L., & Driscoll, D. L. (2020). How mindsets shape response and learning transfer: A case
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teacher response, and writing samples to develop thick descriptions of
their experiences. We demonstrate how growth and fixed mindsets
intersect with processing and applying both critical and praise-oriented
response throughout their academic careers, which ultimately helped or
hindered opportunities for learning transfer and writing development
over time. The implications of this work apply to how teachers respond
to writing in college-level classes and specifically how to work with
advanced and graduate students with praise and critical responses.
Mindsets Theory
Carol Dweck’s (2006) theory posits that people often inhabit one of
two mindsets: growth or fixed. Fixed-mindset individuals believe their
intelligence or skills are unchangeable. Furthermore, fixed-mindset individuals have difficulty managing struggle and failure because they assume
this failure is a challenge to their self-identity and intelligence. A growthmindset individual believes skills and intelligence are malleable and cultivated through hard work; this belief encourages students to work harder to
succeed and learn from failure. Dweck (2006) demonstrated that growthmindset individuals often have more accurate understandings of their
skills and abilities, while fixed-mindset individuals may overestimate their
ability to perform in specific situations. Mindsets, therefore, extend theories of intelligence, such as Myers–Briggs type theory, and suggest that the
key for success is not based so much on what kind of intelligence an individual has but rather whether or not intelligence can be developed.
Mindsets impact literacy learning and academic success. Blackwell et
al. (2007) found that mindsets strongly determined academic achievement
and success in middle school students. Growth-mindset students excelled
at testing in this study, while fixed-mindset students remained unwilling
to study more or try new test-taking strategies. Specific to writing contexts, Limpo and Alves (2014) found that in K–12 classrooms, growthmindset students produced longer and higher quality texts (measured via
fully developing papers based on writing guidelines) than fixed-mindset
students.
Mindsets are more nuanced than simply “fixed” or “growth”; rather,
they can be domain specific. That is, a student might have a growth
mindset about writing but a fixed mindset about mathematics, and these
Powell, R. L., & Driscoll, D. L. (2020). How mindsets shape response and learning transfer: A case
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mindsets may even shift given the specific task. For example, students may
have a fixed mindset about grammar and a growth mindset about revision
because of previous writing experiences. Ryan and Mercer (2012) suggested that different language-learning activities could be tied to various
mindsets. Finally, we note that like many other dispositions (Driscoll &
Wells, 2012), mindsets are likely unconscious or semi-conscious, that is,
they are driving behaviors that shape activity and long-term development.
Research on mindsets and writing in college contexts is still developing.
Palmquist and Young (1992) explored the notion of “giftedness” in firstyear composition (FYC) classrooms, a closely related concept to mindsets.
Giftedness, like mindsets, has two sides: Some writers believe that writing
is a “gift” they were born with and cannot change while others believe that
writing is something that could be learned. In a dissertation, Schubert
(2017), explored student mindsets in an embedded writing tutors’ program
with college engineering courses. Her intervention had writing tutors offer
engineering classes individual tutorial support and a 30-minute presentation of mindsets. She found that while growth and fixed mindsets were
salient in her participants, students could hold competing value systems
(e.g., a student could have a growth mindset but show moments of fixed
mindsets). Schubert described how one participant had a growth mindset
until they received a poor grade on an assignment. Then they started to
believe they couldn’t develop their skills further. Further, in a case study,
Knutson (2019) discovered that fixed-mindset students dismissed writing
instruction, which as Knutson argues, could include teacher feedback.
Knutson studied one student over multiple years who had a fixed mindset
and did not develop substantially from instruction nor feedback.
Mindsets, therefore, are perspectives on how we grow and improve our
intelligence and skills and may be responsible, in part, for long-term learning
and writing development. If, as Sommers (2012) has suggested in previous
work on response, the ultimate goal of responding to student writing is to
develop writers, and writing is cognitive in nature, then it is imperative that
compositionists understand how students’ mindsets might impact teacher
response. Further, Sommers (2006) and Anson (2012) both call for closer
attention to how teacher response impacts writing development, which we
address in this article.
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Literature on Mindsets, Critical Comments, and
Responding to Student Writing
A recent dissertation highlights the role of mindsets in response. Powell
(2018) studied FYC students and how mindsets impacted their ability to process and revise based on teacher response. Powell utilized case studies that
collected teacher comments, student think-alouds with those comments,
and examined drafts before and after teacher comments. Like Schubert
(2017), Powell noted that students sometimes demonstrated growth mindsets and sometimes displayed fixed mindsets. However, students did tend
to lean toward one mindset over the other, so they fell along a continuum
from “very growth” to “fixed.” Students with very growth mindsets revised
more than students with fixed mindsets. Beyond this dissertation, mindset
theory has not been explored in response literature.
The topic of critical comments and praise comments is closely tied
to mindset theory, since critical comments may challenge fixed-mindset
students, like Alice. Previous response research has examined praise comments and found that FYC students reacted and applied praise comments
effectively (Daiker, 1989; Smith, 1989; Treglia, 2008). In relation to theories of intelligence and response, Callahan (2000) discovered that English
education students whose Myers–Briggs personality type matched that of
their teacher typically reacted to their teachers comments on their reflective writing in productive ways—they welcomed the feedback and used
it to deepen their reflective practice. Further, in terms of applying teacher
response to revision, a number of studies exist spanning multiple groups
with both critical and praise-oriented feedback. Many studies found mixed
results, suggesting that FYC students sometimes revised and sometimes
did not. Students who did not revise had a lack of understanding, experienced emotional reactions to the feedback, or did not implement feedback because the comments were delivered on the final paper and not on a
draft (Treglia, 2009; Silva, 2012; Wingard & Geosits, 2014; Shvidko, 2015).
Furthermore, mixed results existed in second-language (L2) writing studies
done on student revision based on teacher response (Ferris, 1997; Paulus,
1998; Lee & Schallet, 2008; Christiansen & Bloch, 2016). Lindenmann et al.
(2018) found that sometimes students did not revise because they viewed
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teacher feedback as a directive rather than a heuristic to their development.
This lack of consensus leaves room for further exploration.
While it is encouraging to see a number of studies on response and
revision, to date, no study has tried to examine the ways that students
react to both critical and praise-oriented comments over the course
of multiple years. While Callahan’s (2000) study draws on the Myers–
Briggs test of intelligence, it does not address different kinds of comments. Knutson’s (2019) case study and Powell’s (2018) dissertation both
indicated the usefulness of mindset theory in understanding writing
development. Given these studies, a longitudinal investigation into
mindset theory and response may offer rich insights into the relationships among mindsets, response, and learning development. Mindsets
are a potentially useful framework for response because they may help
explain some of the lack of consistency across research on processing
and applying feedback; a student’s ability to process and then apply
feedback may be based on their mindset. Further, the previous research
was primarily done with undergraduate students, and to date, we know
little about how graduate students process teacher response and revise.
Recent work published in the Journal of Response to Writing has begun
to explore how graduate students process response by examining peer
review in graduate courses (Mangelsdorf & Ruecker, 2018). The present
work seeks to contribute to understandings of how graduate students’
mindsets impact how they might process, apply, and transfer knowledge
gained from both critical and praise-oriented teacher written response.
Therefore, our goal is to explore how mindsets may impact student
writers’ processing of teacher response—both critical and praise-oriented
comments, the students’ application of response via revision, and what
they transfer from those comments. We offer case studies of two student
writers that spanned six years of undergraduate and graduate education.
First, we demonstrate their mindsets as a relatively stable and enduring
disposition. Then, we examine how both participants handled praise and
critical comments in their graduate study. Finally, we discuss implications
teacher response might have on students’ ability to transfer their writing
knowledge.
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Methods
In response to previous literature, we devised three primary research
questions:
1. What impact do mindsets have on writers’ processing of critical or
praise comments on their writing?
2. How do mindsets facilitate or hinder writers’ ability to revise after
receiving critical or praise-oriented written comments?
3. What impact do mindsets have on how writers engage in learning
transfer from teacher comments?
The data we present in our results are one part of Dana’s longitudinal,
mixed-methods study on writing development and learning transfer at a
public research university in a Midwest suburban area. Participants were
recruited via email from 25 sections of FYC. One student was randomly
selected from each of the 25 sections; 18 agreed to participate in Year 1
(Y1); attrition and loss of life reduced the participants to 13 students for
the remainder of the study. Participants1 were interviewed at the beginning of their second semester and then interviewed a minimum of once a
year until after they graduated. Ninety-seven interviews and 272 samples
of student writing are included in the broader study.
Semistructured interviews lasted one hour and included questions
about literacy practices, learning to write, disciplinary writing, writing
transfer, and writing epistemology as well as questions surrounding two
writing samples that students brought to each interview. Students were
asked to bring a “difficult” piece of writing to the interview and an “easy”
piece of writing. During the second half of the interview, students talked
through each piece of writing. When possible, students were also asked
to bring instructor comments to these interviews. Follow-up interviews
in subsequent years asked students the same questions for comparison;
additionally, students were asked questions about the previous year’s
interview and how in-progress experiences resolved.
To analyze our data, we used a multi-level, grounded coding strategy,
described by Saldaña (2009). Both authors independently engaged in firstround open-coding of student interviews and identified that “struggle with
1. Participants (five males, eight females) represented the following ethnicities: Hispanic (1), second-generation, Finnish (1), 1.5-generation Russian (1), and Caucasian (12).
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writing” was a salient theme for all students in regard to faculty response. A
comprehensive search of literature in composition and developmental psychology at this stage of the study revealed mindset theory, which fit the data
perfectly because mindsets appeared tied to how participants reacted to
comments. With mindsets as a salient feature for student writing and feedback, we then identified mindsets in each of our student writers and then
collaboratively coded (Smagorinsky, 2008) key moments of mindsets and
faculty feedback present in the interviews. From this analysis, we selected
two case studies that illustrated issues present in the larger dataset and ones
that allowed us to compare students with different mindsets.
Case Study Analysis
We selected two cases based on their comparability: Both students
were high-achieving undergraduate writers, both came from similar socioeconomic backgrounds and attended the same undergraduate institution,
and both entered graduate study in master’s programs within one year of
baccalaureate graduation. Furthermore, both experienced moments in
their undergraduate and graduate writing development where their previous writing knowledge and abilities were demonstrated to be insufficient
because of faculty written response on their writing. As we will illustrate,
both of these writers demonstrated “strong” mindsets that were stable over
a period of time. As we will also indicate, these mindsets played a considerable role in how these students processed and applied praise and critical
teacher response.
We explore these case studies through descriptions of student experiences—as shared through interviews—an analysis of faculty response and
student revisions, and their future writing experiences. To describe the faculty response present, we used Wingard and Geosits’s (2014) taxonomy to
divide faculty response into two categories: surface (grammar, mechanics,
and punctuation) and substantive (argument, organization, etc.). We chose
this taxonomy for three reasons: It offered a way to categorize and compare
both comments and revisions, it is current, and it was used in both an FYC
context and a Writing Across the Curriculum context, making it the most
appropriate for our longitudinal study where student writing samples were
cross-disciplinary and varied.
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Limitations
We recognize this data came from a single study with students at multiple institutions; therefore, our goal is not to generalize but to provide two
cases for how specific students’ mindsets may interact with faculty response
and to contribute to ongoing discussions of what factors influence students’
processing of teacher response, subsequent revision, and long-term transfer.
Further, we recognize the bias inherent in self-reported data, which makes
up half of this study’s dataset. To address this, we used a combination of
self-reported interview data with direct student writing and faculty written
response; this combination helped us reduce, but not eliminate, bias. Lastly,
the two participants were both White women, though the broader study
included some racial and ethnic diversity.
Results
In this study, our two student writers were Alice and Abby. We will begin
with a description of their experiences, histories, and how mindsets about
writing and learning shaped their writerly development as undergraduate
and graduate students. We detail this information to demonstrate that, for
at least these two students, their mindset toward writing is a relatively stable
and persistent feature in their writerly development over their educational
careers. After this description, we then shift to specific, comparable undergraduate and graduate writing experiences to demonstrate how mindsets
played a pivotal role in their ability to process critical and praise-oriented
response, engage in revision processes, and engage in learning transfer.
“You Feel Vulnerable”: Alice’s Fixed Mindset About Writing
Throughout the study, Alice displayed a fixed mindset toward writing.
In many cases, she marks her educational writing experiences through
embarrassment of her “struggles.” In her first-year interview, Alice indicated
that instead of taking advanced placement (AP) English, she took “regular English” to avoid “being overwhelmed with stuff,” and therefore she
embraced comfortable writing tasks and avoided challenging ones. While
Alice articulated aspects of writing that she exceled at, she also claimed that
she would never be good at some aspects of writing and could not learn
them. In Year 2, Alice’s fixed mindset began to impact her success in disciplinary writing. She struggled in a sophomore-level psychology research
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methods course and first attributed the struggle to the course being “too
difficult” and the instructor “not being available.” But when asked if she
sought further help, Alice stated:
It makes me feel stupid when I ask for help. I don’t like asking questions in class because I feel everyone else can understand, and I’m the
only one who does not. I have that psychological thing going on everywhere. You feel vulnerable. It’s like you don’t get what’s going on; that
puts you in a vulnerable position and asking for help makes you kind
of dumb here, and I never like being in that position.
Alice avoided help-seeking that might have aided her in overcoming the
struggles to learn and write about research methods. She viewed helpseeking as a sign of weakness and vulnerability rather than as a trait found
in successful people. Her perspective on help-seeking was directly tied to
a fixed mindset.
Evidence of Alice’s fixed mindset toward writing continued throughout
her undergraduate college career. For example, in Year 3, Alice had extreme
difficulty with writing a psychology research article, which included receiving
critical feedback from her professor. She tried to “purge” this idea from her
mind, and she shut herself off from learning. This was a common pattern for
Alice: She learned material in an earlier course that would be directly applicable in a later course (even with similar genres and activities), but rather than
engage with that knowledge, she “decided to forget about it.” We saw this pattern in a psychology research methods article, a subsequent feminist research
methods course, and her research article writing for multiple advanced psychology courses during her undergraduate career.
Alice describes her relationship with writing and the differences between
she and her girlfriend:
I feel like I’m a decent writer; it’s just, I’m one of those people who
would sit there for 10 minutes, and I have to think about how everything’s going to play out. And then I start to type, and then I kind of
edit it as I go and stuff. It’s just a long process for me. Whereas, like,
my girlfriend is like an awesome writer and, and she’s dyslexic, too. . . .
And she can sit down, and she’s just, like, na-na-na-na-na-na-na, and
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I’m like, how did you just crank that out in, like, an hour? That would
have taken me, like, two to three hours, you know? So, it’s a little frustrating that it takes me longer than I feel like the average person.
Dweck (2006) noted that those with fixed mindsets may view being good at
something as being effortless or as a result of a “natural gift” one possesses,
a perspective we see reflected in Alice’s statement. Alice believed she would
never grow in certain areas of writing, partly because of her dyslexia, but also
partly because she believes, “[That’s] just how I am.” Unfortunately, Alice
missed a number of key moments to learn and grow as a writer because of
her aversion to difficult writing tasks. When Alice did thrive in writing experiences, she reported that it was with comfortable writing tasks supported by
nurturing and approachable instructors, which we will discuss in depth later
on. She enjoyed these tasks because she could prove her skills and abilities in
a supportive environment.
“Bring It On”: Abby’s Growth Mindset About Writing
In her first-year interview, Abby, an undergraduate biochemistry major,
described “liking to write,” especially enjoying “research writing,” because it
“helps me learn new things.” Abby reported struggling with several aspects
of research writing, including conciseness, source use, documentation, and
formatting. Despite these struggles, Abby saw herself continually improving
as she “gets more practice.” Abby welcomed professor feedback because it
helped improve her writing. Here, we saw many characteristics of a growth
mindset in her first-year interview: Abby believed she could succeed and
improve, she saw herself improving over time, and she regularly sought help,
even from those instructors who had offered her “tough” written response in
the past. Furthermore, Abby welcomed challenges and saw them as a necessary part of learning and growing.
As Abby continued in her undergraduate degree, she generally performed well in her writing but not without substantial challenges. In Year 3,
she received a D on an autobiographical piece for an upper division, honors
course taught by a tough professor—the first D she had ever gotten. Abby
discussed this poor grade:
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And you know, she tore it up. She wrote a lot of notes. . . . I think I tried
to write things so perfectly or try to use different words and sometimes it just doesn’t work out. So that was a major problem. . . . I had to
work really hard and spend hours on these papers to do well.
Abby learned from teacher response that her autobiographical writing
suffered from poor stylistic choices, organizational issues, and a lack of
flow. Abby’s teacher allowed each student to revise one writing assignment throughout the semester for a better grade. Abby remained positive
during the experience and rewrote the assignment. Rather than attribute
her failures to her teachers’ dislike of her—as Alice did in similar circumstances—she welcomed the challenge and was motivated to revise. Each
year afterward, Abby pointed to this challenging writing experience as a
key moment that taught her much about writing, which she was able to
transfer. In Year 6 of the study, Abby sought this same professor’s advice
on graduate applications. Lastly, Abby developed strong confidence from
this experience and thought she “improved” and was a “good writer.”
In Year 4 of the study, Abby took a biochemistry course where she wrote
a research article for the first time. Despite a lack of writing instruction or
faculty support, Abby sought sample articles from the PubMed database to
learn the “moves” for this new genre. Abby experienced difficulty in writing
about her experiments in a clear, concise way and with complete and cohesive sentences and paragraphs. She spent a great deal of time revising the
research article and reported the challenge as “the one I kind of wanted,
was looking forward to, you know. Bring it on!” This perspective demonstrated a growth mindset toward writing and a willingness to seek more
challenging tasks to learn. Overall, Abby’s growth mindset helped her welcome challenges and transfer what she learned.
Our data suggest that Alice and Abby show a general mindset towards
writing—growth (Abby) and fixed (Alice). We note that these writers’
mindsets appear to be long-term, developmental, and stable traits across
all of the years in the study—even when they moved into new disciplines,
new genres, or graduate-level writing. While both Alice and Abby grew and
developed as writers throughout the six years of the study, we saw many
comparable situations where Alice’s fixed mindset limited her potential for
growth, inhibited her ability to transfer previous learning, and limited her
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writerly development, while Abby’s mindset helped facilitate her growth
and success as writer. We turn now to examine how Alice and Abby process and apply comments.
Praise, Mindsets, and Written Response
While Alice struggled with critical teacher response, praised comments
help her as a writer. In her first-year interview, she discussed her freshman
composition teacher as a “fair grader and very nice person.” When asked
why, Alice explained that “he interacts with you in an encouraging way”
and “his feedback supports [her].” Alice reported that she does well in this
class and “gets an A.” Furthermore, Alice returned to the example of this
professor several times throughout the study, because she liked how he
“supports [her] and makes [her] feel confident when [she doesn’t] know
something.” Alice indicated that she wished other professors would do the
same. While Alice did not provide us with this professor’s feedback, she
did, after several years in the study, point toward his comments as the ones
that she processed and applied effectively.
During her first-year interview, Abby mentioned five times that she
received feedback on her writing. One of those five times was a praise comment telling Abby she developed an “excellent paper.” Abby liked to hear
“something good” about her writing, but she spent much more time in that
and other interviews describing comments that helped her improve. Like
Alice, Abby reported being able to process these praise comments well.
Criticism, Mindsets, and Written Response for Alice and Abby
While both Alice and Abby could productively process and apply
praise-oriented comments on their writing, this same productive processing did not take place when they received critical comments. Alice
and Abby both enrolled in graduate school at the same time (at different
institutions): Alice in a master’s degree in counseling psychology and
Abby in a master’s degree in epidemiology. In their first semester of graduate school, both students were required to engage in a complex task
during an introductory graduate-level course at their respective institutions: compose a scientific literature review. Both reported earning poor
grades and receiving harsh feedback, and both reported considerable
struggle with the task.
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We now examine the specific papers they shared during their interviews in graduate school, both of which included instructor feedback, as
well as the revisions they made. Table 1 compares the teachers’ comments
on these two papers and their grades on the assignment.
Table 1
Comparison of Teachers’ Comments and Paper Grades
Number of Comments

Grades

Student

Paper
Length
(words)

Marginal
Comments

End
Comments

In-text
Modeling
Edits

Draft

Final

Alice

3,686

13

1

11

N/A

3.1 (B−)

Abby

3,038

25

1

0

2.0 (C)

3.4 (B+)

As Table 1 indicates, Alice and Abby’s professors responded with nearly
the same amount of comments: 25 for Alice and 26 for Abby. In the case of
Alice, the professor used a modeling strategy—which he explicitly noted
in marginal comments—to help her with academic genre conventions; he
edited directly within the text 11 times and offered 13 marginal comments.
In the case of Abby, the professor offered 25 marginal comments.
Further, the comments were quite comparable. Using Wingard and
Geosits’s (2014) taxonomy for instructor comments, 100% of Abby’s
comments are higher order comments, and 93% of Alice’s comments
are higher order. Table 2 highlights the frequency of the particular comments; note that many comments fit more than one category.
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Table 2
Frequency of Teachers’ Comments by Type
Frequency
Type of Comment

Operationalized Definition

Alice

Abby

Language choice and use

Using language/vocabulary that
is not appropriate for the genre
conventions and discourse community

69%

35%

Academic written conventions

Addressing conventions for
academic writing (organization,
signposting)

62%

15%

Evidence-supported
claims

Providing scholarly evidence to
support claims (or noting a lack
thereof)

35%

23%

Precision and clarity

Using language specifically and
precisely to ensure accurate
meaning

62%

62%

Subject area knowledge

Knowledge of the subject matter,
including insider knowledge

23%

73%

Rhetorical knowledge

Audience awareness, purpose,
context

85%

85%

Praise

Compliments word choice, source
choice, rhetorical moves, etc.

