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The objectives of the study were 1. To examine the effects of peer feedback
on students’ writing abilities and its effect size 2. To explore students’ patterns of
interaction on peer feedback in English writing 3. To investigate students’ attitudes
towards peer feedback training
The study employed the embedded experimental model of a mixed-methods
research of which a qualitative strand was embedded in a quantitative experiment to
reinforce the experimental design (Creswell, 2011). The subjects were 21 volunteers,
participating in peer feedback session which was chosen by using students’ grades.
Data was quantitatively collected through a pre-posttest of writing, a questionnaire of
peer feedback, written reflections, a video stimulated recall interview and written
drafts were qualitatively used to supplement the findings.
For the first research objective, the findings reported that the mean scores of
the students in the pre-posttest of writing significantly increased after the treatment,
and the effect size is calculated at 1.97 which means its large magnitude. Besides, the
findings of written-reflections can be classified in four emerged themes. The themes
include 1) the writing and peer feedback process, 2) developed their affective
strategy, 3) raised their critical thinking abilities, and 4) students’ beliefs and changes
for writing improvement. Importantly, the qualitative data was also drawn from the
overall written reflections in the support of the findings of the writing test.
For the second research objective, the findings revealed that the students’
English proficiency level hardly influence the language-related episodes and their
writing ability, and their written performance was improved in the identified patterns
of collaborative and expert/novice ones. Moreover, from interviewing 6 students with
mixing English proficiency, there were five emerged themes in interpreting data; 1)
given types of peer feedback, 2) feedback expectations, 3) voice and language use, 4)
factors in the activity participation and 5) students' attitudes towards incorporating

peer feedback in a writing class. Additionally, the qualitative findings was used in
supporting their identified patterns of peer interaction on peer group discussion in a
writing class.
For the third research objective, from the questionnaire of peer feedback, the
findings revealed that students have their positive attitudes towards incorporating
peer feedback at the high rating of all four domains; the writing process, affective
strategy, critical thinking skills and social interaction ability. Besides, there were
three main themes extracted from the 6 open-ended questions, namely, 1) benefits of
peer feedback, 2) the obstacles during doing peer feedback and 3) the implemented
peer feedback in pedagogy. The results of the qualitative data were employed to
support the quantitative findings.
Based on three research objectives, the findings from the writing test, writtenreflections, a video stimulated recall interview, written drafts and the questionnaire
of peer feedback indicate that students have their writing improvement through doing
the peer-engaging activity. Students enjoyed the process, so it positively affected the
products. Moreover, peer feedback reinforces their learning motivation and develop
their affective strategy while discussing. Specifically, their critical thinking skills and
their social interaction skills were increased. Additionally, peer feedback advocates
a student-centred approach and supports learner autonomy also.
In order for peer feedback to be effective. the training of peer feedback should
be carefully well-managed, especially for the inexperienced students how to provide
supportive feedback to peer group members, whereas, the writing teacher must realize
of the well-prepared teaching to get them reap the benefits of peer feedback process
and can enable them to use peer feedback materials more effectively and finally bring
about their writing improvement.
As aforementioned, the findings of qualitative data method corresponded to
each research question. Therefore, peer feedback should be taken into consideration
in L2 writing class. The study also provided the implications and recommendations
for the writing teachers, education administrators and material developers for the
future study.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Chapter one provides an overview of the study, which aims to
investigate the effects of peer feedback on students' writing ability in an L2 writing
class. The objectives of the study, the research questions, the hypothesis, the
definition of terms, the scope of the study, the limitations, the assumptions, and the
significance of the study are also presented in this Chapter.