7%

11%

This is not graduate-level
writing

Direct feedback that student is
not writing at the level necessary
for graduate work

7%

7%

Alice and Abby received feedback that is common for new graduate
writers as they work to master unknown academic language conventions,
disciplinary genres, and complex subject-matter knowledge. For example,
Alice wrote in her paper, “Proper psychoanalysis is based on Freud’s original counseling style.” Her instructor responded by highlighting the word
“proper” and commented, “Not academic language; there are multiple
definitions of what is ‘proper.’” Alice received the following end comment:
“Your writing is extremely informal and imprecise—not graduate level.
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You seem to understand the theory, but you don’t present it in an authoritative way.”
Likewise, Abby wrote in her paper, “Furthermore, diabetes is an agent
causing CHD because high levels of sugar in the blood lead to plaque
buildup, blocking the arteries.” Her faculty member highlighted “arteries”
and wrote, “In many of these pathophysiologic descriptions, the wording is
too simplified. Reads like something for lay people from a website, rather
than scientific information.” Later, Abby’s professor wrote, “You might be
surprised to see how hard it has been to demonstrate a clear relationship
between ‘stress’ and CHD. You need to think more critically, and not just
accept assertions made.” The feedback on both literature reviews was quite
comparable: it was direct, offered limited praise, and offered disciplinary
insider commentary as well as emphasized the higher expectations for
graduate-level writing. However, the way Alice and Abby processed teacher
response and engaged in revision radically differed.
Processing Teacher Response and Revisions
Alice experienced distress after reading teacher response on her assign
ment. She explained:
Oh God, it was horrible. I literally broke down crying for this paper.
. . . I told my girlfriend, it’s horrible, he’s going to rip it apart, and I’m
going to get a horrible grade, and I’m not going to do well in grad
school because of this; my GPA is going to be shit. I just freaked out.
. . . And I’m like, I really have never worked so hard on a paper in my
whole life, and I still think it’s crap.
Because Alice has a fixed mindset, the comments weren’t just about her
writing, they’re viewed as personal: critiquing her competency and her ability
to be successful in graduate school. In other interviews, Alice attributed the
essay’s problems to the professor and how “rude” he was rather than to her
own writerly performance or lack of disciplinary knowledge. In fact, Alice’s
processing of this teacher response continued throughout her master’s degree
and into her first year as a professional.
Alice recognized her professor was attempting to help her with the
essay but acknowledged that his tactics did not work for her. She said:
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I think he really wanted to kind of frighten me into straightening up
some things that I wasn’t good at, but I think his tactic with a person,
like me, backfired because it just shut me down. I can’t learn if you’re
criticizing me. I need a little bit more support and a little bit more empathy for me to learn, especially when I’m insecure about something. . . .
The words “support” and “empathy” relate to the way she described her
FYC teacher in Year 1. Alice reported that did not do much to revise her
paper and instead “shut down.” Her reaction to her professor’s response
was reflected in her revisions; she only made minor and surface-level revisions. The following semester, Alice experienced very low self-efficacy, no
motivation to continue in graduate school, and duress, all of which led
her to eventually rectify the situation by shooting paintballs at a photo of
her professor. In sum, faculty response that was critical of her writing radically disrupted Alice’s ability to transfer her learning, develop as a writer,
and master disciplinary content.
Abby experienced a very different kind of reaction to critical instructor
response. In discussing faculty response, she said:
I think what’s happening is that, basically, not to say that in undergrad
that professors aren’t honest. . . . But I do think maybe some professors
do give you a little bit more slack in undergrad. . . . But in grad school, I
find that nobody is trying to be mean or harsh. But they’re very critical,
and they’re very honest in what they have to say in order to critique
your paper to make it better. . . . [U]ltimately, everyone just says, if you
write a grant proposal . . . or are trying to defend your thesis, it needs to
be a very well-written paper. If they kind of just give you a slap on the
wrist for some of the same errors that you’ve been continuing to make,
that doesn’t really help you.
Abby recognized that response connected to the genres and expectations
of disciplinary writing, thus helping her improve. She described her revisions of the literature review as follows (which we confirmed with a comparison of her draft and revision):
I literally wrote, re-wrote the whole thing. Like I said, there were some
things I did copy and paste; there were some sentences I kept that I
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really liked. There was a lot about the first paper that was good. It just
wasn’t specific enough. I need to incorporate all these new references.
How many references did I have for this? It jumped to what I had, 30,
maybe; I had seven at first.
Abby made substantive revisions, which assisted in developing the disciplinary and genre awareness she needed for successful graduate writing.
We will also note here the role of disciplinary awareness and entering
a profession. Abby recognized that her professor wasn’t being “mean” but
rather helping improve her writing, so she could be successful in other
disciplinary genres, like grant proposals. Alice, on the other hand, processed the critical-oriented teacher comments as very personal and did
not connect it to disciplinary learning.
Not only did these students’ mindsets impact the immediate writing
situation and the quality and amount of revisions made, these mindsets
appeared to have long-term developmental consequences. As the opening
quotation described, Alice’s processing of response affected her ability to
develop as a graduate writer in her other classes the following term, leading
to her paintball resolution. Further, since her freshman year, Alice indicated her strong interest in family counseling as a specialization, but after
her negative experience, she dropped that specialization to avoid taking
further classes with the professor, who taught multiple courses within that
specialization. Instead, she picked a different track in the counseling program that was less aligned with her career goals. After the paintball activity
at the end of her second semester of her master’s program, she reaffirmed
her abilities (i.e., she was capable because she had a 4.0 GPA), continued to
write throughout the program, and graduated a year later.
Abby used the written teacher response from her first semester of graduate study as a growing experience, offering evidence of direct learning
transfer. By “direct transfer,” we mean that Abby reported transferring something that she learned from teacher response into another context. We saw
that she transferred what she has learned to the writing she completed in
subsequent courses and the writing she did outside of her program. In her
second semester of graduate school, Abby reported “thinking like a scientist” when writing, adopted the identity of a science scholar, and pursued a
doctorate degree.
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Discussion
In this case study, we see a clear interaction between the student
mindset and how the student handles comparable teacher response in
graduate school. Teacher response—even on a single assignment—has
the potential to considerably and positively shape a student’s writerly
development, as we see from the examples of Abby’s “D” in her un
dergraduate career and her experiences with teacher response in her
first semester of graduate school. However, students perceived teacher
response in very different ways, as Alice’s case demonstrates. Our data
suggests students’ mindsets toward writing have considerable impact
on how students process and apply response.
Overall, Alice and Abby handled similar, critical teacher response
in very different ways. Alice shut down, took it personally, did not view
a disciplinary connection, hardly revised her work, and ultimately
decided to fundamentally change her career plans to avoid the professor in question. It was not that Alice had not learned anything or
transferred anything during the duration of the six years of this study—
she still experienced major shifts in her writerly development. Alice’s
development only happened in supportive, nurturing, and scaffolded
situations. It was in these comfortable situations that Alice grew: She
got a good grade in those classes, she wanted to improve her writing,
and she even described herself as a “good writer” in Year 1 and Year 6
when she received praise comments. However, throughout the duration
of the study, Alice’s fixed mindset interfered with Alice making productive use of challenging opportunities to grow as a writer—opportunities
that could have substantially impacted the quality of her writing, her
engagement with epistemological foundations in her discipline, and
her growing professionalism. In the end, Alice graduated and was successfully employed in a career. But we wonder about the many missed
opportunities for Alice along the way.
Abby seemed to thrive in challenging situations and appreciated critical teacher response. She returned to these difficult situations repeatedly
when she reflected upon earlier writing experiences and discussed her
own learning transfer and writerly growth. Because of Abby’s growth
mindset, she saw teacher response as a way to grow and improve. Abby
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could engage in learning transfer by receiving any type of response—critical comments that were harsh or blunt or praise-oriented comments that
were supportive and nurturing—whereas, as stated earlier, Alice needed
to be praised and supported in teacher response to engage in transfer. For
Abby, the full range of her educational experiences with faculty feedback
were open to her. For Alice, a large segment of challenging experiences
were purged from her mind, and likely, these experiences could have led
to growth. Overall, Abby understood a lesson that Alice failed to see: The
teacher response was focused on helping the graduate student learn how
to write more clearly as disciplinary insiders.
Facilitating Response and Learning Development for
Graduate Writers
Alice and Abby’s cases have illustrated three key principles for supporting advanced academic writers: (a) acknowledging role of teacher
response in disciplinary socialization, (b) learning how graduate students process response, and (c) shaping growth mindsets through teacher
response. We now consider each of these in turn.
Acknowledging the Role of Response as Disciplinary Socialization
and Professional Practice
Disciplinary socialization is the process through which students learn
the discipline’s core practices, communication methods, epistemologies,
methods of producing knowledge, and genres (Wenger, 1998; Ding, 2008).
As these cases demonstrate, disciplinary socialization is inherent in the
teacher response that our advanced undergraduate- and graduate-level
writers received. However, this role was not made explicit to students,
which is a common problem (Wenger, 1998; Sterponi, 2012). Alice believed
that the feedback was directed at her as a writer rather than helping shape
her as a future professional, even when the feedback was clearly oriented in
that direction. Abby appeared to understand this.
We suggest that faculty, especially in introductory disciplinary courses
and in introductory courses in graduate school, make students aware
that effectively processing and engaging with response is essential to
professional disciplinary practices. Advanced graduate students receive
response primarily in two ways: (a) through peer review on manuscripts
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for publication and (b) through committee response on thesis/dissertation
drafts. Dana—who teaches masters- and doctoral-level writing, pedagogy,
and research methods courses—teaches graduate students how to engage
with response in several ways. First, she engages students in a discussion
about the role of response as a professional activity by discussing the
response she has received in her professional life, sharing that navigating
response and engaging in revision are normal and regular parts of her professional practice. She models how to manage and understand response
by sharing blind peer reviews of her recent article submissions, including
rejected articles, and methods of creating revision plans based on this form
of response. Throughout the term, students develop their own peer-response skills: They complete a blind peer review for another class member,
create revision plans where they navigate response and multiple points of
view, and reflect on their own relationship with revision. In these discussions, Dana is careful to model a growth mindset for students by positively
framing typical activities within the review process, such engaging in revision to improve an author’s voice and research, seeking a new venue after
rejection, persevering through academic publishing, and seeing response
as a chance to grow.
Learning How Graduate Students Process Response
We would add to the first principle by stating that another way to
support advanced academic writers is to engage them in conversations
about how they best process feedback. While we cannot shield these students from the harsh criticism they will undoubtedly receive during the
academic publishing process, while writing theses and dissertations, and
through generally engaging in the work of the discipline, we can assist
these students in understanding the nature of professional feedback and
how to successfully navigate it, as we described in the discussion of the
first principle. In our classes, we can become cognizant of the comments
that we give our students. During these conversations, we can help them
develop deeper understandings of how they process and apply comments,
the role of their emotions, and strategies for moving past emotion and
into revision. Roger suggests that we ask questions such as the following:
How does a critical comment affect you? Do you need encouragement
from your professor? What kinds of feedback help you best learn? If you
Powell, R. L., & Driscoll, D. L. (2020). How mindsets shape response and learning transfer: A case
of two graduate writers. Journal of Response to Writing, 6(2), 42–68.