1.1 Background and Rationale
In a world where English has now become the de facto official
international language, it is estimated that there are more than 7.3 billion people
using English as a first and a second language (The World Bank, 2015, online). It is
expected that this number will rise yearly owing to the fact that English prevails in
almost all aspects of people’s lives. Importantly, the roles of English have been
emphasized even more in both domestic and international levels of communication
owning to the innovation of computer technology.
In the South East Asia, Thailand has joined the ASEAN Economic
Community (AEC), resulting in universities widely re-developing their existing
English-language courses in order to ensure better communications among other
member countries. In this ongoing re-development, writing has been marked the
most complex skill (See, for example, Makalela, 2004, as cited in Puengpipattrakul,
2009), and therefore merits closest attention.
It is accepted that writing is the most sophisticated skill which is paid
much attention to, and is widely considered a complex process in which second
language learners find problematic (Chinnawongs, 2001). However, the importance
of English writing skills has been intensively emphasized for a long time, and the
problems may have been a result of the teaching and learning process of writing,
teachers’ heavy workload, the complexity of the skill itself, a lack of continuous
practice, inadequate feedback, and students’ English language proficiency
(Thongrin, 2002). To improve their quality of writing and writing instruction, hard
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work is needed for commenting, suggesting, and providing supportive feedback in
order to more effectively increase learners’ writing ability. The process of the
writing approach is not a new method, and has been used since the early 1970s
(Elbow, 1973 and Shaughnessy, 1977). Rollinson (2004), noted that “The process
approach treats all writing as a creative act which requires times and positive
feedback to be done well”. Particularly, the writer should be encouraged in
developing their writing skills via the writing process from the beginning to the end.
That meant, the writing teachers need to plan how to teach the writing process
effectively in order to let them learn how to raise students’ problem-solving skills
when they take part in each stage of the process-based writing.
Nowadays, changes in writing strategies have transformed from
teacher feedback to often being reinforced with peer feedback use, so utilizing peer
feedback becomes a worthy activity which possibly reinforces the teachers and the
students to overcome the obstacles in the teaching and learning process.
Incorporating peer feedback is a key factor in the multi-drafts process oriented in the
L2 writing instructions as Khalil, (2018) noted, and it has been considered as a way
of engaging students in the procedure of expressing their thoughts, sharing and
exchanging the ideas, and giving and obtaining supportive and constructive
feedback to improve their writing competence (Farrah, 2012). Besides, in pedagogy
it has been defined as an effective approach to develop students’ written
composition.
There is a large number of benefits of doing peer feedback in L2
writing class. It was widely known that peer feedback increases students’ confidence
and promotes their critical thinking ability through acting of reading texts edited by
peers (Ferris, 1995). Furthermore, it was found that peer feedback process raises
learning motivation to students; likewise, peer feedback enhances social ability
because it is regarded as a social practice that was influenced by students’ behaviour
in motivating them in the peer-involved activity (Koka & Hein, 2006). Besides, in
theory peer feedback is advocated by the teaching and learning framework in the
perspectives of cooperative and collaborative learning, L2 linguistic acquisition and
social interaction (Olsen & Kagan, 1992; Oxford, 1997, as cited in Kunwongse,
2013). Students’ self-awareness of their learning strengths and weaknesses was also
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activated (Tsi & Ng, 2000), and it advocated students by raising their responsibility
for their own learning and autonomy (Morgan, 2002). Moreover, students benefited
from the valuable experiences from doing peer feedback and learning from each
other; additionally, it practiced students in their communicative skills and accepted
different perspectives such as listening attentively, thinking critically, and taking
constructive parts in the activity (White & Caminero, 1995, as cited in Farrah,
2012).
Although there are several positive advantages of doing peer
feedback, it is accepted that peer feedback in ESL/EFL writing classes should be
investigated as some studies have noted that students favour teacher feedback more
than peer feedback in a writing class. Besides, peer feedback can be a timeconsuming activity, for learners are not get used to the process. A lengthy process of
peer feedback consumes quite some time as learners need to take much time taking
notes, reading drafts, collaborating with another reader to reach a consensus in the
way of offering a written commentary or engaging orally with the writer in the circle
of feedback (Rollinson, 2005). In addition, the results of Speck’s (2000) study
reported that students were still lack of the necessary skills and suitable level of
confidence to assess or critique peers’ writing. Moreover, students prefer the
teacher’s comments to peer feedback, since they do not still have confidence on
scrutinizing peers’ tasks, and their linguistic knowledge was also limited. Moreover,
it is believed that the teacher possesses all the knowledge to offer better qualified
feedback, and some of the students misunderstand the concepts of peer feedback
use, and importantly they do not know how to appropriately give peer editing (Chen
& Lin, 2008; Ferris, 2002; Hyland & Hyland, 2006; Tang & Tithecott, 1999, as cited
in Kunwongse, 2013). From comparing the benefits and drawbacks of peer
feedback, the findings of several studies claimed that students obtain the pros over
the cons of peer feedback as inferred by Van Zundert et al.’s (2010) study.
Furthermore, several studies viewed that peer feedback has been
more popular in L2 writing classes, since peer feedback process has been proven as
the effective pedagogical tool to improve students’ writing ability (Corbin, 2012).
Nevertheless, the Thai educational context has intensively placed emphasis on a
teacher-centered approach, which pointed to the pivotal role dominated by teachers
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(Keyuravong & Maneekhao, 2006). This situation unavoidably creates the spoonfeeding teaching style and strictness of the teaching process to the students.
However, to increase students’ learning motivation, peer feedback helped teachers
alter the learning practice in the way of focusing on students’ roles.

1.1.1 Based on Problems in English Writing of Thai Learners
The majority of Thai students probably feel that the writing skills is
rather far from their daily-life tasks because writing is challenging due to being an
advanced skill which requires many kinds of knowledge with language knowledge,
thinking skills as well as knowledge regarding the writing process. Thai learners’
English writing skills are not improved or not intensely concerned with, and they
may face difficulties in their studies at a higher level. This may be because Thai
learners have been considered that writing is the most difficulty skills among other
ones, for writing needs critical planning, the skills of revising, a process that often
makes writers worried about their writing. The major problems of Thai learners
confront the limitations of vocabulary, insufficient knowledge about the connectors
of the sentences, and lack of revision. Importantly, writing teachers needs to
perceive writing theories and principles, so it is crucial for them to be trained about
the teaching of the writing. (Celce-Murcia & Olshtain, 2000, p. 161, as cited in
Watana, 2008).
With respect to Pawapatcharaudom’ s (2007) study, Thai students’
writing problems point to four main aspects; for instance, they are not able to write
an essay with time limitations, they cannot write an English academic paper, they
are unable to correctly use the rules of grammar in English writing, and they cannot
unsuitably develop the use of the structure content. Furthermore, in creating a piece
of written tasks, they often encounter the problems of grammar use and lexical
elements. Other factors relate to unchallenging English lessons, being passive
learners, being too shy to speak English with classmates, being poorly-motivated
and lack of responsibility for their own learning as Noom-ura, (2013) claimed.
As noted earlier, these barriers have been associated to the
unsatisfactory outcomes of the teaching of English language. There is a way out to
get rid of the problems among learners called writing strategies because they are
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imperative as a key to reinforce learners with the writing assignments and possibly
make it reduce the writing difficulties confronted by learners and to facilitate the
student-centered classroom activities also.
Consequently, the aim of this study points to the development of
students’ writing via peer feedback to measure their progress on their writing.
Therefore, the research question has an attempt to investigate the effects of peer
feedback in improving students’ English writing at the tertiary level conducted in the
three southernmost border provinces of Thailand.

1.1.2 The Importance of English Writing Skills
Writing skill is regarded as a complex process for second language
learners. The importance of writing skills has been focused for long time;
nevertheless, the writing methods which are taught and learnt do not seem to enable
students to become efficient writers. Furthermore, the current methods do little to
increase the overall quality of students’ writing. These approaches include an overconcentration on grammar at the expense of content, too much attention on the
mechanics of writing, and a lack of students’ self-evaluation (Min, 2005; Hu & Lam,
2010). In sum, much work is needed to improve both the quality of writing and the
teaching of writing.
In Thailand, it is accepted that the teacher-centered method is still
employed in several writing classrooms. Such traditional approach is embedded in
students’ thoughts in which they believe that teachers possess all the knowledge to
give to them (Keyuravong & Maneekhao, 2006). In the teacher-centered approach,
the teachers dictate the class and do not provide students with enough opportunities
to express themselves. As a result, the 1999 National Education Act regulates a
reformation of the Thai educational structure as a learner-centred approach, which
has been fully highlighted as an ideal goal of the educational system (Office of the
National Education Commission, 1999).
Therefore, teaching writing methods is crucial for teachers of second
language writing to develop students’ writing ability along with other skills such as
critical thinking skill in the writing classes. As a result, the student-centered
approach with the writing process is suitably adopted in order to encourage students
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to practice the skill of thinking, and to allow them to be more self-aware, selfreliant, and responsible for their work while not being greatly and solely dependent
on the teacher.
According to the efficacy of peer feedback use in a writing class,
several studies investigated the effectiveness of peer feedback. Most of them
revealed that peer readers can offer helpful feedback in improving their writing
skills (e.g., Rollinson, 1998; Min, 2005; Lin & Chien, 2009; Graham, 2010;
Wakabayashi, 2013; Kunwongse, 2013 and Khalil, 2018). Importantly, a large of the
previous studies such as Rollinson (2005), Farrah (2012), Nguyen (2016) and
Alharbi (2018) have also reported the affective profits of peer feedback use when
appropriately implemented. Besides, peer feedback has the potentials in developing
second language writing and the language-learning process as a whole, and it also
advocates cooperative and collaborative learning and reinforces social interaction
skills, and this brings about the directional hypothesis of the study.