How Mindsets Shape Response and Learning Transfer • 63

get critical feedback, how can you make the best of it and learn/improve
as a writer? Furthermore, one regular practice Dana teaches her students
is that after they read feedback, they should allow it to “sit” for a few days
until the initial emotional response lessens. Then they can return to the
feedback from a more logical place and start working through it systematically, monitoring their reactions and trying to see the feedback as an
objective way to help improve the manuscript.
Cultivating Growth Mindsets Through Effective Praise and Growth
Comments
As discussed in the literature review, response research suggests that
praise and positive criticism motivates students to revise and learn. In
this study, Alice productively processed and applied praise; therefore, we
suggest using praise-oriented response with graduate writers. However,
mindset theory and developmental psychology suggests that not all
praise is productive. Kamins and Dweck (1998) found that praise should
focus on process, such as, “You have put some good effort into describing
this theory; now apply that elsewhere.” They found that process-oriented
response led students to develop better strategies for completing a task,
managing struggle, and cultivating a growth mindset.
While Kamins and Dweck (1998) focused on elementary students,
we believe that the concept of “praising the process” could be adapted
for writers of all levels and may be particularly useful for advanced academic writers when facing large numbers of critical comments. Praising
the process means acknowledging the effort students make in producing
a piece of writing. However, this could also mean encouraging them to
apply something they have done well. We examine a comment Alice
received and how it might be revised to focus on praising the process
and tying it to disciplinary socialization:
• Original comment: “You handle the theory well.”
• Revised comment: “Excellent application of Freud’s theory. I note that
this is improved from your earlier draft. I can recognize the time you
have spent learning this theory and revising this manuscript. Because
application of theory is a key part of writing in psychology, you’ll want
to do this in your future writing.”
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In our revised comment, the instructor acknowledged the student’s process, shared the importance of this work for disciplinary activity, and
encouraged the application of that process to other contexts.
Additionally, even critical comments have the opportunity to be structured in a growth-oriented way. Roger does this in his classrooms through a
“sandwich” technique of comments. The comments begin with the positive:
“While you have developed a solid introduction. . . . ” Then he moves to criticism: “Your argument doesn’t stand out to me yet: What does your audience
need to know?” Then he ends with encouragement that asserts the student can
improve: “Keep revising; you can improve this writing to be clearer and more
well developed!” The critical comments are placed in between growth-oriented praise. This feedback is framed constructively, suggests the writer can
improve, and mirrors the type of response that Alice reports has “empathy”
and “encouragement.”
Conclusion
As this piece has described, what shapes how a writer responds to
faculty response is not just the knowledge, skills, and ability that they
bring to a writing situation but their mindset and how they approach critical comments. Future work should explore mindsets and response more
fully: How, and at what point in their development, are student mindsets toward response and writing initially shaped? How does identity and
previous experiences impact student mindsets? What are the long-term
implications of mindsets and response working in tandem with student
writers? Because successfully navigating response will help students of
all disciplines develop as professionals, these questions are vital towards
student success. Ultimately, mindsets not only help all students learn but
also account for the different ways that our students consider growing
their intelligence and skills. Dweck (2010) found that when traditionally underprivileged students are taught to approach their learning via
a growth mindset, they tend to perform higher on learning assessments
such as standardized tests. While writing at a graduate level is certainly
different than a standardized test, we believe this research, coupled with
the understanding that students with various mindsets process and apply
teacher response on their writing differently, will help graduate professors become stronger teachers of writing across disciplines. In the end,
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grasping how mindsets play a role in response may be a powerful way to
help us make our feedback equitable for all.
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It has been suggested that students experience more autonomy in the feedback process
when they communicate feedback preferences to their teacher or peers. However, little
is known about what kinds of feedback students request when given this autonomy.
Furthermore, when student writers supply feedback requests, it is unknown to what
extent readers act in accordance with such feedback requests while providing feedback. In this study, Japanese university students made feedback requests to teacher and
peer reviewers, and I evaluated the feedback requests and the feedback subsequently
received. The findings indicate that the most common feedback requests were about
the content and successful communication of ideas. The next most common requests
concerned grammar and vocabulary, and the least prioritized requests involved organization and academic style. When students requested feedback on content, grammar,
and academic style, readers increased feedback on those areas; however, feedback on
other areas correlated weakly with the requests given.
Keywords: feedback on writing, feedback sheets, learner autonomy, student-centered learning
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Previous research has suggested that indirect feedback (i.e., the reader
indicates the location of issues but does not provide a correction) is more
effective than direct corrective feedback because the impetus is placed on
the writer to correct the problem (Ashwell, 2000; Lalande, 1982; Lee, 1997).
More recently, research has found that self-feedback can be more effective
than peer feedback (Mawlawi Diab, 2016; Wakabayashi, 2013) and even
more effective than teacher feedback (Mawlawi Diab, 2016) for improving
subsequent writing performance. Both of these trends suggest that a crucial step in fostering learning is the learner’s engagement with the feedback
process.
Focusing specifically on corrective feedback provided to second-language (L2) students on their language errors, Rummel and Bitchener (2015)
found that students who received feedback that matched their preferences
outperformed those who received feedback that did not match their preferences. This finding suggests that students are more likely to engage with
feedback when it aligns with their feedback preferences.
In relation to education more generally, educators have been gradually moving away from the teacher-as-expert model (Grasha, 1994) and
toward student-centered models of education (Tan, 2010). Encouraging
students to have control over what they study, when they study, and the
materials and methods they use to study increases their autonomy in
language learning and prepares them to be language users rather than language learners. Similarly, it has been suggested that students have more
autonomy in the feedback process when they communicate their feedback
preferences to the teacher (Charles, 1990; Ferris, 1997; Hyland, 2003; Lee,
2017; Reid, 1993; Shvidko, 2015) or peers (Hyland, 2003; Lee, 2017; Liu &
Hansen Edwards, 2002).
While it has been suggested that students communicate their feedback
preferences to the teacher or peers, little research evidence exists of teachers
adopting this practice. Previous research has investigated the focus of feedback, and the findings seem to suggest that the focus of feedback given and
received depends to a great extent on who provides the feedback (Chen,
2010; Xu & Liu, 2010; Yang et al., 2006), despite the recommendation in
the literature that the focus of feedback should be based on writers’ preferences (Charles, 1990; Hyland, 2003; Liu & Hansen Edwards, 2002; Reid,
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1993; Shvidko, 2015). Since it is unclear the extent to which teachers have
employed student-led feedback, there is a need for research on this practice
to determine the differential effects it might have compared to teacher-led
feedback. Furthermore, little is known about what kinds of feedback students request when given this autonomy. It is also unknown to what extent
givers of feedback act in accordance with such feedback requests.
The purpose of the present study is to evaluate both the feedback re
quests made by Japanese university students to teacher and peer reviewers
and the feedback received in response to the requests. Three research questions guided this research:
1. When given freedom to request feedback on particular issues, what
kinds of feedback do students request?
2. Does the source of feedback (i.e., peer or teacher) affect the kinds of
feedback students request?
3. To what extent do teacher and peer readers provide feedback in accordance with requests made by writers?
Literature Review
Research looking at the focus of feedback has often found that the
focus varies depending on the preferences of readers (Chen, 2010; Xu &
Liu, 2010; Yang et al., 2006). It has frequently been suggested for the focus
of feedback to be determined by student writers themselves (Charles, 1990;
Hyland, 2003; Liu & Hansen Edwards, 2002; Reid, 1993; Shvidko, 2015).
However, little research evidence indicates that instructors have taken up
this suggestion. This review of previous research begins with a brief overview of research that looks at factors affecting the focus of feedback. I then
outline the main methods of eliciting feedback preferences from students
and discuss the few empirical studies that have investigated such practices.
Finally, I survey the methods of scaffolding a transition from teacher-led to
student-led feedback that have been elucidated through previous research.
Factors Affecting Feedback Given and Received
Perhaps the most frequently cited factor affecting the type of feedback
given and/or received is the feedback source. Previous research suggests that
teachers focus predominantly on surface-level issues when providing feedback, as found in two studies that were conducted more than 20 years ago
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in the context of university-level ESL writing classes. Zamel (1985) found
that teachers’ comments mainly focused on surface-level issues. Connor
and Asenavage (1994) found that when students used teacher feedback to
revise, their revisions were predominantly changes to surface-level issues.
The results of these studies suggest that the feedback received and revisions
made by students are heavily influenced by what the teacher chooses to
focus on.
More recently, three studies carried out in Chinese universities compared peer and expert conditions, all resulting in similar findings. Yang et
al. (2006) found that peer feedback resulted in more meaning-level changes
(27%) than teacher feedback (5%). While teacher feedback resulted in
more changes overall, a higher percentage of the changes were surface-level
language changes. This finding suggests that a larger proportion of teacher
feedback may be focused on surface-level language issues when compared
with peer feedback. Chen’s (2010) study compared peer feedback with feedback from faculty writing consultants rather than from teachers. She found
that writing consultants focused more on surface-level language problems,
whereas peers focused on deeper rhetorical issues. Xu and Liu (2010) compared the feedback provided by peers and a teacher and found that students
provided comments at the whole-text level, while teachers commented at
the local level on features such as language and local-level content. The
results of these studies in the context of English as a foreign language (EFL)
also indicate that no matter whether the reviewer be a teacher or a peer
reader, the focus of feedback given and received and subsequent student
revisions are influenced by what the reader chooses to focus on when
reading student texts.
Ultimately, in both ESL and EFL contexts, the focus of feedback given
and received seems to reflect what the reader values, and writers’ preferences do not seem to have much effect on feedback provided. This focus
seems to occur despite the suggestions in the literature that writers’ preferences should be considered (Charles, 1990; Ferris, 1997; Hyland, 2003;
Lee, 2017; Reid, 1993; Shvidko, 2015). Similarly, Campbell and SchummFauster (2013) also found that the amount of feedback a student received
depended on the amount of time a teacher had to provide feedback rather
than the needs of the student.
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Two recent studies on peer feedback suggest that the feedback peers
provide is heavily influenced by the teacher feedback they have received
previously (Alnasser & Alyousef, 2015; Yu & Hu, 2017). Thus, teachers
may have a significant influence on not only the focus and amount of
teacher feedback but also the focus of peer feedback. Feedback plays a
central role in the process of learning to write. Thus, the feedback learners
receive should not be so heavily influenced by who is assigned to teach
their class.
Student-Led Written Feedback
It has often been suggested that students have more autonomy in the
feedback process by communicating their feedback preferences to the
teacher through a range of methods (Anson & Anson, 2017; Charles,
1990; Ferris, 1997; Hyland, 2003; Lee, 2017; Reid, 1993; Shvidko, 2015).
Charles (1990) and Reid (1993) introduced techniques in which students
annotated their preliminary drafts with comments or questions for the
teacher. The teacher then responded directly to these comments or questions when providing feedback on the draft. Charles (1990) stated that
this process had several advantages over teacher-led feedback for students, such as giving students more control over the types of feedback
they received and encouraging them to reflect on and critically evaluate their own drafts. Reid (1993) explained that providing feedback in
response to student annotations also had advantages for teachers because
it was less frustrating and less time-consuming.
Hyland (1996) and Lee (2017) both suggested that teachers prepare a
feedback sheet but allow some space for learners to add areas they would
like feedback on, thus customizing the teacher-produced feedback sheet
to a certain extent. Rather than asking students to communicate their
feedback preferences for each draft, Ferris (1997) suggested using a precourse questionnaire in which students outline what kind of feedback
they would like to receive on their writing. However, this information
would likely be less useful than if students communicated their preferences for a particular draft; as students encounter new assignments or
new aspects of writing, new areas of concern are likely to arise, necessitating feedback on issues that could not have been anticipated before the
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course. Additionally, Bloxham and Campbell (2010) demonstrated that
frequent engagement in similar tasks increased students’ understanding
of the expectations of the task. This finding suggests that learners are
likely to refine their requests for feedback over time.
Apart from students annotating their drafts, interactive cover sheets
have also been used to elicit students’ feedback preferences. Bloxham and
Campbell (2010) discussed the use of an interactive cover sheet for teacher
feedback. These interactive cover sheets involved students writing feedback requests on a separate sheet, whereas the earlier annotation method
involved students marking up their own draft and adding marginal questions and comments. Unlike the suggestions mentioned so far, which
focused exclusively on student-led teacher feedback, Shvidko (2015) used
a “letter to the reviewer” for both teacher and peer feedback.
In relation to peer feedback, scholars have suggested at times that students communicate the kinds of feedback they would like to receive. Both
Liu and Hansen Edwards (2002) and Lee (2017) suggested that peer response
sheets be task-based and learner-based and warned that if they are not, students may not take the peer-feedback task seriously. Liu and Hansen Edwards
(2002) suggested that students write their own peer response sheets in their
entirety to increase learner investment in the feedback process, whereas Lee
(2017) suggested a weaker version of student control, encouraging students
to make changes to a teacher-created peer-feedback sheet or using a feedback sheet that was partially created by the teacher and that included space
for students to add their own questions.
The suggestions mentioned above constitute pedagogical advice rather
than the results of empirical research. A limited number of related empirical studies have been conducted. Maas (2017a) conducted research in
which students were allowed to choose the format of the feedback rather
than the focus of the feedback. Students could request direct corrections
of their errors or coded indirect feedback. Additionally, they could request
written feedback either in handwritten form or digitally as an email attachment. Alternatively, students could request digital audio recordings of the
feedback as an MP3 file in an email attachment. Maas (2017b) identified
which form of feedback was preferred for each feedback focus. However,
she did not independently analyze the requests made in relation to focus
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of feedback. Maas (2017a) concluded that “there is large scope for further
study on learner driven feedback, investigating how students deal with
autonomy, what factors affect the feedback they request and whether they
accurately identify their own weaknesses” (p. 136). The current study is
intended to contribute toward filling this gap in research.
Evaluation of Feedback Requests
Although the practice of students communicating their feedback preferences to the teacher or peers has been quite widely recommended in the
literature, and a range of methods to elicit student preferences have been
suggested, a great deal less is known about what kinds of feedback students
request when given this autonomy. The only study I found that evaluated
students’ feedback requests in the classroom context was published more
than 20 years ago. In that study, Storch and Tapper (1996) used an annotation system for feedback requests related to language use. Requests for
feedback on grammar were by far the largest in number (45%) followed by
blanket requests (23%). Requests for feedback on vocabulary were made
less often (3%). Although the annotations were intended to elicit feedback
on language use, some annotations were also made on deeper rhetorical
concerns. Content and organization each constituted 2% of the annotations. The study only investigated feedback requests made to the teacher
and did not consider the success of the annotations in terms of the feedback received in response to the requests.
Severino et al. (2009) compared the feedback requests of ESL students
with those of native English-speaking students, although the context of
their study was writing center tutorials rather than feedback in the classroom. They found that ESL students and native English-speaking students
made a wide range of requests for different types of feedback and that there
was no need for tutors to make a concerted effort to encourage students to
focus on global concerns over surface-level concerns.
To address the apparent teacher-led nature of feedback, Campbell and
Schumm-Fauster (2013) conducted a study in which students made feedback requests on their first drafts by formulating questions to which the
teacher responded. The students then revised their writing, and the teacher
gave more comprehensive feedback on the second draft, which was further
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revised and submitted for grading. Their study was focused on perspectives
of the feedback practice. They found that both students and teachers had
positive perceptions of the practice. However, they did not analyze the feedback requests made or the feedback received in response to the requests.
Scaffolding the Feedback Process
A transition from teacher-led instruction to student-led instruction
needs to be scaffolded for students to become accustomed to leading
the feedback process, especially if they have considerable experience in
receiving teacher-led feedback. Suggestions about how best to scaffold
the process of student-led feedback also emerged from the literature.
Storch and Tapper (1996) asked students for feedback on the annotation system they used through a short questionnaire. Responses to the
questionnaire revealed that although the students appreciated being able
to lead the feedback process, they suggested that the teacher offer additional language feedback and respond to the annotations because students sometimes made mistakes they were not aware of.
In relation to peer feedback, Liu and Hansen Edwards (2002) suggested
that peer response sheets should be guided more by the teacher when students are first introduced to peer response and guided more by the students
once they have become familiar with the peer response process. Shvidko
(2015) applied this suggestion by asking her students to focus on higher-order concerns in their first “letter to the reviewer.” She provided the
students with a list of possible questions, which served as suggested foci
for the first round of feedback. Both these methods of scaffolding—providing reader-led feedback in addition to writer-led feedback and guiding
the process more at the beginning of the course—were employed in the
current study.
Methods
Context
This study was conducted at a university in central Japan in which
all students major in foreign languages. Students were surrounded by
Japanese language except for while engaging in their studies, thus representing an EFL context. However, the university had a strict English-only
Ruegg, R. (2020). Student-led feedback on writing: Requests made and feedback received. Journal
of Response to Writing, 6(2), 69–101.

Student-Led Feedback on Writing • 77

approach to English-language education, with all English-language classes
being monolingual English contexts. Although students at the university
majored in various foreign languages, they did not all use the language
skills they had learned after graduation. In this sense, the context of this
study sits clearly within the EFL domain.
Participants
Before conducting this research, I obtained ethical approval. All students participated in the pedagogical treatment, but I did not collect data
from those who did not consent to participating in the research. The participants in this study were 53 second-year students majoring in English.
Forty-three of the participants were female (81%), and 10 participants
were male (19%). They were in the lowest of three English-language proficiency streams, and their TOEFL Institutional Testing Program scores
were between 370 and 500. Their English proficiency level could be
roughly classified as A2 to B2 on the Common European Framework of
Reference for Languages. The students were randomly assigned to classes
within each proficiency stream, and consenting students in four of the
classes in the lowest stream were included in this study. Two classes constituted the teacher-feedback group (36 students), while the other two
made up the peer-feedback group (17 students).
The students had taken classes in reading, writing, and Basic English—a
class emphasizing oral and aural skills—during their first year of study.
During that year, they had been introduced to the writing process and had
written multiple drafts on the basis of peer and/or teacher feedback. While
many of the students had experienced giving and receiving peer feedback
during their first year, not all had. However, all students had experienced
receiving teacher feedback. In the second year of study, they were enrolled
in classes in reading, writing, and Media English—a class emphasizing oral
and aural skills. Each class met for 90 minutes twice a week for a period of
one academic year (i.e., 30 weeks). This study was conducted during the
writing class, and the teacher of the writing class was also the researcher.
Teaching and Feedback Methods
Students were required to write eight essays and three drafts of each
assignment over the one-year period. Students in two intact classes received
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teacher feedback on every preliminary draft of every assignment while students in the other two gave and received peer feedback on every preliminary
draft of every assignment. Therefore, the teacher-feedback group received
feedback 16 times over the one-year course, and the peer-feedback group
gave and received peer feedback 16 times. The teacher-feedback group did
not give or receive any peer feedback as a part of their classroom activities,
though they may have done so informally. The peer-feedback group did not
receive any teacher feedback as a part of their classroom activities, though
they were free to ask the teacher specific questions during class time. Each
student in the peer-feedback group was matched with a different partner for
dyadic peer review of each draft, so they could experience feedback from as
many readers as possible over the one-year period. All four classes followed
the overall feedback procedure outlined in Figure 1. Students participated
in this procedure eight times over the academic year, and they received their
grade for one assignment early in the process of writing the subsequent
assignment.
Some students failed either to write or to submit all three drafts for some
assignments. Only assignments for which all three drafts were received were
included in the study to ensure that an equal number of feedback sheets
from the first draft and the second draft were included in the analysis.
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Figure 1
Overall Feedback Procedure

Both peer and teacher feedback were given using a student-created
feedback sheet. The feedback sheet consisted of four blank lines on which
students were to write four questions for the peer or teacher to provide
feedback on. In addition, each sheet had one additional instruction:
“Please provide one piece of constructive feedback.” The final instruction on this feedback sheet was added in response to feedback provided
by Storch and Tapper’s (1996) students, who wanted other feedback in
addition to responses to their specific concerns. Two completed feedback
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sheets can be found in the appendix. All feedback was requested and
provided in handwritten form.
I limited the number of questions because of the time available; I
considered that the readers could respond in detail to four questions and
the additional request for constructive feedback in the available time. The
students in the peer-feedback group took about one hour on average to
provide detailed feedback in relation to the four questions and one additional piece of constructive feedback. The teacher spent about 15 to 20
minutes to provide feedback on each draft. Thus, with two classes of 27
students each, the teacher spent about 16 hours providing feedback for
each assignment draft. With two preliminary drafts for each of the eight
assignments, the teacher provided about 300 hours of feedback over
the year. Teachers may feel that providing feedback on only five specific aspects of writing is not enough for developing writers; however,
when taking into consideration the other tasks required of instructors,
it would be difficult for an instructor to provide more feedback given
the amount of time it already requires. Furthermore, if teachers provide
too much feedback, it may discourage students from reflection on and
self-revision of their writing (Connor & Asenavage, 1994; Nichol, 2010),
which would be a step backward in terms of fostering learner autonomy.
Students received training on how to use the feedback system for
one 90-minute class at the beginning of the academic year. During this
training session, students were encouraged to examine the assessment
rubric used for grading their written assignments. The rubric included
four general categories: grammar, vocabulary, organization, and content.
Students were encouraged to come up with possible feedback request
questions that could be asked in relation to each of those four categories.
Some previous researchers (e.g., Hyland, 2000) have suggested that
while teachers’ intentions in using feedback sheets are good, they turn
peer feedback away from real communication and into yet another way
to please the writing teacher. It is important to note that this criticism
was directed at teacher-created feedback sheets. Student-created feedback sheets could be seen as the addition of real communication to an
otherwise inauthentic task.
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The reader provided feedback by responding with either yes or no to
each question. In addition to this, when the answer indicated a possible
weakness in the writing, the teacher gave indirect feedback on the draft
using a color-coding system: Marks and/or short comments related to each
question were written in the same color as was used to answer the question
on the feedback sheet. Peer readers were taught to use the same process.
Responses to the final question were also a combination of marks and/or
short comments on the draft and/or the feedback sheet.
The secondary education system in Japan often places a heavy emphasis
on morphology and syntax, and the instructor was concerned that the students would consider a writing class to be synonymous with a grammar
class, as is often the case in secondary schools. Therefore, the teacher put
scaffolding in place to encourage the students to focus on issues beyond
the sentence level, such as organization and content. On the first feedback
sheet at the beginning of the academic year, all the questions were provided
by the teacher. From this first teacher-led feedback sheet, the number of
blank lines slowly increased from Assignments 1 to 3 to enable the students to increasingly lead the process. From Assignment 4 and onward, the
feedback process was completely led by the students. In total, out of the 64
requests for feedback made on the feedback sheets, 11 were predetermined
by the teacher, and the remaining 53 were student-led feedback requests.
The arrangement of the teacher-led and student-led feedback requests can
be seen in Table 1.
Table 1
Arrangement of Teacher-Led (TL) and Student-Led (SL) Feedback Requests
Assignment
Draft

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

1

4 TL
0 SL

2 TL
2 SL

1 TL
3 SL

0 TL
4 SL

0 TL
4 SL

0 TL
4 SL

0 TL
4 SL

0 TL
4 SL

2

2 TL
2 SL

1 TL
3 SL

1 TL
3 SL

0 TL
4 SL

0 TL
4 SL

0 TL
4 SL

0 TL
4 SL

0 TL
4 SL
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Table 2 shows the pre-determined questions for feedback that were
included on the first six feedback sheets. As can be seen, the predetermined questions for feedback related predominantly to the organizational
and stylistic features required for each assignment.
Table 2
Predetermined Feedback Questions
Assignment, Draft

Predetermined questions

Assignment 1, Draft 1

Is the first paragraph free from personal opinion?
Does the second paragraph give the writer’s opinion?
Is the reference written using APA style?
Do you understand everything clearly?

Assignment 1, Draft 2

Does the first sentence include the newspaper name and
article title?
Does the writer take a position?

Assignment 2, Draft 1

Does the thesis statement state what two things are being
compared, the purpose and the three subtopics?
Does each body paragraph deal with a different subtopic?

Assignment 2, Draft 2

Does each body paragraph include one similarity and one
difference?

Assignment 3, Draft 1

Do the “cause” body paragraphs each outline a different
reason for the problem?

Assignment 3, Draft 2

Do the “effect” body paragraphs each outline a different
result of the problem?

The main purpose of this research was to analyze the kinds of feedback requests made by students to peers and the teacher. In addition to the
feedback requests, the types of feedback received on 308 individual drafts
of 154 assignments written by the 53 students were analyzed to determine
to what extent the feedback provided by readers was in accordance with
requests for feedback made by writers. These drafts were taken from all
eight assignments. They included 79 assignments written by students in
the teacher-feedback group and 75 assignments written by students in the
peer-feedback group.
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Coding
Initially, I created four categories to code the feedback requests. These
four categories related directly to the four aspects on which students were
assessed: grammar, vocabulary, organization, and content. However, once
the coding process began, it became clear that I needed to use six separate categories to code the requests for feedback; I added communicative
aspects and academic style as additional categories. The student-led re
quests for feedback and the feedback provided by the teacher and peers
on the 308 individual drafts of 154 assignments were analyzed using the
same six categories, which will be described and exemplified. The coding
categories and corresponding examples of feedback request questions are
arranged in Table 3.
Table 3
Coding System
Code

Example questions

Communicative

Is my thesis statement clear?
Do you understand my point in paragraph 4?

Discrete grammar

Are my verb tenses correct?
Are prepositions used correctly?

Vocabulary

How can I say a company which sells TV, computer etc?
Are there any spelling mistakes?
Please suggest more academic vocabulary.

Academic style

Are my references correct?
Did I use quotation marks correctly?

Organization

Is each body paragraph summarized in the conclusion?
Is the organization of ideas clear?

Content

Do I need more support?
Is there anything else I should add?

Communicative requests constituted any requests that asked about
clarity or comprehensibility of the whole or any part of the writing. Dis
crete grammar requests involved more specific requests, which related to
accuracy of discrete grammatical items. The implication of such requests
was that although the message was clear and comprehensible to the reader,
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the writer was still concerned about grammatical accuracy. Vocabulary
requests included any requests related to word formation or word choice.
Academic-style requests consisted of any requests that related to academic
issues, such as source use, in-text citations, and referencing, as well as any
relating to formatting and transition use. These can be distinguished from
organization requests in that they are not specific to the particular rhetorical mode but rather apply to academic style more generally; they could
thus be applied to any formal academic writing assignment in the course.
Organization requests comprise those relating to the order of ideas or the
organization of writing as a whole, as well as any requests that related
directly to producing the particular rhetorical mode specified by the as
signment. Content requests included any requests relating to the ideas
expressed in the writing. Over 50% of the data (162 drafts) was recoded
six months after the initial coding to establish intra-rater reliability. A
Spearman’s correlation coefficient of 0.96 was found, and the coding was
determined to be sufficiently reliable.
Statistical Analysis
Initially, I conducted an exploratory analysis to determine whether
any significant differences existed among the questions asked or feedback
received between the first and second drafts of assignments. I conducted
another exploratory analysis to determine whether there were any changes
in the feedback requests or feedback received through time. I did not
find any significant differences in feedback requests or feedback received
between first and second drafts nor any changes through time. Therefore,
I grouped all the data together for further analysis.
I calculated the proportions of questions that fell into each of the six
categories and the descriptive statistics to provide an overall image of the
kinds of feedback requests the students made over the one-year period.
Following this, the results of the peer-feedback group and the teacher-feedback group were compared using the Kruskal–Wallis test, a nonparametric
equivalent to the one-way ANOVA, to determine whether there were any
significant differences in the kinds of requests made to the teacher and to
peers. I utilized the Kruskal–Wallis test because the data did not meet the
assumption of normal distribution. Finally, I ran Spearman’s correlations
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between the proportion of questions asked about each kind of writing
problem and the feedback received on each kind of writing problem on
each draft to determine the extent to which the readers provided feedback
in response to the given feedback requests.
Results
Preliminary Observations
My first observation was that not all students provided all four questions on all feedback sheets. On 27 of the completed feedback sheets,
students wrote fewer than four questions. Of those feedback sheets, 21
sheets displayed three questions and one blank line, and six sheets included
two questions and two blank lines. The former type occurred eight times
on first drafts and 13 times on second drafts. The latter type occurred three
times on first drafts and three times on second drafts. Forty-one students
(77%) always asked the maximum number of questions allowed: 26 in the
teacher-feedback group (72%) and 15 in the peer-feedback group (88%).
The remaining 12 students (23%) sometimes did not ask the maximum
number of questions allowed: 10 in the teacher-feedback group (28%) and
two in the peer-feedback group (12%).
Feedback Requests Made
To determine whether there were any differences between the questions
asked by students in the peer-feedback group and those in the teacher-feedback group, the data were separated into two groups, which were then
compared using the Kruskal–Wallis test. The descriptive statistics for the
158 feedback sheets submitted by students in the teacher-feedback group
and the 150 feedback sheets submitted by the students in the peer-feedback
group as well as the descriptive statistics for all 308 feedback sheets are displayed in Table 4. These data show that content was the aspect of writing
focused on the most by students in their feedback requests. To a relatively
large extent, students also focused on communicative aspects and discrete
grammar aspects. On the other hand, students focused comparatively less
on vocabulary, organization, and academic style.
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Table 4
Descriptive Statistics for Feedback Requests by Group
Group
Request type