1.1.3 Justifications for Conducting the Study with Subject Students
The Thai official educational policies encourage the implementation
of learner-centered instruction. In the context of Yala Rajabhat University, students
majoring in English still have difficulties in English writing. The English
Department therefore conducts projects to enhance students’ English writing skills.
To achieve the objectives of the learner-centred approach, the curriculum requires
that the learning activity which emphasizes on students’ roles is imperative. Peer
feedback is therefore one useful option in the writing courses.
Most importantly, the researcher conducted a pilot study with 26
third year students majoring in English at Yala Rajabhat University through a focus
group interview in order to understand students’ experiences in learning writing and
especially in doing peer feedback. The result shows that the English students still
lack motivation to learn and write, while the teachers still use traditional methods in
teaching writing and checking students’ written tasks through direct and indirect
feedback. Surprisingly, students have never systematically been engaged with the
use of peer feedback before. Hence, peer feedback is a new writing activity in the
writing course. Based on the rationale of this study and the research conceptual
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framework, the objectives, the research questions, and hypotheses are derived, as
illustrated in Figure 1.1

Independent Variables

Dependent Variables

Peer Feedback Training
1. Preparing: Generating ideas,
focusing on their intention, the
outline, and the structuring of genres
2. Drafting: Conveying their
information to their written tasks
3. Evaluating: Assessing peers’ tasks
by focusing on student writers
(Assessors)
4. Interactive back-feedback: Asking
for peers’ clarifications and
explanations by readers (Assessees)

1. Students’ English writing
ability: Narrative writing
2. Students’ patterns of
interaction that they perform
when providing feedback
3. Students’ attitudes
towards benefits and
drawbacks of peer feedback
in L2 writing
● The writing process
● Affective strategy

5. Reviewing: Self-Assessment

● Critical thinking skills

6. Revising: Editing from peer
corrections and re-writing

● Social interaction abilities

Figure 1.1 Research Conceptual Framework

1.2 Research Questions
1. What are the effects of peer feedback on students’ writing ability?
2. What are students’ patterns of interaction on peer feedback in English writing?
3. What are students’ attitudes towards peer feedback training?
1.3 Objectives of the Study
The study is aimed at accomplishing the following objectives:
1. To examine the effects of peer feedback on students’ writing abilities and its
effect size
2. To explore students’ patterns of interaction on peer feedback in English writing
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3. To investigate students’ attitudes towards peer feedback training

1.4 Research Hypothesis
1. Students’ writing ability will be significantly increased after the treatment (p=
0.05).

1.5 Definitions of Terms
1. Peer feedback refers to written/oral feedback given by peers in the group. Peer
group feedback is conducted on the first, second, and final written draft.
2. Peer Feedback Training was defined as a peer group activity taught about the
process of peer feedback include the peer feedback materials such as the peer
feedback checklists, the 5 types of errors as well as written-reflections in order to
evaluate peers’ works.
3. Thai Writing Class refers to studying English in a writing class. Thai language is
used as mediating in classroom teaching as the government policy stated, so in
conducting peer feedback session it was carried out by the use of Thai language in
teaching and learning process; however, if students cannot explain about the
intended meaning of some words, phrases and sentences, they are allowed to use the
dialects instead.
4. Writing ability refers to students’ writing ability on the pre-test and the posttest
of writing. The evaluation criteria covered five major writing components in terms
of mechanics, vocabulary, language use, content and organization based on Jacobs et
al.’s (1981, as cited in Haswell, 2005) scoring profile in the narrative paragraph
writing.
5. Patterns of interaction are defined as the four kinds of students’ feedback
interaction;
- Collaborative-collaborative: students work together in an attempt to
resolve the problems, leading to a consensus at the end.
- Dominant–dominant: each party does not accept one another’s ideas;
each seizes their own thoughts.
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- Dominant–passive: the dominant student controls the task and ignore
the passive student’ s ideas or feelings, resulting in little contribution to the
interaction.
- Expert-novice: the expert student encourages the novice student to
participate in the activity, and he/she appreciates the peers’ assistance on their task.
The patterns of interaction are measured with data from a video
stimulated recall interview and students’ written drafts.
6. Writing process refers to the process of writing as an approach to writing in
which students adhere to some interrelated steps that they need to follow, and this
helps students gradually move forward until they write the final draft. In this study,
six stages included preparation, drafting, evaluation, interactive-back feedback,
reviewing, and revising in doing peer feedback activity through a descriptive and a
narrative paragraph writing.
7. Attitude refers to students’ viewpoints towards the usefulness and the practices of
peer feedback as measured by written reflections with 9 guiding questions and the
questionnaires with 36 ones as well as the 6 open-ended questions. In so doing, the
last time of doing the written-reflections were adopted in order to understand what
they have learnt about peer feedback use, whereas the questionnaires of peer
feedback were employed after a completion of peer feedback to elicit their attitudes
towards utilizing peer feedback in terms of the writing process, affective strategy,
critical thinking skills and social interaction abilities.
8. ‘Students’ refers to the 21 third year student volunteers majoring in English at
Yala Rajabhat University. The 21 volunteers were be divided into groups of three
students with mixed-proficiency level. They were also be requested to sit in the
same group in doing peer feedback discussion throughout the semester.

1.6 Scope of the Study
1. The subjects of the study were 21 third year student volunteers majoring in
English at Yala Rajabhat University who were enrolled in a writing course in the
Academic Year 2017.
2. The independent variable is the peer feedback training.
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3. The students’ writing ability, patterns of interaction and attitudes towards using
peer feedback are the dependent variables.

1.7 Limitations
The subjects of the study are 21 volunteers; therefore, it is rather difficult to
generalize

the findings. However, the generalizability of the findings can be

carried out in the way of carefully conducting peer feedback. In so doing, having the
well-managed peer training was focused on the use of the peer feedback materials,
the research methodology, namely the pre-posttest of writing, written-reflections, a
stimulated-recall interview and the questionnaire of peer feedback was elaborately
done through the validity and reliability including the trials of the research tools.

1.8 Assumptions
1. The study assumes that the students are willing to do the writing tasks, including
peer feedback because the aforementioned tasks are required for the course, and
conducting the peer feedback activity is a new and interesting thing for students to
develop their writing skills. This may attract them to study in a writing class, as peer
feedback has a great deal of benefits to improve their writing abilities.
2. The study assumes that all students do the writing test, the questionnaires, the
semi- structured interview, the video stimulated recall interview, the self-reflection
task, and the written drafts. Total confidentiality is assured; they do not need to
identify themselves. Thus, they have freedom to complete all of the peer feedback
questionnaires and the interview questions.

1.9 Significance of the Study
1. Theoretically, the results of this study will benefit researchers and writing
instructors who wish work with peer feedback. The advantages of peer feedback in
learning and teaching will be confirmed if writing improvement of the students in
the peer feedback discussion is found.
2. The findings of the current study can be a useful source of information for
researchers and language instructors that are interested in incorporating peer
feedback in the writing courses, and it is based on student-centredness on
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pedagogical structure of the writing process, and it can also be applied to reading,
listening, and speaking courses if the hypothesis is accepted.
3. The findings on students’ patterns of interaction will contribute to the research on
peer feedback and on how to guide students to provide peer feedback, which will
help ensure better quality of the peer feedback and comments, which will in turn
develop students’ writing ability.
4. The findings of the study are concerned with students’ attitudes towards peer
feedback use, its benefits and drawbacks. These will be revealed in depth, and will
serve as the guidelines on how to conduct the peer group activity more effectively.
5. There is considerable significance of the findings of this study in the instruction
of English writing. English writing teachers are expected to have better views on
students’ abilities and attitudes towards utilizing peer feedback in the writing class.

1.10 Overview of the Study
Chapter One provides the introduction of the study which includes
the objectives, research questions, scope, limitations, assumptions, definitions of
terms and significance of the study.
Chapter Two reviews involved theories, prior studies, and the
relevance of the present study to the current situation. The contents include the
nature of writing, English writing, writing in the English as Foreign Language
context, feedback in writing, peer feedback, the writing process, theoretical issues,
revision, collaborative dialogue, and patterns of interaction in sociocultural theory,
students’ patterns of interaction on peer feedback, advantages and disadvantages of
peer feedback, students’ attitudes towards incorporating peer feedback, the peer
training, learning strategies, and assessment on peer feedback.
Chapter Three focuses on the research design and procedures,
followed by the population and subjects studied. The research tools adopted for data
collection are also explained. Finally, data collection procedures, both quantitative
and qualitative methods, as well as the data analysis are described.
Chapter Four illustrates the results of the data analysis. The findings
in details are reported as the objectives of the study.
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Chapter Five concludes the study and provides detailed discussion and
interpretation of the findings according to the research questions. Recommendations
based on the findings of the study are also answered.
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Chapter II
Review of the Literature
In this chapter, a review of the literature is presented in order to present
the background to the study from a theoretical perspective, In particular, the focus is
on the nature of writing, the role of interaction theory, feedback in writing, patterns
of interaction on peer feedback, peer feedback training, evaluations of writing ability,
and the attitudes towards incorporating peer feedback in the writing classroom.