Teacher feedback

Peer feedback

All students

Mean

(SD)

Mean

(SD)

Mean

(SD)

Content

25.61%

(19.30)

25.28%

(19.41)

25.45%

(19.29)

Communicative

22.26%

(15.12)

23.58%

(12.70)

22.90%

(13.97)

Discrete grammar

21.84%

(20.57)

22.28%

(16.83)

22.05%

(18.78)

Vocabulary

12.85%

(15.26)

10.35%

(11.80)

11.63%

(13.70)

Organization

9.61%

(16.70)

11.82%

(14.53)

10.69%

(15.67)

Academic style

7.84%

(12.83)

6.69%

(11.16)

7.28%

(12.02)

The Kruskal–Wallis analysis between the feedback requests of the
teacher-feedback group and the peer-feedback group revealed no significant differences (i.e., at the 0.05 level) relating to content (p = 0.871),
communicative issues (p = 0.440), vocabulary (p = 0.286), or organization (p = 0.668). However, significant differences were revealed between
the proportion of requests relating to academic style (p = 0.025) and
discrete grammar (p = 0.021). A higher proportion of feedback requests
for academic style were made on the feedback sheets of the teacher-feedback group than on those of the peer-feedback group, whereas a higher
proportion of feedback requests for discrete grammar were made in the
peer-feedback group than in the teacher-feedback group.
Feedback Received
To determine whether any differences existed between the extent to
which the teacher and the peers acted in accordance with the feedback
requests given when providing feedback, I calculated Spearman’s correlations separately for the drafts submitted by students in the teacher-feedback group (158) and those submitted by students in the peer-feedback
group (150). The descriptive statistics for the feedback received in each
group and for the types of feedback provided on all 308 essay drafts are
displayed in Table 5.
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Table 5
Descriptive Statistics for Feedback Provided by Group
Group
Request type

Teacher feedback

Peer feedback

All students

Mean

(SD)

Mean

(SD)

Mean

(SD)

Content

20.76%

(21.43)

15.19%

(22.62)

18.05%

(22.12)

Communicative

23.36%

(17.28)

35.36%

(34.50)

29.20%

(26.44)

Discrete grammar

36.72%

(25.79)

10.26%

(19.66)

23.84%

(26.50)

Vocabulary

3.92%

(11.28)

18.58%

(22.65)

11.06%

(19.33)

Organization

5.80%

(10.53)

2.72%

(9.13)

4.30%

(10.49)

Academic style

9.46%

(13.82)

4.50%

(10.24)

7.04%

(12.42)

Spearman’s correlations between the proportion of feedback provided
by the teacher in relation to each issue and the proportion of feedback
requests made on each issue uncovered significant positive correlations
between the requests made and feedback provided in relation to content
(rho = 0.471, p < 0.001), communicative issues (rho = 0.348, p = 0.002),
discrete grammar (rho = 0.337, p = 0.002) and vocabulary (rho = 0.293, p
= 0.009). On the other hand, the correlations between feedback requests
and teacher feedback received on academic style (rho = 0.205, p = 0.070)
and organization (rho = 0.021, p = 0.854) were small and not significant.
When the feedback provided by peer readers was correlated with the
feedback requests made by peer writers, a significant correlation was found
between feedback provided and feedback requests on organization (rho =
0.287, p = 0.012). However, the relationship between feedback provided
and requests made in relation to discrete grammar (rho = 0.204, p = 0.079),
communicative issues (rho = -0.201, p = 0.084), content (rho = 0.151, p
= 0.192), vocabulary (rho = 0.080, p = 0.497), and academic style (rho =
0.065, p = 0.581) in the peer-feedback group were small and not significant.
Discussion
Types of Feedback Requested
The first research question that guided this research was as follows:
When given freedom to request feedback on particular issues, what kinds
of feedback do students request? On their feedback sheets, the participants
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made requests that suggest they were not overly concerned with language
accuracy. These findings are similar to those of Severino et al. (2009). The
predominant trend found among the feedback requests involved asking
mainly about meaning. Over 25% of the feedback requests in both the
teacher-feedback group and the peer-feedback group related to the ideas
themselves (i.e., content). The next largest proportion of feedback requests,
which was over 20% in both groups, related to the clarity and/or comprehensibility of the ideas (i.e., communicative issues). The secondary area of
concern for the students seems to be language accuracy. Feedback requests
related to language accuracy (i.e., discrete grammar and vocabulary) make
up around one third of all requests in both groups. The requests related
to task achievement (i.e., organization and academic style) were the least
prioritized among the participants.
The students’ context is likely to strongly influence the types of feedback
they request. These students were matriculated undergraduate students and
language majors. The proportions of different types of feedback requests suggest that students are receptive to factors that teachers stress are important
during classroom instruction. In the context of these classrooms, the teacher
strongly encouraged students to consider writing holistically, focusing on
not only surface-level issues but also global issues. It appears that students
were receptive to this idea and focused on their writing development in
a holistic way. Similarly, the students in Storch and Tapper’s (1996) study
were asked to annotate their writing in relation to surface-level concerns,
and 96% of their annotations focused on language accuracy, which demonstrated that they focused on the aspects of writing that their teachers stressed
were important.
Another aspect of classroom instruction that may have influenced the
requests made is that students were given autonomy to select the topics
for their writing assignments. This autonomy meant that each student
wrote about a different topic, which may have resulted in more interactions
between the student writers and the readers about the content matter. Topic
choice has been found to have a significant effect on writing performance
(Bonyadi, 2014), but it has not been taken into consideration in research
on feedback. Topic choice may have a great deal of influence on the aspects
of writing on which student writers focus their requests, and this issue
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deserves greater attention in research of feedback on writing. Even in the
context of traditional teacher-led feedback, it would be interesting to consider whether the amount of feedback on content varies significantly when
all learners write on the same topic as compared to when each writer selects
their own topic for writing.
Source of Feedback
The second research question was as follows: Does the source of feedback (i.e., peer or teacher) affect the kinds of feedback students request?
When the reader was the teacher, students were significantly more likely
to request feedback on academic style. The higher proportion of requests
for feedback on academic style in the teacher-feedback group is perhaps
not surprising since all of the students were academic novices while the
teacher was more experienced in the academic domain.
On the other hand, when the reader was a peer, students were significantly more likely to request feedback on discrete grammatical items.
In their case study research, Yu and Hu (2017) found that peer feedback
training and previous experiences of receiving feedback, usually from
the teacher, influenced the feedback learners provided their peers. They
concluded that the teacher feedback they have previously received may
have more influence on students’ peer feedback practices than the peer
feedback training they receive. Alnasser and Alyousef (2015) focused on
peer feedback preferences rather than the feedback received and reached
a similar conclusion: Students’ preferences for peer feedback may be
strongly related to their past educational experiences. The findings of the
current study seem to support this conclusion. Students’ past experiences
of receiving teacher feedback and language education that were focused
on discrete grammatical issues in high school may have influenced their
beliefs about what aspect of writing was most important. Although the
teacher stressed the importance of focusing on both local and global
issues during peer feedback training, her own practice of providing feedback to the teacher-feedback group appears to have had more influence
on students in the teacher-feedback group than the training provided to
the peer-feedback group. This finding suggests that teachers’ actions have
greater impact than their words, thus highlighting the strong influence
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teachers can have in even a student-led feedback practice. Overall, the
results of the present study show a great deal of similarity between the
requests made to the teacher and to peers, thus supporting Alnasser and
Alyousef ’s (2015) suggestion that learners’ preferences for feedback may
be similar irrespective of the feedback source.
Heeding Feedback Requests
The third research question was as follows: To what extent do peer
and teacher readers provide feedback in accordance with requests made
by writers? In the teacher-feedback group, over two thirds of the feedback
requests focused on content, communication of ideas, or discrete grammatical issues, and an even greater proportion (over 80%) of the feedback
received focused on these issues. This may support Zamel’s finding (1985)
that teachers’ comments tend to focus on surface-level issues. In the
peer-feedback group, the opposite trend is apparent: A slightly smaller
proportion of the feedback focused on those three areas than the proportion of feedback requests made. Moreover, the teacher was relatively consistent in providing feedback in relation to the feedback requests made by
students. On the other hand, students may have difficulty finding issues
in the writing of their peers (Mangelsdorf, 1992). Students experience difficulty especially when responding to broader rhetorical issues, and they
tend to focus instead on surface-level language issues (Leki, 1990; Liu &
Hansen Edwards, 2002), which represent low hanging fruit for readers. In
this study, peers may have found it difficult to provide feedback on specific
feedback requests made and may have provided feedback on whatever
issues they could find with the writing, though the feedback requests did
clearly guide their provision of feedback to some extent.
Overall, the correlations between requests for feedback and feedback
received on each draft were stronger in the teacher-feedback group than
in the peer-feedback group. It is interesting to note that the one aspect
of writing with the weakest correlation in the teacher-feedback group
(i.e., organization) was the aspect with the strongest correlation in the
peer-feedback group. The teacher was significantly more likely to comment on content, communication, and discrete grammatical issues when
such feedback was requested, whereas for peer readers the relationship
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was weaker. This may have resulted from a relative lack of confidence to
find issues with and/or offer feedback on a wide range of global and local
issues when compared to the teacher.
Conclusion
Some language educators may suggest that part of the teacher’s role
includes determining what feedback is appropriate for each student. They
may be concerned that students would focus exclusively on surface-level
grammatical issues at the expense of developing higher-order writing
skills (Berg, 1999; Leki, 1990; Zhu, 1995). This concern may be greater for
students from traditional teacher-centered educational systems, such as
Japan (Tan & Chua, 2014), since previous experiences of teacher feedback
are likely to influence students’ preferences (Alnasser & Alyousef, 2015;
Yu & Hu, 2017). However, the results of the present research suggest that
students made rational decisions, and the types of feedback they managed to elicit from their teacher and their peers would serve them well in
their efforts to improve their writing skills. This suggests that giving more
control to students over the feedback they receive can result in receiving
useful feedback on their writing.
The feedback method is one variable that may have affected the results
of this study. Liu and Hansen Edwards (2002) suggested that readers providing pen-and-paper feedback are more likely to focus on global issues;
using digital formats can lead readers to provide surface-level feedback
because they read and comment on the text at the same time. It is possible that the same concept applies to different formats of pen-and-paper
feedback. A number of previous studies (e.g., Charles, 1990; Reid, 1993;
Storch & Tapper, 1996) proposed that students should make requests
for feedback by annotating their drafts. However, this method of communicating feedback preferences possibly lends itself to addressing local
issues, encouraging students to pinpoint particular words or sentences
they are unsure about rather than to focus on global issues. Similarly,
when writers annotated their drafts, readers likely provided the feedback
while reading the text, thus encouraging local-level feedback rather than
global-level comments. Some previous literature has suggested a separate feedback sheet (e.g., Liu & Hansen Edwards, 2002; Shvidko, 2015;
Sommers, 2013, as cited in Shvidko, 2015), which I utilized in the present
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study. The practice of writing a separate feedback sheet after the text has
been completed may encourage reflection, and spending time reflecting
on one’s writing might in turn encourage thinking about deeper rhetorical concerns. Similarly, using a separate feedback sheet may encourage
readers to consider texts more globally.
The results of this study indicate that the teacher was responsive
to students’ feedback requests. This is perhaps not surprising since the
teacher had developed this feedback system based on the pedagogical
suggestions found in the literature. Empirical literature on the topic
showed little evidence of teachers employing these suggestions. Since
the students managed to elicit feedback on a broad range of writing
issues, it is suggested that teachers be introduced to student-led feedback systems in language teacher-education programs to increase their
use of this practice. Naturally, I recommend that teachers who have not
experimented with student-led feedback practices previously also do so.
On the other hand, peer readers were less responsive to the feedback requests made by peer writers. With the exception of requests for
feedback on organization, no significant correlations existed between
the requests made and feedback received in this group. The focus of
instruction during the course mostly revolved around the appropriate
organization of ideas on each assignment. This factor suggests that when
asked questions about organization, students felt confident to answer
such requests but may not have felt confident to answer requests about
other aspects of writing. One option to improve this outcome would be
to substantially increase training that shows students how to provide
effective feedback on a range of writing issues. However, ultimately,
spending substantial time on training may render the student-led feedback practice ineffective. It may be more useful to utilize student-led
feedback sheets for teacher feedback but to use a generic peer-feedback
sheet that covers all six aspects of writing investigated in this study.
Limitations and Suggestions for Further Research
Limitations of this research include that it was conducted in
one cultural and educational context and involved only one teacher.
Furthermore, like many previous studies, the learner participants were
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adults. Therefore, the findings of this study may not be generalizable to
other contexts. In particular, younger learners may react differently to being
given such autonomy over their learning. It would also be useful to investigate the extent to which the feedback students received on previous drafts
or essays informed the requests for feedback made on subsequent drafts or
essays. This kind of analysis was outside of the scope of this study but
would be a very useful avenue of further investigation.
Another limitation of this study is that it investigated the feedback
requests and feedback received on the basis of only one specific feedback method. Students were not asked to evaluate the feedback method
used in the class. However, Campbell and Schumm-Fauster (2013) used
a very similar method and found that both students and teachers had
predominantly positive perceptions. Ultimately, further research on re
quests for feedback made by students when different kinds of feedback
methods are used would contribute to this discussion and enhance our
understanding of students’ feedback preferences. Despite these limitations, the results do provide some insight and suggest further areas for
investigation.
At the outset, the teacher/researcher made an assumption that all students would ask as many questions as possible on each feedback sheet to
receive as much feedback as possible. However, the findings demonstrate
that some students chose to ask fewer than four questions. This variance
illustrates another aspect of feedback over which students may appreciate
some degree of autonomy. Some students want a great deal of feedback, and
instructors may assume that all students do. Implementing a feedback sheet
that is self-created by student writers allows students some control over the
amount of feedback they receive in addition to the focus of the feedback.
Although the practice of students communicating their feedback preferences to the teacher or peers has been quite widely recommended in
the literature (Anson & Anson, 2017; Charles, 1990; Ferris, 1997; Hyland,
2003; Lee, 2017; Reid, 1993; Shvidko, 2015), there is little research evidence of teachers implementing this recommendation. While a few studies
have considered this practice (Bloxham & Campbell, 2010; Campbell &
Schumm-Fauster, 2013; Maas, 2017a, 2017b), only one previous study
focused on what kinds of feedback students request when given this
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autonomy (Storch & Tapper, 1996). This research provides insight into the
kinds of feedback Japanese university students requested and the relative
success of those requests in terms of feedback received. There is still a great
deal unknown about what kinds of feedback students in different contexts may request when given autonomy to do so and how successful the
requests might be in eliciting the kinds of feedback they want from peers
in other contexts or from other teachers. It is therefore suggested that further research be conducted in a broad range of contexts.
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Appendix
Completed Peer Feedback Forms

Writer’s name: Emiko		

Reader’s name: Iku

Editing Checklist
								Yes No
1. Is there enough information?
2. Are the verb tenses correct?

3. Is the organization of ideas clear?

4. Do you understand everything clearly?

√

□

√

□

√

□

√

□

5. Give one piece of constructive feedback.

You have much information, so I could understand
about your essay clearly.
o Your how to use verb tense is OK!!
But, I don’t know how to use “were”.
P2. Line 6 “The major reasons were they want to
~”
I think it’s OK “suggested that ~” or “told
that~”.
o And, I think you had better to add a noun.
“This result was obvious that many people
care~”.
“This was obvious result that many people
care~.”
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Writer’s name: Iku			Reader’s name: Emiko
Editing Checklist
								Yes
1. Do you understand everything?
√
2. Is the correct form of each word used?
□
3. Are the verb tenses correct?
√
4. Is there enough information?
√
5. Give one piece of constructive feedback.

No
□
√
□
□

The topic is interesting and I could understand this result!! Good essay  Please check some mistakes!!

Paragraph 1
l.1 You should add “one” after “figure”.
As shown the following figure one, . . .
l.3 as many as 16 people have experienced there.
As many as 16 people have experienced to go there.

Paragraph 2
l.4 You don’t need “to go”.
Seven out of sixteen went there . . .
l.6 Most people of the first answered yes people
Most people answered yes in the first question
l.9 three people went to go to go abroad for foreign
language
three people went there for studying abroad.
Ruegg, R. (2020). Student-led feedback on writing: Requests made and feedback received. Journal
of Response to Writing, 6(2), 69–101.

Student-Led Feedback on Writing • 101

Paragraph 3
l.4 You should add “they” before “want to go”.
Where they want to go.
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L2 Writers’ Experience With Peer Review
in Mainstream First-Year Writing:
Socioacademic Dimensions
Megan M. Siczek
The George Washington University
This article describes a qualitative inquiry into the peer review experience of
second-language (L2) international students enrolled in a mainstream first-year
writing (FYW) course at a private university in the eastern United States. Data
collection involved semistructured interviews with 10 L2 students at three points
during the semester they were enrolled in the FYW course. Three themes were
identified through inductive data analysis: (a) perception of self, (b) perception
of peers, and (c) perception of process. A discussion of the findings highlights the
complex ways these themes overlap to deepen our understanding of peer review
as a meaningful socioacademic activity in multilingual classroom settings.
Keywords: peer review, first-year writing, second-language writers
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First-year writing (FYW) has been called the most commonly taught
and required course in U.S. college curricula; in addition to providing
writing instruction, it can be an early and formative experience in the
academic life of undergraduates (Fleming, 2011). In recent decades, FYW
classrooms have become increasingly multicultural and multilingual;
this diversity necessitates a new understanding of the attitudes, interactions, and practices that shape diverse students’ experiences (Conference
on College Composition & Communication [CCCC], 2014; Hall, 2014).
In many cases, especially for second language (L2) international students,
FYW is the first place they are exposed to peer review as a pedagogical
activity. Peer review maps with a process-based approach to writing
(Elbow, 1973; Flower & Hayes, 1981) that targets the cycle of planning,
drafting, feedback, and revision, thus reinforcing the recursive nature of
producing written text. Viewed as an alternative, or at least a complementary, means of offering feedback on writing, peer review shifts some
evaluative authority away from instructors and onto students and engages
them more actively in their own learning (DiPardo & Freedman, 1988;
Hu, 2005; Nicol et al., 2014). Engaging with feedback for the purpose
of revision also highlights the rhetorical relationship between writer
and reader and facilitates audience awareness (Mittan, 1989). Finally,
peer review enables students to evaluate the strengths and weaknesses
in their peers’ writing (Cho & Cho, 2011; Mittan, 1989) and develop
“understandings of themselves and others both as classroom writers and
as classroom learners of writing” (Hu, 2005, p. 325).
Peer review is a ubiquitous pedagogical practice in FYW and has
been the subject of much research in the field of L2 writing (Chang,
2016; Yu & Lee, 2016). However, limited research has been done on the
peer review experience of L2 writers in the mainstream curriculum, particularly in FYW classroom settings where many of the students speak
English as their first language (L1). This article was motivated by a surprising finding in a larger qualitative research study (Siczek, 2018) on
the lived experience of L2 international students who were taking a
mainstream FYW course at a private university in the eastern United
States. When asked to reflect on the overall class experience in the
final reflective interview, every participant commented that peer review
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had been a significant—and positive—element of the experience. This
finding intrigued me, and I was motivated to re-engage with interview
data from the original study to explore how L2 international students
described their experience engaging in peer review in the context of a
mainstream FYW class. For the purposes of this research, I considered
the mainstream writing classroom a socioacademic space.
The conceptual model I developed (see Figure 1) is grounded in a sociocultural theoretical framework, in which learning is situated in a context that
is shaped not only by the course material but also by mediated interactions
among members of the classroom community (Englert et al., 2006; Lantolf
& Pavlenko, 1995; Lave & Wenger, 1991; Watson-Gegeo, 2004; Zuengler &
Miller, 2006). This model further captures the “arc” of students’ lived experience in the class, reflecting French philosopher Hans-Georg Gadamer’s arc
of projection and reflection (van Manen, 1990). Students are projected from
their forestructure, which represents the experiences and understandings
that they carry into the new learning situation. These understandings—
along with students’ mediated interactions with their peers and instructor
as well as course materials and assignments during the class—shape their
overall socioacademic experience. Intentional reflection at the end of the
semester enables students to make sense of their experience and carry these
understandings forward into new learning situations. Peer review is considered a socioacademic activity because it involves the four mutually influential
elements at the core of the socioacademic model (i.e., self, peers, instructional materials and tasks, and instructor). To provide greater insight into
peer review as a socioacademic activity, this article explores how peer review
was described by 10 L2 students during the semester they were enrolled in a
mainstream FYW course that was mainly populated by L1 students.
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Figure 1

Socioacademic Space Model
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Literature Review: Peer Review as Contextually Situated
While peer review has a pedagogical goal of improving writing outcomes through the recursive process of drafting, feedback, and revision, it
is also part of a larger process of socialization into the writing classroom
and broader discourse community (Liu & Hansen, 2002). Peer review is
thought to promote social integration and peer-to-peer interaction (Ferris,
2003; Hu & Lam, 2010) and collaborative learning (Bruffee, 1984; Liu &
Hansen, 2002). In line with the broader theoretical proposition that
knowledge is socially constructed, peer review is sometimes grounded in
sociocultural theories, such as Vygotsky’s (1978) zone of proximal development, Lave and Wenger’s (1991) situated learning, and activity theory
as applied in the work of Yu and Lee (2015) and Zhu and Mitchell (2012).
Examining peer review through a sociocultural lens maps with Hyland
and Hyland’s (2006) call for more robust descriptions of “the contextual
environments in which feedback is given and received” (p. 96) and Yu and
Lee’s (2016) emphasis on the need for more research that examines the
“affective, cognitive, and sociocultural aspects of peer interaction” (p. 485).
Liu and Hansen (2002) outlined the key benefits and constraints of
peer review in L2 writing contexts across four major dimensions: practical, linguistic, social, and cognitive. These categories were largely echoed
in the work of Ferris (2003) and Ferris and Hedgcock (2014). Hansen
and Liu (2005) situate the structured activity of peer review in a cognitive
context, helping set the stage for positive classroom interactions. We also
see coverage of the socioacademic dimensions of peer review in research
that explores the settings in which this mediated activity takes place
(Hyland & Hyland, 2006; Hansen & Liu, 2005), including its group-based
orientation (di Pardo & Freedman, 1988) and its potential to build community (Ferris, 2003). Villamil and de Guerrero (1996) and de Guerrero
and Villamil (2000) explored, among other things, the sociocognitive
dimension of peer review and its potential for the mutual scaffolding of
learning. Research has also considered patterns of interactions (Storch,
2004; Villamil & de Guerrero, 2006), the stances that students adopt in
peer review (Lockhart & Ng, 1995; Mangelsdorf & Schlumberger, 1992;
Zhu & Mitchell, 2012), and students’ motives for engaging with peer
review (Storch, 2004; Yu & Lee, 2015; Zhu & Mitchell, 2012).
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In the field of L2 writing, literature reviews that have been recently
published attest to a research interest in peer review that has spanned
several decades (Chang, 2016; Yu & Lee, 2016). L2 writing studies in the
1990s suggested that L2 writers were not receptive to their peers’ feedback
because of the perception of the instructor as the only source of authority
(Zhang, 1995; Nelson & Carson, 1998). Based on a qualitative case study
of L2 writers, Hyland (2000) warned that instructors may be too heavy
handed in the design and facilitation of peer review activities, an involvement that may have the effect of diminishing student engagement with the
task. Other research has found that although there is a general perception
that peer review is beneficial to writing, L2 students may lack the confidence to provide feedback in English, which may influence their attitude
toward peer review (Allaei & Connor, 1990; Braine, 1996; Mangelsdorf,
1992). However, a comprehensive literature review conducted by Chang
(2016) found that, on the whole, research findings in the last three decades
indicate that L2 students were receptive to peer review as long as it “complemented rather than replaced teacher feedback” (p. 86).
Though research into peer review has tended to examine either an
L1 or an L2 writing context, Zhu (2001) attempted to bridge this gap in
case study research on interactions in three mixed L1 and L2 peer review
groups in a mainstream composition course. Findings indicate that L2 students took fewer turns in communicating feedback orally but produced
similar amounts of written feedback on drafts, though the feedback tended
to be global rather than local in nature because L2 students were less confident commenting on language-related aspects of their peers’ writing.
Mangelsdorf and Ruecker (2018) explored a graduate-level context where
L1 and L2 students were enrolled in the same classes and concluded that
the language backgrounds of students did not seem to impede their interaction in peer response; in fact, the graduate students developed increased
rhetorical awareness as a result of working with peers from diverse linguistic and disciplinary backgrounds.
In one of the rare examples of a study that examined peer review in
a mixed L1 and L2 FYW context, Ruecker (2014) collected data from 31
L1 and L2 students in a class that used a “writing workshop” approach to
peer review. Though the L2 students noted initial anxiety—and, in fact,
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maintained concern—about their own contributions to the process, they
had a positive view of the feedback they received from their L1 peers. This
positive perspective was especially true when the feedback was seen as
helpful and authoritative; however, the L2 students acknowledged feeling
somewhat demoralized when the feedback they received was harsh. While
L2 students felt constrained in their ability to offer sentence-level feedback to their L1 peers, they gained confidence offering content feedback
and developed greater rhetorical awareness via peer response. Ruecker
warns, however, of the ways that “native speakerism” can create a power
imbalance when peer review occurs in mixed classroom settings.
Methods
Based on this review of the literature, it is clear that there is a limited
base of research on peer review experiences in mixed L1 and L2 FYW
contexts and a need for more research about peer review as a tool of socioacademic integration. The present study begins to fill this gap by answering
the following research question: How does peer review in a predominantly
L1 FYW class shape L2 writers’ socioacademic experience?
The central content of this article was drawn from a larger qualitative
research study that was approved by the Institutional Review Board (IRB).
During the Spring 2014 semester, I engaged in semistructured interviews
with 10 L2 international students who were enrolled in a required mainstream FYW course in a private east coast U.S. university. I interviewed each
student three times during the semester to capture the “arc” of their lived
experience over time (see Figure 1). In this institutional setting, FYW was a
rigorous four-credit course in which students deeply engaged with an intellectual theme to develop their capacity for high-quality academic writing
at a university level. Though the thematic content varied in the course sections the study participants were enrolled in, they all described this class
as challenging and fast-paced and often felt a decided pressure to keep up
with readings and class discussions, to make meaningful contributions, and
to produce written text that met university standards. According to interviews, participants were likely to be the only L2 international student—or
one of few—in their FYW section, and their direct interaction with their
L1 peers appeared very limited outside of the peer review process.
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Participants in this study were identified using criterion sampling,
whereby L2 international students who had completed an English for
Academic Purposes (EAP) academic writing course the previous semes
ter and were currently enrolled in the mainstream FYW class were
invited to participate in a series of three semi-structured interviews over
the course of the semester. The timing of the interviews was designed to
coincide with the “arc” of the socioacademic space model, targeting (a)
their entry into the class, (b) their description and interpretation of the
class at the midpoint in the semester, and (c) their reflection upon completion of the course. Interviews lasted between 45 and 60 minutes and
were audio recorded and professionally transcribed. For a list of participants, see Table 1.
Table 1
List of Participants
Pseudonym

Hometown

Language(s) spoken in home
environment

Han gil

Chungju, South Korea

Korean

Crystal

Tianjin, China

Mandarin

Ai

Guangzhou, China

Cantonese, Mandarin

John

Guayaquil, Ecuador

Spanish

Amy

Beijing, China

Mandarin

Lora

Baotou, China (inner Mongolia)

Mandarin

Michelle

Ulan Bator, Mongolia

Mongolian

Kristen

Beijing, China

Mandarin

Yoono

Beirut, Lebanon

English & Arabic

Luca

Bogota, Colombia

Spanish (attended French international school)

As previously noted, understanding L2 students’ experience with peer
review was not the motivating question for the initial study, but the extent
to which participants mentioned it in interviews and how positively they
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framed it motivated me to re-engage with the data to make more sense of
this particular pedagogical activity. Re-engaging with the data involved
reviewing transcripts from interviews with all 10 participants and isolating any sections of text that mentioned peer review. I then analyzed
these data via a process of open coding to isolate themes that characterized participants’ descriptions of peer review (Merriam, 2009; van Manen,
1990). Once initial themes emerged, the data were sorted and analyzed
again, which resulted in further refinement of the thematic structure for
the findings. Three key themes emerged from inductive analyses of transcript excerpts referencing participants’ experience with peer review: (a)
perception of self, (b) perception of peers, and (c) perception of process.
Findings
The arrangement of findings in this section not only brought into
view the three core themes that emerged from the analysis of interview
transcripts but also highlighted the complex ways in which participants’
descriptions of peer review cross multiple thematic categories. As shown
in Table 2, each main theme is organized around two descriptive subthemes and accompanied by a series of illustrative quotes by participants,
who are referred to using pseudonyms (see Table 1). Participants’ words
are rendered verbatim with an occasional clarification in brackets or
omission of filler expressions such as “like” or “you know.”
Table 2
Summary of Findings
Theme
Perception of self

Subthemes
Self-consciousness or perceived inability to make meaningful
contribution to peer review
Comparative description of self versus L1 peers