2.1 The Nature of Writing
Many researchers and scholars have variously defined the term
“writing”. The skill of writing is considered as the last one on the natural order
hypothesis (listening, speaking, reading, and writing) and it is possible to permit
learners to make errors without the need for a focus on correction, since it is not
anticipated that learners will be able to write accurately in the initial stages of
learning a new language (Krashen & Terrell, 1995). It is widely accepted that writing
skill is crucial in the academic settings where most ESL teaching takes place.
Halliday (1978) claimed that writing is related to social functions since it is
essentially a social construct meanwhile, Flower and Hayes (1981) took the view that
writing can be considered as a problem-solving activity from the learner perspective.
It is undeniable that writing plays a critical role in expressing the ideas of the writer
which are communicated to a reader, but in many foreign language programs, and
even first language programs, this particular skill is often overlooked (Rollinson,
2005).
Many researchers have observed that from a cognitive perspective,
writing is a complex task which necessitates the use of deliberation, concentration,
and discipline, rather than being the simple outcome of the ideas produced at any
moment in the brain. Likewise, Grabe and Kaplan (1996) added that writing is
different from spoken language skills in that it is not naturally acquired but must be
culturally transmitted through schools and other assisting environments. Writing is
understood to be the hardest of the skills for non-native language users to acquire
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(Hopkins, 1989 as cited in Grami, 2010). Therefore, writing is believed to be a
challenging task, as it requires one to set the thoughts down on the paper
(Widdowson, 1983).

2.1.1 Writing in an ESL/EFL Context
With regards to the ESL/EFL writing contexts, there are two types of
non-native English writing; English as a Second Language (ESL) and English as a
Foreign Language (EFL). The principal difference is that ESL occurs in a daily
context within regular activities in the local community, while EFL does not arise in
these daily life settings. This difference directly influences how English writing
instruction is taught by writing teachers and how it is learned by L2 writing learners
(Chuenchaichon, 2015).
For second or foreign language learners, the process of learning to
write in English is not the same as for native speakers. A number of authors
commenting on ESL writing have observed that there are many differences in the
teaching contexts between L1 and L2 (Zhang, 1995; Hinkel, 2004; Ferris &
Hedgcock, 2005). The differences can be related to the social and pedagogical
aspects of differing contexts, as well as to the differences found within the linguistic
abilities and literacy levels of the learners. It has been argued that ESL writers and
L1 writers have very different experiences of the writing process (Leki & Carson,
1997). Significantly, non-native speakers (NNS) of English face many challenges
and even when their level of English reaches an advanced level, their writing may
still be an area of concern (Hinkel, 2004).
Hinkel (2004) observed that when writing skills are taught in the ESL
context for students at the NNS college and university level, the scope is
academically general. For NNS students to achieve their educational goals, they must
achieve a level of accuracy in their writing which is approximately equivalent to that
of NS students working at similar academic levels. However, even after many years
of study, it can be difficult for NNS students to readily recognize and understand the
features and conventions which are applied in academic texts (John, 1990). Such
students’ texts in the lack of structure and clarity, and serve only to confuse the
readers, often from a perspective which is far too personal for the academic setting
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(Thompson, 1999). Furthermore, Dudley-Evan (1999, as cited in Paltridge, 2002)
provided a doctoral thesis pointed out the rapidly rising numbers of overseas students
who were obliged to produce theses in English. Thompson (1999) thus argued that
further studies should clarify the characteristics of academic writing to support those
students who must produce such writing.
Ferris (2002) found that L2 writers show a high level of concern about
surface level mistakes while showing less concern about global level problems which
encompass ideas, logic, and organization. It is widely believed that teachers of
writing must respond to the writing of the learner in order to teach effectively, and
this idea is upheld by the findings from Ferris (2002). To understand why NNS
learners pay closer attention to local problems, Hinkel (2004) explained that NNS
writing often lacks certain features at the sentence level, with issues including the use
of pronouns, modal verbs, active and passive verb forms, and the ability to hedge
effectively. It is thought that NNS writers worry more about these grammatical issues
than native speakers, while failing to show as much concern about global level
issues. For this reason, NNS students believe that feedback is vital if they are to
become effective writers.
It can thus be concluded that there is a feeling among ESL teachers that
writing errors must be corrected, and that feedback must be carried out in a manner
which is appealing and effective for learners. L1 students are usually far less
linguistically limited in their writing and are therefore better able to convey complex
abstract or theoretical ideas. Meanwhile, NNS must overcome the linguistic
challenge, which includes their own concerns about linguistic mistakes. It is
therefore essential to have a writing process model to provide structure for both
learners and teachers in order that course objectives might be achieved.

2.1.2 Peer Feedback Research Issues
The definition of peer response holds that learners will comment on the
work of other learners in order that both parties can make improvements in their
work (Nelson & Murphy, 1993). Theorists in a number of the disciplines, including
those of the fields of linguistics and education, lend support to the idea of using peer
feedback in the context of L2 writing (Yu & Lee, 2016). The main theories in the
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field include process writing theory, sociocultural theory, collaborative learning
theory, and interactionist theory for second language acquisition and for the
cognitive and psycholinguistic fields. It can be seen that as a result of the process
writing theory, researchers into L1 and L2 writing have changed their focus away
from finished texts such that they now primarily address the process through which
the finished product is created (Hayes & Flower, 1980; Hayes, 2012).

2.1.2.1 Flower and Hayes (1981)
The model created by Flower and Hayes (1981) has gained widespread
acceptance from many teachers of L2 writing (Hyland, 2003). The model contains
three key operational processes: the task environment, the long-term memory of the
writer, and the writing processor. In the initial stage, the task environment comprises
the writing assignment and the text which is produced. The long-term memory of the
writer comprises topic knowledge, audience knowledge, literature sources, and the
saved writing plans. The third stage involves the process of composition, which
includes planning, the conversion of thought to texts, and the review or revision.
There are three elements which comprise the planning phase: idea generation,
informational organization, and goal setting.
Information about the writing task is stored in the long-term memory
of the writer, before being organized to meet the needs of the goal being set. During
the next phase, the ideas from the initial stage are converted into a written form on
paper. Then, the writing is assessed and revised as the final draft produced. However,
from the teaching perspective, Bereiter and Scardamalia (1987) opposed the model
advocated by Flowers and Hayes since it mandates only a single writing process.
Instead, Bereiter and Scardamalia (1987) suggested two different processes, known
as ‘knowledge telling’ and ‘knowledge transforming’. For writers with limited skills,
the knowledge telling process is suitable, as it constructs an assignment
representation, including the topic location and genre identifiers, thus requiring a
lower level of planning and review. The aim is for the writers to express what they
know on a given topic. In contrast, the knowledge transforming process is suitable
for more advanced writers, and adds a higher degree of complexity. This model helps
individual writers to better understand the process of writing. Accordingly, a novice

17

writer will make use of the knowledge telling model which is seen as simple and
linear, while advanced writers will use the knowledge transforming model, which
offers the greater sophistication required for complex problem solving (Bryson &
Scardamalia, 1991). For the purposes of the current study, this model allows the
researcher to look at students’ different levels, and also to consider the complexity
required for the writing tasks used. The Flower and Hayes model is presented in
Figure 2.1.

Figure 2.1 The Model of Flower and Hayes’ (1981)

This model is of particular interest to researchers for the second, or
planning phase (generating, organizing, and goal setting). This is a pre-writing stage
where the researcher can teach students to begin the writing process through idea
generation, goal setting, and organization of information. This stage is essential if
learners are to achieve their writing aims because this will commence from the
effective organization of paragraphs. The planning stage can be divided into three
sections; namely, generating, organizing, and structuring.
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2.1.2.2 White and Arndt (1991)
White and Arndt (1991) proposed a peer review strategy to enhance the
process of writing, in which the reviewing phases sit at the heart of the writing
procedure. A number of points can be clarified from Figure 2.2, 1) The starting point
involves generating ideas, which is potentially the most challenging phase. 2)
Focusing refers to the realization of focal viewpoints which are directly and closely
connected to the objectives of the writers. 3) Structuring involves the application of
linguistic and factual information. 4) Drafting is the stage at which the focus is
switched to the readers, and the writers must organize the work to convey their ideas
effectively through directly or indirectly referring to the opening and the ending in
order to accomplish the tasks. 5) Evaluating necessitates the formulation of
evaluation criteria which seek mistakes in rhetoric or grammar. At the end, 6)
Reviewing is the final stage of the writing process, and involves the writers reexamining their writing for create a better final form. Writing teachers must develop
a deeper appreciation of the writing process so that they are better able to guide
students through the stages of solving problems as they arise at each stage, as shown
in Figure 2.2

Figure 2.2: The process of writing (White & Arndt, 1991)