Perception of
peers

Perception of shared experience

Perception of
process

Descriptions of format and structure of peer review

Rhetorical awareness, exposure to new perspectives, modeling
Peer review as situated in larger recursive process of writing and
strategic openness to feedback
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Theme 1: Perception of Self
A key element of the socioacademic space model is self, which reflects
students’ own contributions and interactions in the FYW class, as well as
how they interpret or perceive themselves in this environment. Two subthemes, with illustrative quotes and analysis, are further described below.
Subtheme 1: Self-Consciousness
The first subtheme relates to participants’ feelings of self-consciousness during the peer review process. In line with the “arc of lived experience” conceptualized in the socioacademic space model, it is natural that
L2 participants’ initial experience with peer review would create a feeling
of insecurity as they are projected into a new situation that involves direct
interaction with their L1 peers via an instructor-assigned task. As the following quotes indicate, participants tended to enter into peer review with
a feeling of self-consciousness, often accompanied by a concern that they
were not qualified to give meaningful feedback to their L1 peers.
At first, I felt a little nervous, like I was curious about what they will
tell about my paper. [. . .] Sometimes I was very jealous for American
students. When I read their papers, I couldn’t find any mistakes or
something like that because I am not native speaker so it is hard for
me to critique or analyze it. (Michelle)
Because their essays are good so it’s hard for me to find some weak
points. Like I only [say] “Oh, it’s good” but I might just come up with
some easy good point and then I say, “Oh, it’s just good.” But I don’t
know what a good point is. (Crystal)
Kristen also mentioned feeling anxious about sharing her own writing
because she did not know “if there is a lot of grammar problem or anything
in there that is funny.” Over time, she became more comfortable because
she realized her classmates could “correct” her and give her helpful guidance, which enabled her to conclude: “It’s not as hard as I think.” John,
on the other hand, seemed to feel more self-conscious knowing that the
feedback was coming from peers rather than the instructor:
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Back there [in his home country] I used to be the best, now I’m probably the worst. When it’s the teacher [giving feedback], I don’t really
mind cause I’m kind of writing for her or for him [but] when people,
other people, see whatever I’m writing about, I don’t know, I feel kind
of weird.
Subtheme 2: Comparative Descriptions
The second subtheme under perception of self focuses on comparative
descriptions of self versus L1 peers. It was clear that participants’ description
of their own hesitation or self-consciousness was a reflection of how they
perceived themselves relative to their L1 classmates. Participants seemed to
assume that these so-called “native speakers,” a term they often used to refer
to their L1 peers, automatically had more authority over the language necessary to produce effective writing. In some cases, participants indicated that
they believed their American peers were better at writing because they had
more experience. For example, Michelle noted that “maybe one of the big
reasons is that they are native speakers and they have more experience
because maybe they wrote papers in the high school in English.” In her previous education, her assignments in English involved “just listening and
doing exercise or learning the past or present tense.” For Crystal, she as
sumed that her L1 peers would get As, which meant that “they know what
I should improve on. [. . .] I would say their language is good, their essay
flow well compared to ours. I think that’s the one reason why our grade
is lower compared to them.” Ai commented on his surprise that “other
Americans in my same age [are] using some really beautiful words that I
never thought of something like that. I actually learn a lot from the peer
review.” He goes on to say that he struggled to offer feedback in peer review
because his classmate’s essay was long and lexically dense, noting “maybe it
was a struggle for me to understand the real meaning of it.” What Ai seemed
to be implying here was that a command of language was a key signifier of
depth in writing.
Though the general trend was that L1 peers had a more natural command of the language, participants who felt more confident about their own
abilities were less likely to draw such distinctions between themselves and
their L1 peers. For example, Yoono emphasized his confidence in providing
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feedback on his classmates’ written work: “I think I understood generally
what my friends wanted to talk about in their papers and I knew what
they could research or talk about to enhance their paper.” Lora was also an
interesting case because her assessment of some of her peers was that their
writing was not as strong as she had assumed: “That was surprising to me
because they didn’t do something well. [. . .] I didn’t expect that. I thought
they were, like, more thoughtful or professional.” Based on these findings,
participants overwhelmingly perceived themselves relationally when it
came to peer review. Participants tended to assume that their L1 peers were
better at English and better writers and thus automatically more qualified to
offer peer feedback and succeed at writing assignments.
Theme 2: Perception of Peers
According to the socioacademic space model, peers are key influencers
of a student’s academic experience. As indicated in Theme 1, L2 participants’ general perception was that their L1 peers were better writers and
better qualified peer reviewers. At the same time, the peer review experience seemed to help integrate L2 writers into the classroom community, and
peers were perceived as responsible and helpful. Participants also viewed
opportunities to review their peers’ writing as ways of gaining perspective,
for example, gaining perspective into diverse approaches to the topic or
assignment or gaining the benefit of their L1 peers’ informed perspective
on their own writing. Two subthemes related to participants’ perception of
their FYW classmates can be found below.
Subtheme 1: Perception of Shared Experience
The first subtheme under the perception of peers was participants’ view
that peer review made them part of a classroom community, which included
a positive impression of the “help” given and a negative judgement about
classmates who did not contribute sufficiently to the peer review process.
When characterizing the peer review experience, participants conveyed the
atmosphere as inclusive and supportive. For example, Ai said:
I think I love the peer review thing. [. . .] I don’t expect the student
conference the peer review is taken in a really casual setting. We have
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three students and then in professor’s office and kind of chatting style,
really relaxed and enjoyable.
Han gil emphasized the sense of community he felt with his group: “Class
mates are really good. They are really helpful too. [. . .] I really liked my
group.” And when participants lacked confidence in the drafts they produced, it seemed their peers helped make them feel better. Yoono, for
example, entered peer review for his second paper with an incomplete
draft and assumed he would receive a lot of critical comments from his
peers, but instead “they tried being friendly; they tried to tell me ‘Listen,
your paper’s all right, don’t worry.’” Luca expressed some concerns similar
to those outlined in Theme 1 but countered these with a comment about
how positive and supportive her peers were:
I did like [peer review] because, I mean, sometimes you tend to be
very harsh on your paper and probably I think that I’m insecure
because I’m not like American speaker (laughter) English speaker or
I don’t have the same knowledge when it comes to writing in English
so I’m very insecure when it comes to that [. . .] but then when my
friends read it, [they said] “No, it’s actually interesting. You need to
structure it better or do this, correct that,” so that was a really good
experience that I liked a lot. [. . .] I thought my paper was, like, awful
but they had better opinion of my paper than I did.
To build on this point, some participants were amazed and impressed
by the amount of effort their peers put into helping them. Crystal commented: “Some American students like they really pay so much attention
to the peer review, especially for my second one [. . .] she almost, like,
correct all the things I did.” Amy seemed to interpret her peers’ attention
to the process as a form of care:
I found that the students there are, they are really responsible [. . .] so I
felt a little ashamed about—I only finished the peer review rubric, that
is the obligated, mandatory thing. But my peer, she actually printed
out all my paper—I wrote a really long paper, around 15 pages. She
print them all and do, like, detailed notes and cross out things and add
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things in my paper. [. . .] I felt really “Wow!” They put a lot of effort in
my paper.
Interestingly, members of peer review groups who were not considered
responsible contributors were viewed in a negative light, as can be seen in
Luca’s comment:
[For the peer review] I got the only guy that was not interested in the
subject so it was very awful. We were like, well, he didn’t do the homework, he didn’t do stuff so we’re okay. That was hard.
In addition to passing judgment on the noncontributor, Luca indicated a
sense of solidarity with the other members of her group who took the task
seriously. I would argue that participants themselves did not want to be
seen as not contributing sufficiently to the process despite their concern,
as highlighted in Theme 1, that they did not feel confident about making
meaningful contributions to peer review. Hence a sense of community
building and a pressure to be viewed as legitimate members of the classroom community seemed to exist simultaneously in the context of peer
review in this FYW setting.
Subtheme 2: Rhetorical Awareness, Exposure to Perspectives, and Modeling
The second subtheme under perception of peers related to participants’
growing rhetorical awareness and exposure to new ideas. Participants’ experience with peer review gave them access to perspectives on writing—and
to writing assignments—that they may not have had if peer review had not
been a required component of the class. Ai commented:
When you’re writing a paper, you don’t find that much weakness but
when other people view your paper, you find actually “Oh, I missed so
much” and why others not understand [. . .] so how I can revise and
then make it more clear?
Kristen saw peer review as an opportunity to know what she should change
in her writing, noting that her peers “give some good idea.” Michelle linked
this benefit directly to the fact that her peer reviewers were American: “I
think that they were American students and I like their writing style [. . .] so
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I did [followed] the advice as can.” In these cases, participants were articulating the benefit they could gain by getting direct feedback from what they
perceived to be their more highly qualified peers.
Participants also described the benefit of peer review as a means of
gaining insight into their peers’ ways of thinking or approaches to writing
assignments. For example, Ai commented:
Peer review is really useful. [. . .] It’s useful on paper and benefit as well
and because we are all doing the same topic, but we can see people
choosing different images and have their own ideas [. . .] reading other
student’s paper can not only allow me to know more about this topic
but also I can know what they think and how they think that way. And
then maybe future, I can think about that way as well so.
Some excerpts also indicated that having access to their peers’ writing
helped give participants not only ideas about how to approach their own
writing assignments but also a sense of whether they were on the right
track. Luca had an extremely positive view of peer review because “you
see how the people do this stuff that they’re doing.” The insights she gained
were based not only on her observations about what her peers did well but
also where they may have had problems: “The mistakes that they made,
that made me think ‘Oh, maybe I’m doing the same thing.’ [It] was an
example for me of what should I do or what I should not do.” The following
comment from Lora targets both her sense of group integration and what
she thinks she can gain from the peer review process:
I think it’s a good thing to do to more interact with the classmates
because peer review and you can learn how the natives, Americans,
how they view this question or assignment or how to do that. [. . .] In
our class, our professor sometimes let us review or write some critique
of others’ works or reading others’ works to let us make sure what are
we doing fine or let us know what others’ opinion is. [. . .] But some of
them are really good, yes, and they can write some thoughtful things
or have some deep thought of problem or new ways to look at things.
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Both exposing their work and being exposed to their peers’ work encouraged rhetorical awareness, exploration of new ideas and perspectives, better
understandings of assignments, and “models” of writing to emulate.
Theme 3: Perception of Process
The third theme captures participants’ descriptions and understandings of peer review as a situated learning activity designed by the instructor,
another element at the core of the socioacademic space model. On one
level, participants’ descriptions of peer review provided insights as to how
peer review was structured in these FYW classes. At the same time, we
can glean information about the extent to which peer review contributed
to participants’ overall understanding of writing as a recursive process and
how strategically they perceived its value. The larger theme of participants’
perception of process is broken down into two subthemes.
Subtheme 1: Descriptions of Format and Structure of Peer Review
The first subtheme under perceptions of process reflects participants’
characterization of how peer review was structured in their FYW classroom. Peer review groups were clearly the most common organizing principle for this task, often beginning with an out-of-class meeting for the
group prior to a meeting with the instructor in their office. Amy indicated:
“We did a group peer reviews before class. And [then] we’re going to go to
the office to talk to the professor about our papers.” Crystal’s description
provided further perspective into the group arrangement:
I did a peer review [with] three American students [. . .] we don’t have
class just one of those three days you need to go to the office and meet
with your peers and the professor and they will tell you how you do
with your first draft [. . .] it’s slow but you could make sure you are on
the right track.
For several participants, peer review took the form of writing letters to
their peers prior to a conference with their instructor:
We are supposed to write a letter to each other, so I’m supposed to
write four letters, one per each person’s essay about how they’re doing
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[. . .] and we’ll meet in one group and then talk about it with the professor. (Han gil)
We had small workshops where basically we would have to write letters to our other members explaining what are the assets and—not
errors—but, like, your weaknesses in your paper. And we would sit
for an hour and 15 minutes with our professor, and we would just talk
one by one about each one’s paper. (Yoono)
Some arrangements were described as more complex and labor intensive,
such as Luca’s description of how peer review groups were formed and the
roles that students were expected to play:
It takes a lot of time especially because the professor gives us a whole
list of things that we need to do for that workshop group. The big one
where you have to be the content responder of one girl and look [at] a
bunch of stuff that she gives you, then the rhetoric response of another
girl and her paper and then the general responder. So, it takes a lot of
time to do those things.
As seen in the participants’ quotations, in most cases peer review was a
relatively structured activity, with students commenting on one another’s
drafts or writing letters to members of their peer group before having a
group conference with the instructor. Though participants did not mention this directly, my sense was that this contributed to the sense of trust
they developed with their peers.
Subtheme 2: Larger Recursive Process and Strategic Openness
Another subtheme involved participants’ growing understanding of
peer review as situated in the larger recursive process of writing and their
strategic openness to feedback. It was clear that participants considered
peer review an opportunity to improve their writing to better meet assignment expectations. For example, Ai commented that having three people
read his essay before the final draft helped with his revision, and Amy
noted: “I still don’t know what’s my performance for the paper but at least
I think it’s much better than the rough draft.” John similarly commented:
“After all the comments [. . .] I think it ended up pretty well.” As mentioned
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earlier, rather than feeling threatened or insecure about having their work
read and critiqued by their peers, participants described an openness to
this feedback, which I believe reflected a form of agency these L2 students
exercised within this FYW-classroom context. Yoono said: “I knew that
my first draft was horrible and that it needed a lot of work, so I wasn’t
afraid for criticism to come.” Expressing a similar openness, Han gil said:
I mean I feel like “Oh, maybe this is workable.” I really don’t feel anything if I get bad or good. I really don’t care because if they give me good
feedback that means that I’m okay. If they give me bad, I can improve
so for me it’s like totally fine no matter what they say, it’s totally fine
[. . .] but I feel like it still cannot reach the level of what professor want.
Cause once I thought what if I write exactly like what the other guys tell
me, then will my grade change but it didn’t.
As seen in some of the excerpts under Theme 2, it could be said
that L1 peer reviewers regularly engaged in textual appropriation when
offering highly detailed comments and corrections on the participants’
drafts. Participants’ acceptance of this, I would argue, links back to their
perception that their L1 peers generally had more authority over language
and content and to their strategic engagement with peer review. Having
said this, it was clear that regardless of the value of feedback they felt
they had received, the instructor still had ultimate authority over writing
assessment.
Discussion
This qualitative study explored 10 L2 writers’ experiences with peer
review within the socioacademic space (Siczek, 2018) of a predominantly L1
mainstream FYW course at a U.S. university. All study participants clearly
considered peer review a valuable component of the class and a mechanism
for socioacademic integration. Their interview responses coalesced around
three main themes that help illuminate this socioacademic experience: (a)
perception of self, (b) perception of peers, and (c) perception of process.
The thematic findings of this study clearly relate to the socioacademic core
of the socioacademic space model (see Figure 1): self, peers, instructional
materials and tasks, and instructor. They also reflect the overall “arc” of
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participants’ lived experience as they moved from self-consciousness and
insecurity to growing confidence and a sense of connection to the community through the mediated activity of peer review.
A deeper exploration of the findings revealed the multiple and complex ways participants perceived peer review within this FYW setting. On
one level, the pedagogical goal of peer review seemed to have been realized. Participants came to recognize the recursive nature of writing (Elbow,
1973; Flower & Hayes, 1981), develop rhetorical awareness (Mangelsdorf
& Ruecker, 2018; Mittan, 1989; Ruecker, 2014), and actively engage in
their own learning (Hu, 2005; Nicol et al., 2014). For these participants,
access to their peers’ writing was also a means of understanding how others
approached writing assignments and of developing self-understandings
based on what they observed (Cho & Cho, 2011; Hu, 2005; Mittan, 1989).
The study’s findings indicate that the L2 writers viewed themselves relationally, often as compared to their L1 peers, which was reflected in their
initial trepidation with peer review and their general sense that they did
not have as much to contribute to the peer review process, similar to what
has been found in previous research (e.g., Allaei & Connor, 1990; Braine,
1996; Mangelsdorf, 1992; Ruecker, 2014; Zhu, 2001).
Having said that, L2 participants did not seem to internalize a negative self-perception based on their experience with peer review. Rather,
they viewed their L1 peers’ expertise as a natural outgrowth of their
background as “native” speakers of English who had been educated in
the United States, and participants saw peer review as a means of gaining
access to this expertise. I would also argue that there was something
aspirational in how participants viewed themselves relative to their L1
peers. Through peer review in a mainstream FYW class, they were given
a window into their classmates’ ideas, language use, and approaches to
writing assignments; the study’s findings revealed that a number of participants seemed to aspire to thinking and writing in similar ways.
The findings also revealed that engaging in peer review made participants feel they were part of a shared classroom experience, which supports
characterizations of peer review as a means of integration or socialization
(Ferris, 2003; Ferris & Hedgcock, 2014; Hansen & Liu, 2005). In the larger
study that these data were drawn from, L2 participants described a highly
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participatory and dynamic classroom environment but acknowledged that
class discussions tended to be dominated by the “American” students.
Generally, the L2 students had a difficult time making their voices heard
and connecting with their classmates. It was clear that participants’ most
significant interactions with their L1 classmates centered around peer
review and that membership in a peer review group created a feeling of
solidarity within the larger classroom context. Participants generally felt
welcomed and supported by their peer reviewers and even found them to
be “cheerleaders” when they lacked confidence in their own writing. From
a pedagogical perspective, it is also notable that instructors created the
conditions for these relationships to develop by having peer review groups
meet by themselves before any kind of workshop or interaction with the
instructor, a practice that maps with Hyland’s (2000) point that over-involvement by the instructor may diminish students’ level of engagement
with peer review.
In addition, there was little indication that feedback from peers was
seen as less valid because they lacked the authority of the instructor, a
finding of early studies by Zhang (1995) and Nelson and Carson (1998).
This study’s findings are more aligned with Chang’s (2016) point that peer
review is seen as valid when it complements instructor feedback. Data
showed that participants viewed their peers’ attentiveness to their work
as validating, but at the same time, it reinforced classroom hierarchies.
For example, a number of participants described the feedback as kind and
helpful, as if their L1 peers were doing them a favor, reflecting Ruecker’s
(2014) concern that L1 peers are considered “possessors of English and
therefore the ultimate authorities concerning its use” (p. 99). This view
was reinforced in participants’ perception that their L1 peers had more
authority over language and content and that the instructor had the ultimate authority regardless of the peer feedback received. I would also argue
that their perception of their L1 peers’ authority gave participants confidence in the quality of the feedback they received and seemed to increase
their buy-in regarding the benefit of peer review. It was also interesting
to note that participants sometimes perceived peers negatively based on
what they observed during peer review. For example, participants passed
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judgment on L1 peers whose drafts were not as “professional” as they had
expected or when peers made minimal effort in the peer review process.
Another notable point of analysis based on this study’s findings is that
during the course of the semester, participants became more comfortable
with the process of peer review and began to view it more strategically.
In other words, regardless of how self-conscious they felt about having
their writing reviewed by L1 peers, the benefit they perceived made them
open to peer review, which connects to research about the role students’
motives play in peer review contexts (Storch, 2004; Yu & Lee, 2015; Zhu
& Mitchell, 2012). I argue that the insecurity participants felt was largely
counterbalanced by a strategic understanding of what they might gain by
engaging in peer review. Participants also seemed to value peer review as
an opportunity to make sure they were “OK” relative to their classroom
peers, and they hoped to move their drafts one step closer to what the
instructor expected from the assignment. They also displayed a high level
of attentiveness to what could be learned by having access to their peers’
writing, an openness to critical feedback, and a willingness to accept the
revisions suggested by their peers. Thus, while it is true that there was evidence of textual appropriation on the part of their L1 peers, participants
strategically accepted this in the hope of improving their own writing
outcomes. This acceptance can be characterized as a form of agency L2
writers exercise in the process of peer review in FYW.
Conclusion
The findings of this study highlight the multiplicity of factors that
shape L2 students’ socialization into a mainstream FYW classroom community through the pedagogical activity of peer review. This research
fulfills the need for more inquiry into students’ experiences with peer
review—as emphasized by Chang (2016), Hyland and Hyland (2006),
and Yu and Lee (2016)—as well as the need to apply sociocultural theoretical frameworks to better understand the lived experience of diverse
students. The more we know about how students “live” the experiences
of being a part of our academic communities, the better we can understand them and design a more inclusive pedagogy. This study was also
well positioned within the dynamic framework of Siczek’s (2018) socioacademic space model. Although peer review activities were designed by
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the instructor—and clearly reflect a process-based orientation to writing
instruction—the findings of this study highlight the significance of peer
interactions in this mediated classroom space. This research also provides insights into how L2 writers position themselves within the activity
of peer review and within the FYW class more generally.
One limitation of this study was that it was conducted in a relatively elite university context, a private university on the east coast of the
United States. In addition, the sample was not representative, and thus,
the results are not generalizable. It should also be noted that participants’
peer review experience was not systematically investigated in the original
study. I would argue, however, that the fact that the topic of peer review
emerged naturally—unsolicited in the interview protocol—adds power
to these findings. Limitations in the scope of this inquiry should also be
acknowledged; I did not evaluate participants’ uptake of the peer review
comments they received or the final written product. However, their
comments signaled the perceived benefit they gained from the experience and their understanding of the larger recursive process of writing.
This perception of benefit would be a strong motivation for participants
to seek future opportunities for peer feedback and advance on the path
of becoming better writers.
The findings of this study invite further exploration into motives,
self-efficacy, and agency in the context of mixed peer review. I would
also suggest more research into socioacademic aspects of peer review
that involve both L1 and L2 students. In light of findings related to the
format for peer review and the role of the instructor, we also need to
know more about what works and how instructors can make the most of
peer review to promote engaged interaction. For this purpose, I would
suggest more research into “peer talk” and how meanings, needs, and
feedback are negotiated among students and even between students and
their instructor in post peer review conference meetings. Hence, more
exploration of positioning, voice, and stance in peer review—particularly in mixed peer review groups—would be a valuable contribution to
the literature.
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Multimodality is recognized as a useful pedagogical tool, but it is often difficult to
apply in real-life curricula. Further, expectations on educators and various campus
units are increasingly complex and require nimble and innovative partnerships. In
this article, Christina, a first-year composition instructor, and Lucie, the university’s writing center (WC) director, share their different but parallel paths to “going
multimodal” for the first time. They show how they joined forces to determine how
best to teach and respond to students’ diverse multimodal projects. First, Christina
explains how she taught herself and her students about multimodal rhetoric and
genres with the help of two dedicated WC tutors. She also outlines how she created
a rubric to respond to students’ projects throughout their composing processes.
Then Lucie shares her initial hesitancy about going multimodal and how she ultimately prepared her tutors to respond to the projects that Christina’s students
presented. The article concludes with Christina and Lucie discussing the exciting
synergy they experienced while working together and with the tutors and the challenges they faced. For composition instructors, tutors, and WC directors interested
in adopting multimodal assignments, this article provides ideas and suggestions for
teaching, giving feedback, and mentoring.
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Because of student enthusiasm and expanding ideas about what writing
means in the 21st century, composition instructors have been increasingly
assigning multimodal1 projects that combine text, sound, and moving or
still images. And, with increasing frequency, students have been taking
their multimodal work (e.g., animations, iMovies, Prezi presentations) to
the writing center (WC) for feedback. As a result, composition instructors,
WC directors, and WC tutors find themselves on joint learning curves—
whether they feel ready or not. In this article, Christina, an experienced
composition instructor at a large Canadian university, and Lucie, the university’s WC director, share their collaborative experiences with “going
multimodal” for the first time with the help of WC tutors. They explain why
they decided to work with multimodal projects, how they taught students
and tutors to “think multimodally,” and how they responded to students’
work both in class and in the WC.
Since 2011, the university’s WC has partnered with first-year composition (FYC) courses to embed WC tutors in sections restricted to nonnative
English-speaking students (FYC-L2)2. After taking Lucie’s tutor-training
course, these embedded tutors served as a communication bridge between
instructors and students. They read assigned class readings, learned about
the pedagogical goals behind course activities and assignments, and worked
closely with their FYC-L2 assigned instructors and their students. In class,
the tutors supported the instructors in various capacities, including facilitating group work, ensuring student participation, participating in role-plays,
offering their own perspectives on course material and writing experiences,
and giving small presentations. Outside of class, they met weekly with students individually or in small groups to help ensure that everyone stayed
on track with readings and assignments. Throughout the semester, Lucie
stayed in touch with the FYC-L2 instructors and their embedded tutors to
provide mentorship and guidance. This partnership allowed FYC-L2 tutors
to observe and practice multimodal teaching methods, to better understand
the challenges and strengths of nonnative English-speaking (L2) students,
and to help create a sense of community. The tutors also had the chance
1. Anderson et al. (2006) describe multimodal compositions as “compositions that take advantage
of a range of rhetorical resources—words, still and moving images, sounds, music, animations—to create
meaning” (p. 59).
2. This system is somewhat similar to Writing Fellows programs in the United States.
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to be mentored by and work closely with instructors and to observe and
appreciate students’ steady improvements in language and writing skills
(Mullin et al., 2008; O’Meara, 2016).
In Fall 2016, Lucie teamed up with Christina, who was scheduled to
teach two FYC-L2 sections, to take the partnership between the WC and
composition instructors a step further. Driven by her own research and
experience, Christina had already integrated diverse media—including
art—into her classroom. Meanwhile, across the campus, Lucie had realized
that her tutor-training course no longer fully met the increasingly diverse
needs of WC users. Lucie’s research had reinforced her observations that
“as modes change in student composition, so will the nature of the tutorial
itself. Instead of ‘outlines’ of essays, students bring in storyboards of their
PowerPoint presentation or video projects for tutors to look at” (Lee &
Carpenter, 2014, p. xviii). While Lucie was initially unsure of how to negotiate this shift in the WC, Christina leaped headlong into this collaborative
opportunity (Lunsford, 1991) and, with Lucie’s blessing, brought her two
FYC-L2 tutors along for the ride.
In the following first-hand accounts, Christina explains why she
invited multimodality into her course, the tools and response strategies
she adopted and adapted, and how she worked with her assigned tutors.
Lucie then describes how she introduced multimodality to her staff, how
she modified her tutor-training syllabus, and how she mentored her tutors.
Finally, Christina and Lucie discuss some highlights and challenges they
encountered and offer teaching, mentoring, and feedback suggestions to
instructors, tutors, and WC directors who want to embrace the excitement
of multimodal assignments.
In Christina’s Words: “Jumping In and Making It Work”
For many years, I assigned two major papers in my first-year WritingAbout-Writing3 composition course. Both my students and I were ready
for a change. While I felt that the academic paper was still invaluable for
teaching students how to think about and share complex ideas in sustained
ways, I concurred with Takayoshi and Selfe (2007) that “moving and still
images, sounds, music, colour, words, and animations’’ (p. 2) were the
3. Writing-About-Writing is an approach to writing instruction that makes rhetoric and composition
studies the content of the course.
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current rhetorical reality. Further, I agreed with Selber (2004), who argues
that in a relevant and responsible modern curricula, “an emphasis on [text]
alone simply will no longer do” (p. 135). Therefore, I resolved to replace
one of my major paper assignments with a project that invited students to
think, play, and produce beyond the printed page. I sensed that L2 students
would especially benefit from the inclusiveness, collaboration, learning
potential, and fun of multimodal composition.
I soon realized, however, that as Khadka and Lee (2019) observed, “multimodality—so highly hailed in scholarship as a means of preparing writers
and communicators of the future—is largely ignored in most writing classrooms” (p. 4). Resolved to make multimodality a part of my curriculum,
I began to learn how to teach multimodality and gained confidence from
what I knew to be true: Rhetoric was still rhetoric, audiences still had needs
and expectations, and genres still had required conventions.
My original paper assignment asked students to research, synthesize,
and expand on a course topic (e.g., internal versus external revision or
rhetorical grammar). I used to teach topics such as genre conventions
and quotation integration, to implement conventional grading rubrics for
written papers, and to guide students toward helpful resources, such as
Purdue’s OWL and the university’s WC. I also responded to drafts in individual conferences. As I integrated multimodality as a new collection of
genres in my classroom, I adapted, adopted, and learned to achieve similar objectives (Elola & Oskoz, 2017).
Fortunately, the university’s teaching and technology resource centers
provided pedagogical suggestions and warned me about criticisms I might
face (e.g., the charge of watering down assignments) and counseled me on
addressing them (e.g., developing robust rubrics). They also taught me the
rudiments of Goanimate, Voicethread, and iMovie and provided essential
tips on audio and video production.
To my delight, I discovered that excellent resources were hidden in
plain sight: YouTube and, to a certain extent, my WC tutors and the students themselves (Thompson, 2013). In only 15 minutes, for example, a
WC tutor showed the students and me how to use InShot to cut and splice
a video together on our smartphones. When software questions arose,
students would either know something about it or could find a relevant
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YouTube video—their natural way of sourcing information. So, unlike in
the world of academic papers, I didn’t need to worry about being the primary expert.
In addition to mobilizing resources, I learned how to respond to students’ attempts at aural and visual rhetoric and to create rubrics to grade
a wide range of mixed media projects. I used the following key teaching
tools: (a) sequenced multimodal proposals, (b) storyboarding, and (c) universal multimodal evaluation rubrics.
Sequenced Multimodal Proposals
I asked each group to present three increasingly specific project proposals to the class in order to give students useful feedback during their
composing processes. First, the students declared their topics and work
schedules. Near the middle of the semester, they walked the class through
storyboards of their videos or animations or displayed rough sketches
of pamphlets or posters. Toward the end of the semester, the groups
presented their nearly finished projects and asked for feedback from
classmates, tutors, and me on content, form, and production elements
such as voice quality, pacing, and background music.
This system of reporting—combined with repeated, respectful, and
immediate spoken and written responses from and conversations with
their peers and me (Shvidko, 2015)—achieved my feedback goals. As the
students articulated their rhetorical choices, my tutors and I immediately
responded to both strengths and shortfalls. For L2 students, the reporting
offered several additional benefits: They practiced talking in English and
gained confidence, they learned to think on the spot in English, and they
realized they didn’t need “perfect” English to communicate. Further,
they were relieved and empowered to realize that everyone struggles
through a messy and recursive revision process, and they learned how
to engage with and respond to each other’s work in an effective and supportive manner (Macklin, 2016).
Storyboarding
I had long responded to drafts of the two paper assignments with a
range of comments on strengths and weaknesses. I now had to evaluate
a mélange of images, text, and sounds. From the beginning, my tutors
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and I had worried about how to respond in process. Searching online, I
stumbled upon the visual drafting method of storyboarding. These cartoon-like serial sketches let creators plan, organize, and revise their ideas
before heavily investing in production (Bell, 2011). I taught my students
how to storyboard by drawing crude stick-figure examples, offering links
to resources, and providing a storyboard template. The first storyboard
reports were a mixed bag, but the students gained knowledge and ideas
from feedback and most were eager to make changes. Because I simply
responded to the students’ storyboards without giving a grade, I boosted
their willingness to take risks.
Like the sequenced reports, storyboarding also offered some notable
advantages for multilingual students. First, the L2 students appreciated
that their writing load was reduced since they did not have to write multiple drafts of papers. Second, storyboarding helped them overcome a
common problem: distilling and organizing complex ideas. The sketching
process made their ideas and sequencing—or logical flow—visible to
both themselves and others. Third, doing storyboards drew upon a wider
range of skills than written drafts, such as conceptualizing, planning,
drawing, writing, and presenting. For L2 learners who were conditioned
to fear and struggle with English writing, storyboarding was both freeing
and empowering.
Universal Multimodal Response Rubric
I consulted widely while I created my multimodal response rubric.
I first asked an education instructor who assigned a senior-level multimodal project to share her rubric. Then, I requested feedback from my
colleagues on my draft rubric. Finally, I honed my rubric with my students’ input.
Specifically, I retained the three main response strands in my multimodal rubric that I had always used for my writing assignments: “communication/rhetoric,” “content knowledge,” and “language/grammar/form.”
To flesh out the expectations within each strand, I first “zoomed out” to
think of the general choices all rhetors make—such as organization and
transitions. I then “zoomed in” to account for the multimodal composer’s special “moves”—such as choosing images and sounds and adjusting
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pacing (i.e., how quickly the scenes change). However, my most valuable
guide to creating the rubric shown in Figure 1 was carefully observing
where students needed more guidance; for example, narrowing topics,
creating strong openings, keeping a consistent style, and listing acknowledgments at the end.
While the robust rubric addressed the need for overall guidance, I
still had to help the students understand what each item “looked like.”
As the tutors and I oversaw the students’ developing projects, we kept a
sharp eye out for various issues, including the use of too many ideas or
unexplained terms, monotonous or unintelligible voices, dizzying pace,
irrelevant images, and abrupt transitions. When we encountered such
shortfalls, we challenged students with questions: How does that image
help your message? Would your intended audience understand that
term? Can viewers process information that fast? We found that we had
to teach the rubric item by item and provide examples, which we accumulated on the go. Once students understood the rubric, however, most
of them found great satisfaction in explaining how their choices served
their messages. Based on how students talked about their decisions in
oral reports and in private conferences, I believe they gained a deeper
grasp of genre and writing by using the multimodal rubric than other
students had when using my rubrics for paper assignments.
Experts have long urged composition educators to take new approaches
in teaching multilingual students to think and write in English, and I see
multimodal composing as a powerful option. Takayoshi and Selfe (2007)
argue that moving beyond only using texts engages students in ways that
papers rarely do and revitalizes peer-to-peer interest and feedback. Also,
when we assign value to collaboration—integral to group projects—we
move away from valorizing only what Johnson-Eilola (1998) calls the “production paradigm” (i.e., individual product). Instead, we move toward
embracing the “connection paradigm” (i.e., negotiation), as students collaboratively reorganize and re-represent existing texts “in ways that are
meaningful to specific audiences” (p. 24).
Besides these ideological justifications, my L2 students seemed to
almost forget about their language problems as they dove into their projects. Motivated by a fresh and creative multimodal playground, students
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Figure 1
Multimodal Project Response Rubric
Multimodal Project Response Rubric
COMMUNICATION/RHETORIC (Does your MM project do the job you intend it
to do?)
• Suitability of mode(s) to audience/execution
• Purpose is made clear to viewer [early/at end]
• Rhetorical choices to interest, engage, inform, persuade, convince, motivate,
etc. [not too much/not too little info, well chosen, clearly explained, makes
sense]
• Organization of writing & visuals (e.g., placement of elements, focus, transitions, clarity, beginning/middle/end; overall cohesion)
• Effectiveness/appropriateness of rhetorical appeals (ethos, pathos, logos)
• Energy & intonation in voicing/narration to engage audience [vs. dull or
distracting presentation]
• Genuine usefulness/understandability for intended audience / summary of
message &/or call to action as appropriate [i.e. at end]
• Creativity in any rhetorical element (e.g., use of different languages, original
artwork)
CONTENT/KNOWLEDGE (Is this related to course content, and do you understand it?)
The project topic is:
• Connected to a significant topic(s) from the course
• Accurate &/or explanation of writing studies &/or other specialized terms
• As appropriate: At least 2 sources from course well-chosen/used & correctly
cited (APA or MLA~ usually on final panel)
• Connects personal experience with outside/expert knowledge (not just expert
or general knowledge) [has YOU in it—not just a ‘lecture’ from other sources]
LANGUAGE/GRAMMAR/FORM
• Effectiveness of multiple modes working together
• Language register/style appropriate for audience
• Concision
• Achieves MWAF (Most Widely Accepted Form): few or no language, grammar,
spelling, and/or mechanical errors—in written &/or scripted spoken parts
• Production: Audience can easily see, hear, read, & follow [moderate production
standards expected]
• Professional polish (project could actually be used outside the classroom or as a
model to show future students)
• Adheres to min/max length (audio/video: 3–4 min.; text/visual projects as
agreed with instructor)
Moussu, L, & Grant, C. (2020). A collaborative approach to supporting L2 students with multimodal
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learned more than they realized about rhetoric and modes as well as about
collaboration—another skill L2 students often fear and lack (Zhen and
Warschauer, 2017). By the final class day of popcorn and showtime, they
were proud to reveal their English audiovisual or graphical creations. I
also discovered that going multimodal drives home a central point for
my students: Writing is not just for getting a grade or for teachers; it’s for
communicating.
In Lucie’s Words: “From Trepidation to Determination”
Christina enthusiastically adopted a multimodal approach to teaching
and feedback. I, on the other hand, was slower to adapt to the necessary
shift. I had, over the years, learned a lot about multimodal composing
from conference presentations, but I put off updating tutoring pedagogy
for multimodal assignments; the task had always seemed excessively time
consuming and expensive. But with Christina’s FYC-L2 students now
challenging WC tutors with multimodal assignments, and my FYC-L2dedicated tutors also needing multimodal support, I could no longer
ignore the issue.
Fortunately, Mendelsohn’s (2012) words reassured me when she ex
plained the tutor’s role in the composing process:
The [tutor’s] role is not to know how to use every piece of technology that composers walk in the door with but to help them develop
. . . strategies to answer their own questions. . . . In other words, the
[tutor] needs to help the composer learn to find the answers, not to
have an answer. (p. 107)
I started reading about multimodalities and discussing different aspects
of the issue during our staff meetings and my tutor-training course. As I
explain below, first, my tutors and I talked about rhetorical skills transfer;
then, we sought to learn from experts; and finally, we started thinking about
concrete steps to “multimodalize” our WC and update the tutor-training
course. What surprised me most was how seamlessly tutors blended their
existing and new knowledge when talking with students about their multimodal projects.
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Fitzgerald and Ianetta (2016) reminded me that the basic principles
of WC tutoring remained the same, no matter the format of the work students brought into the WC. Whatever the genre, tutors and students must
always think about audience, tutoring is always about interaction and
helping others, and students always want to communicate some information to specific audiences through various rhetorical means (Sheridan &
Inman, 2010). An important first step for me, then, was to overtly address
these overlaps. First, I needed to provide my tutors with a new repertoire
of communication tools. Then, I had to teach them how to interpret, evaluate, and manipulate visual information as expertly as they did with verbal
information (Archer, 2011). And finally, I needed to help tutors transfer
what they already knew about rhetoric, discourse analysis, genres, and the
writing process to new modes of communication. For example, I started
class discussions with questions such as the following:
• Have you personally ever engaged with or created multimedia materials such as posters, videos, or podcasts?
• What experiences do you have with visual representations of numerical data in scientific papers?
• How are stories developed in comic books through colors, shapes,
sizes, typography, and lines?
• How do voice, sound effects, and music choices influence your podcast listening experiences?
• How are arguments organized to support ideas in a documentary?
• What deliberate choices (e.g., typefaces, images, contrasts) do students make as they construct and present knowledge on a poster?
The resulting conversations helped tutors realize that they were already
using the appropriate terminology to discuss the effectiveness of various
rhetorical choices even outside the WC, in everything they were reading,
listening to, and watching. Therefore, they felt less apprehensive and more
enthusiastic about going multimodal.
Over the past 13 years, the student-tutors I have trained in my courses
have come from a wide range of programs of study, and their knowledge
of technology has, in general, been greater than mine. I tapped into this
knowledge by discussing various forms of communication in different disciplines, capitalizing on my student-tutors’ own experiences and expertise
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while boosting their confidence (Appleby-Ostroff, 2017). For example,
a student-tutor had created a short video for a business class, which we
watched together. We analyzed the sequence of information, the informal
tone, the use of graphs, the conscious and unconscious rhetorical moves,
the use of transitions, and the appropriateness of information.
Christina and her dedicated FYC-L2 tutors also regularly presented
at our staff meetings. They shared what they were learning, and we discussed the issues they had encountered with students’ projects. For
example, Christina explained how many L2 students used robotic voices
in their videos instead of their natural voices in an effort to avoid sounding
foreign. However, the students did not realize the limitations of that choice,
particularly that a robotic voice imposed a monotone rhythm and often
mispronounced specialized terms. Another significant lesson that Christina
and the dedicated FYC-L2 tutors taught us was the importance of engaging
with and responding to students’ content and rhetorical choices early in
their composing processes—ideally during the conception or storyboard
stage—before they started transferring their ideas onto multimedia platforms (Bell, 2011). In doing so, we could head off their urges to engage
more with the new technologies than with message content.
Like many WC directors, I lacked a large budget and dedicated in-house
technical support, so I took advantage of the resources both outside and
within our institution. For example, I invited a specialist from Technologies
in Education to give a tutorial on presentation tools (e.g., Prezi, iMovie),
and I encouraged tutors to take advantage of workshops offered by the university’s learning and technology centers. When facing particularly tough
challenges, I recalled Pemberton’s (2003) advice: “We have to ask ourselves
whether it is really the CW’s responsibility to be all things to all people” (p.
21). Undoubtedly, acquiring a few multimedia programs such as the Adobe
Creative Suite would be a helpful next step in adapting to the multimodal
tutoring landscape. However, some of these tools are expensive, and it
would be time consuming for everyone to learn about all the fast-growing
multimedia applications.
Soon, the effects of our collaborative efforts started becoming apparent
in the positive feedback tutors received from Christina’s students and
Christina herself. Word of mouth informed other students on campus that
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the WC could help with multimodal assignments. Additionally, our multimodal shift significantly impacted our WC community. For example, one
tutor admitted that she used to see posters as mere summaries of papers.
Now, she understood that posters also needed to grab people’s attention,
should include an element of suspense (i.e., make the audience want to
know more), and can reflect the author’s personality. Two tutors also began
working on a video to explain WC services to the campus community.
One tutor created Prezi presentations to complement our handouts while
another researched how to make our services more accessible to students
with learning disabilities. A further tutor offered to start a WC e-zine to
stay in touch with previous tutors. Some of Christina’s students enjoyed
our collaboration so much that they interviewed several tutors about WC
philosophy and created videos and pamphlets about the value of peer
tutoring and the importance of WCs. I saw that many of my tutors became
eager to learn more. They used their multimodal talents and skills not
only to help Christina’s students more effectively but also to contribute
to the improvement and growth of our WC, which was now on its way to
becoming a multiliteracy center (Balester et al., 2012). This adventure had
an invigorating effect on the WC as a whole.
In the end, tutors cannot be experts in all genres and disciplines, but
they can still effectively support students with diverse writing assignments. Tutors can also successfully help students with multiple modes of
communication, even without fancy computers and expensive software.
The key is to continually learn from experts and one another, to negotiate and co-create knowledge, and to trust in their tutoring skills and
experience—all while decentering their authority and learning to ask
the right questions.
Thanks to this collaborative and fun experience, I realized that regardless of current multimodal know-how or limited equipment or budgets,
any WC can offer meaningful support for students working across multiple modes. In spite of my own insecurities, I discovered that, in manageable increments, I could mentor my tutors and integrate new knowledge
into my tutor-training course.4
4. A few semesters later, Multimodal Composing: Strategies for Twenty-First-Century Writing Consultations (Sabatino & Fallon, 2019) was published, and it is now an assigned textbook in the tutor-training course.
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Final Thoughts by Christina and Lucie
We both faced multiple small and large challenges on this adventure.
For example, we sometimes came up with solutions and found resources
too late to optimally help current students and tutors. However, we used
them in later semesters as we kept collaborating and learning. Also, we
discovered that some information technology support units in the university were compartmentalized and that they still have big gaps in their
abilities to provide WC tutors, instructors, and students with the resources
and tools they need. Additionally, while the FYC-L2 tutors gained volumes of tutoring, collaborating, and technical acumen, they sometimes
felt a bit hesitant and had to work overtime. They felt great pride the following semester, however, when they helped train future WC tutors and
FYC-L2-dedicated tutors on responding to multimodal assignments.
Another significant positive and unexpected outcome we both no
ticed was in the new ways we mentored the FYC-L2 tutors. Christina’s
decision to assign multimodal projects shifted how we both conceptualized these tutors’ roles and responsibilities. With paper assignments, the
FYC-L2 tutors’ duties included responding to and helping to fix students’
predictable writing problems with content, organization, and form. With
multimodal assignments, tutors had to transfer those response strategies
to multiple modes, a shared and unpredictable learning process. In the
classroom and during weekly small-group meetings, tutors performed
usability testing on the FYC-L2 students’ experiments with new technologies and discussed issues of sounds, images, interactivity, accessibility,
and navigation. Instead of leading class discussions on readings, tutors led
discussions as both peers and experts on the benefits and disadvantages of
different applications, software, and other multimedia tools. We strongly
believe that our tutors benefitted from the type of learning environment
that Lunsford defines as “a theory of knowledge as socially constructed, of
power and control as constantly negotiated and shared, and of collaboration as its first principle” (1991, p. 97).
To keep communication channels open, Christina and her tutors regularly snatched moments during and after class to trade thoughts. They also
used a paper teacher-tutor journal that they passed back and forth after
each class, which helped them catch and record problems and solutions.
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Team problem-solving (Shvidko, 2015) now often replaced teacher problem-solving. For example, while working one-on-one with Christina’s
students on storyboards during weekly tutorials, tutors noticed some students struggling to organize masses of information. The tutors wrote about
those and other concerns in their shared journal, talked about them with
Christina, and found solutions. Then, they shared what they had learned
with current tutors during the following WC staff meeting. In the past,
both Christina and Lucie trained and counted on FYC-L2 tutors to clarify
to the students what was taught in class and to guide them through their
paper assignments. Now, these tutors became junior colleagues: The tutors
dynamically and creatively—and sometimes more quickly and effectively
(O’Meara, 2016)—helped solve problems that arose from the multimodal
class projects, students’ struggles, and WC tutor training.
The partnership aspects were critical to the success of this experiment,
and they benefitted every single participant (O’Meara, 2016). Christina’s
L2 students received support both in and out of class and learned how to
engage with each other’s work and respond to new genres in respectful
and collaborative ways (Maklin, 2016). Christina learned volumes about
teaching and responding to multimodal assignments—including how
best to intervene in the production process—and benefitted from the
support, knowledge, and junior collegiality of her FYC-L2 tutors. The
FYC-L2 tutors gained myriad opportunities to develop insights into how
L2 students learn and to acquire new technical, pedagogical, and leadership skills. Lucie, meanwhile, found encouragement and inspiration
to learn more about multimedia and how to collaboratively train her
tutors to respond to new genres. Finally, all WC tutors developed critical
21st-century response skills to support the students’ expanding repertoire of academic work.
In the end, the positive outcomes of this multimodal shift far outweighed the difficulties. Because we plowed the way, our FYC colleagues
are now more aware of multimodal pedagogical and collaborative opportunities; they also know that WC tutors, including FYC-L2 embedded
tutors, will be ready to support them.
As we step back and look at the bigger picture of going multimodal,
we identify two major takeaways. Our first is that any instructor, WC, or
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tutor can assign, work with, and respond to multimodal assignments. We
do not need elaborate training programs, expensive equipment, or a big
budget to be successful. All anyone really needs is drive, trust, resourcefulness, collaborative support, and perseverance. The necessary human
and technical resources are there—we all just need to find and build
upon them. Above all, we must remember that the multimodal landscape
is already our students’ natural territory.
Our second main takeaway is that while collaboration is central to the
work of WCs (Lunsford, 1991) and increasingly expected in classrooms,
we may need to forge nontraditional partnerships to support students in
multimodal composing and provide new learning opportunities to WC
tutors (O’Meara, 2016). To keep pace with rapidly evolving pedagogies
and help keep universities relevant, we must all dare to climb out of our
comfortable knowledge and territory silos. In this spirit, we should work
to break new multimodal ground together. Yes, times are changing, but
transitions have always been the daily work of instructors, WCs, and
tutors. Multimodality—with all its inherent partnerships, mentoring,
and creative response opportunities—is simply one of the latest and most
exciting manifestations.
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Peer review is frequently used in both first-language (L1) and second-language (L2)
writing courses to help students develop reading and writing skills and foster interaction and collaboration. To maximize these benefits in the L2 classroom, instructors
should train their students to provide feedback to their peers (Lam, 2010; Rahimi,
2013; Rollinson, 2005). However, sufficient training and practice can require considerable class time. In this teaching article, we detail how we used a flipped learning
approach to prepare undergraduate international students to conduct peer review in
a university-level English as a Second Language reading and writing course. First,
we discuss how we used flipped learning in four course sections in the Fall 2018
semester to structure peer review training both in and out of the classroom. Then,
we reflect on the benefits and considerations concerning how to implement flipped
learning for peer review and conclude with suggestions for future research.
Keywords: peer review, flipped learning, feedback, academic English, post-secondary learners
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Liu and Hansen Edwards (2002) define peer review as a process in
which students perform the “roles and responsibilities normally taken on
by a formally trained teacher, tutor, or editor in commenting on and critiquing each other’s drafts in both written and oral formats in the process
of writing” (p. 1). During the peer review process, students work together
to evaluate each other’s papers and negotiate meaning about their writing
(Liu & Hansen Edwards, 2002). Perhaps one of the most beneficial outcomes of peer review is that it provides English as a second language
(ESL) learners with the opportunity to engage in meaningful communicative activities and receive feedback on their work from a reader other
than the instructor.
Scholars have asserted that peer review is most effective when thought
fully incorporated into instruction and then practiced in the classroom
(Hansen & Liu, 2005; Hu, 2005; Kim, 2015). Nevertheless, training students to be successful reviewers and holding peer review sessions requires
substantial time during class (Brammer & Rees, 2007; Rollinson, 2005).
One way to address this challenge is to implement flipped learning, which
“inverts the traditional classroom model by introducing course concepts
before class, allowing educators to use class time to guide each student
through active, practical, innovative applications of the course principles”
(Flipped Learning Global Initiative, n.d.). Flipped learning allows instructors to facilitate analysis and evaluation, the highest skills on Bloom’s
taxonomy, by moving direct instruction out of the classroom and use faceto-face class time to engage students in collaborative work based on the
content learned at home (Brinks Lockwood, 2014). The result of this “flip”
offers more opportunities for active learning, formative assessment, and
interaction in a student-centered environment (Kostka & Marshall, 2017).
While some literature has explored how technology supports peer
review (Liu & Sadler, 2003; Yu & Lee, 2016), we do not know of any
scholarship that has considered how flipped learning can support in
struction on peer review. In this teaching article, we aim to fill this gap
by providing a reflection on how we utilized flipped learning to prepare
students for peer review in an undergraduate writing class for English
language learners. We begin by discussing literature on peer review in
second language (L2) writing and flipped learning, and then we detail
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how we implemented flipped learning for peer review in our own classes.
We conclude by reflecting on our approach to offer pedagogical implications and future directions.
Literature Review
Peer Review in L2 Writing
Scholars have identified numerous benefits that peer review affords L2
writers. For instance, through peer review, L2 writers improved their own
writing skills (Lundstrom & Baker, 2009); practiced critical thinking, such
as analysis of work and negotiating meaning (Rollinson, 2005; Vorobel &
Kim, 2014); constructed a comprehensible paper in terms of content and
language (Hansen & Liu, 2005; Hu, 2005; Yu & Lee, 2016); collaborated
and interacted with others (Hu & Lam, 2010; Tsui & Ng, 2000); developed
learner autonomy (Hu, 2005; Hu & Lam, 2010; Yu & Lee, 2016); and practiced the writing process (Chen, 2018; Hansen & Liu, 2005; Rahimi, 2013)
through mutual scaffolding (De Guerrero & Villamil, 2000; Teo, 2006). In
addition, because of the communicative nature of peer review, ESL students could sharpen their social skills (Chang, 2016; Hu & Lam, 2010;
Kim, 2015; Yu & Lee, 2016), pragmatic skills (Vorobel & Kim, 2014; Yu &
Lee, 2016), and critical-thinking skills in tandem with academic language
to negotiate the meaning of written comments (Vorobel & Kim, 2014). All
of these benefits can help students’ writing development and knowledge of
the writing process.
Nevertheless, several challenges can arise during peer review. For in
stance, students may have different communication styles, feel reluctant
to challenge a peer, or not value peer collaboration (Carson & Nelson,
1996). Students may also feel that the instructor is more qualified than
their peers to provide feedback on their writing (Chang, 2016; Rollinson,
2005; Yu & Lee, 2016). Additionally, students’ varying proficiency levels
can challenge the successful implementation of peer review in terms of
both the quantity of comments (Allen & Mills, 2016) and the type of comments students provide each other (Kamimura, 2006). Finally, students’
range of prior experiences with peer review may also impact their ability
to fully trust their peers’ feedback (Chen, 2018).
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Training students to engage in peer review can help address the potential
challenges. Providing a purpose for peer review and carefully considering its
implementation can ensure a more effective and efficient process (Hansen
& Liu, 2005; Lundstrom & Baker, 2009; Min, 2016; Zhu & Mitchell, 2012)
and foster positive attitudes among students (Brammer & Rees, 2007). In
particular, training can improve the types of comments that are provided
and incorporated in papers (e.g., clarifications, suggestions; Lam, 2010),
allowing students to prioritize meaning and avoid focusing feedback on
grammatical errors (Min, 2006). By explaining how peer review works and
guiding students through a linguistically and cognitively demanding task,
students develop a solid foundation to successfully complete a review (Lam,
2010; Min, 2006; Rahimi, 2013; Rollinson, 2005).
Flipped Learning
Flipped learning provides an effective method of ensuring that students have the time and instructional support they need to be effective
reviewers. When content that is less cognitively demanding is introduced
outside of class, the instructor spends more time in class on cognitively
demanding tasks—that is, applying what students learned—when peers
and the instructor are present to help and collaborate on those tasks. This
approach differs from a traditional one in which content that requires
skills lower on Bloom’s taxonomy (e.g., remembering, comprehension) is
introduced during class, and students work outside of class to apply their
knowledge on tasks that require higher-level cognitive skills, such as analysis, synthesis, and evaluation (Brinks Lockwood, 2018).
Both traditional and flipped approaches to peer review training have
the same objectives: Teach students about what peer review is, why it is
done, and how to provide valuable feedback. However, achieving these
objectives differs in terms of where and how learning occurs. In a traditional
approach, students likely learn about peer review through direct instruction, which is “any teaching technique in which information being taught
is presented in an organized, sequenced way by a teacher, explicitly directed
towards the student” (Talbert, 2017, pp. 11–12). For example, an instructor
discusses the steps in the process and the types of comments to give; then,
students apply what they learned in class to read each other’s papers. Direct
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instruction thus takes the form of a lecture or similar teacher-led activity.
In some cases, students learn the content through instructional videos that
mirror teacher-led classes (Allen & Mills, 2016).
When the peer review lesson is flipped, direct instruction about the peer
review process is moved out of the classroom, so students have more time in
class to ask questions and apply what they have learned. This approach differs from studies that have used instructional videos to teach students about
peer review in class (Allen & Mills, 2016; Min 2016) because students learn
about peer review outside of class, where they work at their own speed and
review materials as often as they need. In class, instructors assess students’
understanding of peer review before the actual reviewing begins, ensuring
that all students have understood the content. We see the flipped learning
approach as particularly beneficial for ESL students because it allows them
ample time to digest the content and ask the instructor questions before
applying what they have learned to peer review.
The Approach
Both authors taught and developed the curriculum of an academic ESL
reading and writing course, which was offered in a two-semester pathway
program for undergraduate international students at a large urban university in the United States. In the Fall 2018 semester, we each taught two
sections of the course and collaborated to develop course syllabi, teaching
materials (e.g., handouts, vocabulary worksheets), assignments, and assessments. Students enrolled in the course were primarily from China, but there
were also students from South America, Europe, the Middle East, and other
Asian countries; class sizes were between 12 and 15 students. One of the
primary objectives of the course was to familiarize students with the fundamentals of academic writing, such as how to identify and adjust writing to
different audiences, integrate outside sources into texts, and write for different purposes. Throughout the semester, students read academic papers
on a wide range of topics, studied academic vocabulary and collocations,
and wrote three source-based papers.
In our flipped peer review lesson, students learned about the basic
principles of peer review by watching a video outside of class and engaging
with its content. Flipped learning scholars note that videos are not needed
to deliver direct instruction outside of class (Bergmann & Sams, 2014;
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Brinks Lockwood, 2014; Talbert, 2017), but we prefer to use videos because
they provide additional listening practice for students. While watching the
videos, students practiced note-taking, received authentic listening input,
practiced summarizing without borrowing too heavily from the source, and
identified main ideas, all of which reinforced skills students were learning
across their English language classes.
For this particular peer review lesson, we assigned three instructional
videos from YouTube. We both assigned a video created by the Ohio
State University entitled “Constructive Peer Editing” (OSU flipped ESL,
2015), and Catherine chose two supplementary videos: “Peer Review:
Commenting Strategies” (umnWritingStudies, 2013) and “Otis College:
Peer Writing Review Process” (OtisCollege, 2011). The OSU video is
less than 10 minutes long, and the other two videos are each less than
five minutes long. Keeping the length of videos under 15 minutes aligns
with flipped learning best practices and helps students remain engaged
(Bergmann & Sams, 2012). The language level in each video is also appropriate for our students, and we made sure that closed captioning was
available in all three videos to support listening comprehension.
To encourage engagement with the content instead of passively watch
ing the video, students completed specific tasks while watching (Voss &
Kostka, 2019). For instance, Ilka asked students to take handwritten Cornell
notes on the video’s main ideas, and Catherine chose to give students a
more structured handout. Figure 1 provides instruction and question samples from the worksheet that students were asked to complete in Catherine’s
class. These tasks allowed students to listen actively and identify key concepts, both of which supported individual students’ learning of content
outside of class (Voss & Kostka, 2019).
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Figure 1
Questions to Foster Learning Outside of Class
Instructions

Watch the following three videos and answer the questions associated with each. Summarize what you learn; you cannot copy directly
what you hear in the video. Don’t forget to include a reference!

Questions

What is the difference between global and local aspects of feedback?
When do you focus on global and local aspects when completing
peer review?
Name four things you should and should not do during peer review.
What is the purpose of peer review? Why is it important?
a) What is something you learned about peer review?
b) What questions do you have about peer review?

In class, checking students’ comprehension of the material learned outside of class and holding them accountable for doing the work are critical
in flipped learning (Voss & Kostka, 2019). Different types of formative
assessments can be used to measure how much students understand, such
as entrance tickets that contain basic comprehension questions, short
multiple-choice quizzes, one-sentence summaries, or game-based polling
software (Voss & Kostka, 2019). Catherine and her students discussed the
handout they completed for homework and then completed a practice
review together as a class. Alternatively, Ilka gave students a brief, ungraded
quiz to quickly check comprehension before moving forward in the lesson.
The main objective of these formative assessments in both classes was to
ensure that all students had understood the content provided to them outside of class so that more higher-level activities could follow.
We then gave each student a copy of the peer review worksheet (see
Appendix), which included categories for both global issues (e.g., paragraph structure, organization) and local issues (e.g., topic sentences,
grammar), as well as space for students to write general comments about
strengths and areas to improve. We also gave each student an example
paper from a former student. We then reviewed the worksheet questions as a class and completed a practice review. As Berg (1999) states, by
reading a sample paper together, “students come to realize that there are
Showalter, C. E., & Kostka, I. (2020). The potential of flipped learning to prepare ESL students for
peer review. Journal of Response to Writing, 6(2), 147–165.

154 • Catherine E. Showalter and Ilka Kostka

many possible ways to revise and improve writing, and that they understand the distinction between revision and editing” (p. 22). During this
practice review, we focused on helping students identify strengths and
areas to improve, and we were also able to answer any questions about the
paper. Finally, we showed students our own manuscripts with reviewer
comments to help them understand that peer review is an authentic and
common academic practice (Berg, 1999); students are usually delighted
to see that instructors also benefit from feedback, writing multiple drafts,
and sharing our work with other readers.
Once our practice session was completed, students engaged in peer
review of each other’s papers. While they read and discussed each other’s work, we circled the room to answer questions, check in with pairs,
encourage discussion, and address any concerns that arose. After class, we
collected students’ papers and peer review feedback forms, read through all
comments, and added our own feedback on top of the students’ feedback.
By combining our feedback with that of the peers, we hoped to minimize
the time students would need to read through peers’ comments (Lam, 2010)
while also supporting the feedback that peers provided (Chang, 2016). We
included our own summary of two to three strengths and one to two areas
to improve for the next draft. To reinforce training provided during the
first paper, each time students completed peer review over the semester,
we briefly reviewed the process students were expected to follow and the
same (or similar) during and after steps of the training. Figure 2 describes
the steps we took to train students to complete peer review before, during,
and after class.
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Figure 2
Overview of a Flipped Learning Approach to Peer Review Training

Discussion
One of the greatest advantages of flipped learning is the ability to
reorganize time spent on learning both in and outside of the classroom
(Bergmann & Sams, 2014). Indeed, we have found that we can control
the pace of class more effectively when we move direct instruction out of
class (Brinks Lockwood, 2014). In a previous version of the course, when
we used class time to teach students about peer review, they would either
have insufficient time to review their peers’ work or finish too quickly.
Another advantage of flipped learning was that we could address homework questions more effectively because we conduct formative assessments before peer review begins and answer students’ questions at the
start of class. When we used to discuss peer review for the first time dur
ing class time, answering questions and completing the peer review felt
rushed. With flipped learning, we were also able to address individual
questions that students may not have felt comfortable asking in front of
the class. For instance, in entrance tickets, students have asked what they
should do if they disagree with their classmates’ comments or feel that
their classmate’s feedback is inaccurate. We could answer these important
questions without compromising students’ anonymity.
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We have also found that we have more in-class time to devote to peer
review itself. When we tried to fit teaching about peer review, answering
questions, and conducting peer reviews in one class, students were often
left with less time to work on peer reviews. With direct instruction moved
outside of class, we found that students had twice as much time to collaborate. Students could take their time on each review, read papers multiple
times, and then discuss feedback with each other, focusing on content
and quality of feedback. We also had more time to visit peer groups to
clarify issues as they arose, which helped us mitigate students’ concerns
that peers did not provide adequate or good-quality feedback (Chang,
2016; Hislop & Stracke, 2017; Kim, 2015). We have noticed that students
seem more motivated to incorporate their peers’ feedback knowing that
we would also review it, address any misguided comments, and offer our
own comments and suggestions. Nonetheless, we have found that with sufficient training, students’ feedback is much more accurate, and we rarely
need to mediate changes.
Finally, we have found that using a flipped learning approach helped
students overcome perceptions that their or their peers’ proficiency level
inhibited them from providing sufficient feedback (Chen, 2018; Hu & Lam,
2010; Kim, 2015). While students enrolled in our program had an average
Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL) score of 86, there was a
range of proficiency levels in our classes. We have found that moving direct
instruction about peer review outside of class helped students to “work at
their own pace and work for as long as they want or need in any way they
want in order to comprehend the content” (Brinks Lockwood, 2014, p. 5).
Students who had either higher proficiency or knowledge of the content
could watch a video once and comprehend the necessary information;
students who had lower proficiency benefitted from watching a video multiple times, pausing to look up words, and listening with closed captions.
When students arrived in class, we were much more confident that they
were adequately prepared for engaging in peer review and recognized that
the process was beneficial for their writing (Lundstrom & Baker, 2009).
Nonetheless, we anticipated challenges when we implemented the
flipped learning approach. First, we were concerned that students would
not complete their out-of-class work. Indeed, a successful class depends on
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the preparation students complete before class (Talbert, 2017), though this
concern is not specific only to flipped learning. Fortunately, we found that
students were rarely unprepared for class, as the work they completed at
home was neither too advanced for their language level nor too time-consuming. Nevertheless, if students were unprepared, we typically either gave
them time in class to complete their homework (i.e., time to watch the
videos and complete the handout) or paired unprepared students together
to learn the content while reducing their participation grade for the day.
Talbert (2017) discussed other ways to minimize the likelihood that
students come unprepared for class, such as clarifying expectations for
homework, providing support for students as they learn outside of class,
and assigning a manageable amount of work for students to complete.
Another challenge was the extra time we spent searching for appropriate materials to support learning outside of class. We wanted to find
videos that were appropriate for the course, students’ proficiency levels,
and learning objectives; however, we both needed time to watch several
videos and find ones that adequately fit these criteria. The videos we used
were lecture-based, and they described what peer review was and illustrated how to conduct peer review. One of the videos included a brief role
play of students reading each other’s papers. However, we would have preferred to assign just one video that addressed all of these topics. In the
future, we plan to create our own video content for students to watch at
home. We would then have the opportunity to include all necessary and
helpful content, embed interactive elements into the video (e.g., built-in
questions to assess comprehension as students watch), make delivery more
streamlined (i.e., assign only one video instead of multiple videos), and
align the video content with specific writing assignments in the course.
All of these improvements can make out-of-class learning more engaging
for students and help us maintain a personal connection to students while
they learn outside of class (Bergmann & Sams, 2014).
Although this article offers a pedagogical reflection on peer review
training for ESL students, there are multiple considerations for future
research. To understand whether flipped learning provides a benefit to
students’ learning of peer review, several variables should be compared
between student performance and peer review in a nonflipped lesson
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versus a flipped lesson. First, it is crucial to examine whether the extra
time provided by flipping results in more comprehensive, appropriate,
and varied feedback. For ESL students who are learning the process
within the United States education system, the effect of their motivation,
perspectives, and other factors (e.g., language proficiency, first language
background, cultural norms, and ideologies) on peer review should be
studied. Finally, for pedagogical purposes, a robust analysis of student
feedback regarding the flipped learning approach and peer review, as
well as their thoughts on what they learned, is necessary to understand
what the strengths and weaknesses are of training and how to develop
the lesson in the future.
Conclusion
By flipping our preparation for peer review, we have applied a unique
pedagogical model to a commonly used approach in writing classrooms.
We believe the greatest advantage of flipping peer review is that it allows
students more time to learn and understand the basics at their own pace,
practice and ask questions, and work with their peers during review.
Anecdotally, we find that students engage more with peer review and
are more motivated to provide focused, quality feedback to their peers.
Students also learn to see each other as part of a broader community of
writers, which includes academics and professionals in a field. We believe
that training students, making the peer review process student-centered,
and not undermining their feedback to one another provides students
with the tools and confidence needed to participate in peer review. When
we are able to take special care to maximize the success of peer review, as
supported by flipped learning, students can overcome their reluctance to
become successful reviewers and writers.
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Appendix
Sample Peer Review Worksheet for Summary and
Response Paper
Writer’s name: _______________________________________________
Peer reviewer’s name: _________________________________________
1.
2.
3.

4.

Introduction
Is the main topic of the paper clearly introduced?
YES NO
a. If no, which important ideas are missing? Which details
aren’t necessary?
Is the author name and year of the article provided in the
introduction?
YES NO
Does the introduction lead the reader towards a clear thesis
statement? YES NO
a. If not, how and where could the writer include an effective
and clearly written thesis statement?
Does the thesis have information about what the paper will be about?		
YES NO

Summary
1. Do you have a general understanding of what the article is about?		
YES NO
a. If not, which important ideas are missing?
2. Is the summary objective? YES NO
a. If no, which part of the summary sounds like the writer’s
opinion? Please mark it on the paper.
3. Are there correctly formatted citations throughout the entire summary?
YES NO
Response
1. Is it clear which ideas from the article the writer is responding to?		
YES NO
a. If no, where is it unclear?
2. Does the writer support his/her critique with examples from the
article?
YES NO
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3.
4.

5.
6.

7.
8.
9.

a. If no, which point(s) need more support and explanation?
Does the writer evaluate the author’s claims (as opposed to simply
summarizing) the article? YES NO
Does each response paragraph contain a topic sentence containing
the paragraph topic and idea?
YES NO
a. If not, help the writer with ideas for a topic sentence by writing next to the paragraph that is missing a topic sentence.
Are there correctly formatted citations throughout the response?		
YES NO
Do the response paragraphs contain one idea per paragraph?			
YES NO
a. If no, indicate on the paper which paragraphs include too
many ideas.
Are the response paragraphs logical (i.e., do they make sense in the
order they are written)?
YES NO
Is it clear why the writer has responded the way they have?			
YES NO
Are all sentences and ideas in each paragraph related to the topic
sentence? YES NO

Conclusion
1. Does the writer briefly summarize their response points at the beginning of the conclusion?
YES NO
2. Does the writer provide one or more of the following: the main message of the paper (the “so what” aspect), suggestions on the topic, or
future ideas?		
YES NO
Other
(If you answer NO to any of these questions, please briefly explain
how the writer could make improvements)
1. Does the paper have a references page?
YES NO
2. Are the references formatted correctly in APA style? YES NO
3. Is the paper formatted correctly (e.g., font, spacing, margins)?			
YES NO
4. Is the paper cohesive?
YES NO
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5. Does the paper have an informative title?
YES NO
6. Review the paper for spelling and punctuation. Correct anything that
needs to be corrected.
7. Review the paper for grammar. List 2–3 specific types of areas to
improve (e.g., verb tenses, adjective clauses).
Name 1–2 specific strengths of
the entire paper.

Name 1–2 specific areas that need
improvement.
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W

riting classrooms focused on summative assessment are
likely to lack formative feedback components that contribute to more motivated, confident, and autonomous writers,
notes Icy Lee (2017), author of Classroom Writing Assessment and Feedback in L2 School Contexts. Ranging from $66.02 (Kindle) to $69.49–
$102.24 (hardcopy), this 157-page work presents a strong case for
school second-language (L2) writing education to shift away from traditional, score-based assessment. Though Lee targets L2 writing teachers
and teacher trainers, she also appeals to researchers of L2 writing. Ten
chapters provide thorough theoretical and research-based justification
for a student-centered, learning-oriented feedback and assessment system and also provide practical suggestions for implementation. These
chapters begin with the purpose, theory, and practice of L2 writing
assessment and then explores various types of assessment and feedback,
as well as the use of portfolios for assessment. The text concludes with
chapters on technology in L2 writing assessment and classroom assessment literacy for L2 writing teachers. As a whole, the research-based
guidance that Lee offers encourages writing teachers and educators to
implement assessment, so it can “bring improvement to student learning and is supported by self-, peer-, and teacher-feedback” (p. 5).
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Icy Lee, professor at the Chinese University of Hong Kong, is an
internationally recognized educator and researcher on L2 writing. She
has dedicated years of research to understand feedback and assessment
and how they can be harnessed to improve learning and teaching in
the L2 writing context. Lee aims for this work to “provide useful classroom assessment and feedback training for L2 writing teachers, as well
as new insights about promising avenues for future investigations for
L2 writing researchers” (2017, p. vi). She emphasizes that shifting the
focus of assessment from performance to the improvement of learning
is fundamental to revisualizing the purpose of evaluation. Feedback
and assessment work together in that the former informs progress to
the latter by responding to one or more of the following feedback questions: Where am I going? How am I going? Where to next? (Hattie &
Timperley, 2007, p. 101). The concepts of feedback and assessment are
instrumental for learning in the L2 writing classroom and should be
conceived around the objective of enhancing student growth.
Throughout this work, Lee emphasizes how assessment for learning
(AfL) and assessment as learning (AaL) practices contribute to effective
feedback and assessment. AfL aims to use assessment to inform how “to
promote learning and improve learning” while AaL supports student
autonomy through self-reflection, self-assessment, and self-regulated
learning, all of which support critical thinking skills (Lee, 2017, p. 25).
Rather than placing emphasis on a final product, also known as assessment of learning (AoL), assessments take the form of activities that
provide feedback on the learning process in relation to objectives. How
to give effective feedback is another point of emphasis throughout the
book. Feedback should be goal-specific, so learners are aware of their
performance and know how to address their gaps in relation to success
criteria. The outcomes of summative-centered assessment pale in comparison, limited both in terms of feedback and student engagement, in
the development process.
For school L2 writing educators, the highlights of this book are the
suggestions provided for pedagogical application in the school context.
Regarding peer feedback, educators may need to convince students that
each participant’s input and training is valuable in the process, and Lee
Candee, L. (2020). Review of Classroom Writing Assessment and Feedback in L2 School Contexts
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encourages incorporating the practice because it is invaluable in cultivating critical thinking and self-assessment. In terms of written corrective
feedback (WCF), Lee (2017) recommends “that teachers adopt a selective,
focused approach to WCF, so that students can be helped to develop
their written accuracy in a focused and incremental manner” (p. 67).
AaL is made approachable through feasible classroom additions that aim
to increase student engagement and metacognition. Teachers do not need
to overhaul their curriculum or receive extensive training in order to
communicate success criteria, set generic and specific goals, or keep
reflection logs, but they and the other research-backed moves Lee suggests
encourage learning by raising awareness through facilitated self-reflection and self-assessment.
The theoretical and research-based support of the book is extensive, providing ample justification for stakeholders, administration, and
instructors. This book provides the rationale that L2 school writing
teachers will need if they encounter pushback while attempting to shift
toward AfL- and AaL-oriented methods. In future editions of this book,
L2 writing educators may be keen on seeing additional data on classrooms that have successfully adopted the suggested assessment and feedback strategies.
The rise of English language learning demands, and consequently
writing competence, on school-age learners beckons the adjustment of
classroom practices. Assessment ultimately measures how well learning
of success criteria is achieved and how effectively feedback informs the
learning process. Because of this, the implementation of assessment and
feedback must be designed with careful consideration. For L2 writing
teachers and teacher educators looking to create a more efficient assessment and feedback loop and cultivate stronger L2 writers, Classroom
Writing Assessment and Feedback in L2 School Contexts is a resource that
should not be ignored.
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