This study considers the different stages in which ideas are formed,
focused, and structured as a single component in line with the model proposed by
Flower and Hayes (1981). However, teachers must ensure that learners can work on
their written drafts while these three sub-components are started at the same time.
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They should be sequenced in the stage of preparation in order to comprehend how to
organize their composition associated to generating their ideas, such as through the
use of the mind-mapping outline, drawing to their goal, and the realization of
grammatical accuracy. Importantly, the three subcomponents can be easily
understood because the students in this study had already passed Writing II. The
stages of drafting, evaluating, and reviewing were still placed in the study because
they are crucial components to reflect students’ views of whether peer feedback leads
to their written improvement. White and Arndt’s (1991) concepts were used to be
the guidelines for the checklists for evaluating the written texts in this study.
2.1.2.3 Kim’s (2005) Model
While the models proposed by Flower and Hayes (1981) and by White
and Arndt (1991) are commonly applied by researchers examining the subject of peer
feedback in the context of the teaching of writing, these approaches can be
considered incomplete. As Kim (2005) claimed, the general peer assessment models
still lack a stage “revising”. She therefore suggested that peer assessment can be
subdivided into five phases. The first of these is preparation. Under formative peer
assessment, learners must think about the aims and purposes behind the tasks they
are assigned, in the context of the course as a whole (Boud, 1995; Topping, 2000).
During the planning phase, learners must set out their assessment objectives on the
basis of these assignment aims. Then, they must organize their activities to meet the
objectives. The second phase is known as conducting, and involves assessing the
work of their peers. In this phase, work is critically reviewed, and the ideas and
methods are evaluated under the peer assessment process. In this stage, students learn
their written mistakes and exemplary performances from peers (Race, 1998).
Significantly, this might lead to more advanced student skills in assessing their own
work as well as that of others (Towler & Broadfoot, 1992). The next stage is
Receiving peer feedback. After a peer group discussion, the products will be
reviewed and returned to the writers. In this context, peer feedback is a form of peermonitored data, and the process saves both time and instructional resources (Topping
& Ehly, 1998). The fourth stage is Reviewing. After the assessment, students (the
Assessors) can reflect on the way they performed the task for assessment (Dochy et
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al., 1999). Meanwhile, the students will also gain a better understanding of how
grades are awarded and thus what they need to do in order to perform better
(Brindley & Scoffield, 1998). This phases emphasis the need for reflection in the
process of self-assessment. Finally, the last stage is Revising. After the reviewing
stage, Kim (2005) added that it is imperative that students “revise” their products in
order to recognize what should be improved. Revising helps learners make changes
to the products, and most importantly, brings a focus upon making changes to
learning approaches or objectives on the basis of feedback. Kim (2005) also provided
further insights regarding the approach to peer feedback in the absence of a revision
phase as indicated in Figure 2.3

Figure: 2.3 General peer assessment process model presented by Kim,
(2005)
From the diagram, only four stages of the writing process are observed.
After planning is “assessing peers’ work”. Although in a diagram she puts “doing
task” between stage one and stage two, the researcher believes that written drafts are
a vital stage within the overall process of writing due to the need for students to
demonstrate the setting of organization of their ideas.
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Moreover, Kim (2005) added that assessing should be emphasized in
the peer feedback process to allow critique to be a two way-communication. The
interactive feedback from the assessees was imperative for the explicit explanations
and for simultaneously providing them with the opportunities to reflect their ideas to
the assessors. To conduct peer feedback, the students play significant roles, since
they must take their duties very seriously in order to ensure the quality of the
feedback provided. These duties must be taken into account in the conceptual
framework for this study.
Consequently, an interactive-back feedback is a crucial stage in which
students have to perform, meaning that feedback is most beneficial when it is given
immediately after the relevant action. It was important to include such a stage in
order to examine interaction patterns when discussions were held in the peer groups.
2.1.2.4 Conceptual Framework
On the basis of the theoretical background provided by Flower and
Hayes (1981), White and Arndt (1991), and Kim (2005), it is proposed in this current
study that there are six stages of the peer feedback process: 1) Preparation
(generating, focusing, and structuring), 2) Drafting, 3) Evaluating, 4) Interactive
back-feedback, 5) Reviewing, and 6) Revising. These are explained in the following
section:
Stage 1: Preparation
Writing courses rely upon the teachers meeting the course objectives by
following the correct process of writing. Preparation is the beginning stage in which
three issues are incorporated: generating ideas, focusing, and structuring. For this
researcher, the initial point is the generation of ideas, and this is often the most
difficult stage. In focusing, the focal viewpoint is achieved, and this must be directly
connected to the goals of the writer. The subsequent requirement for structure is
based on the use of factual information presented through a linguistic framework.
Preparation is therefore the first stage that students have to plan in producing the
written task.
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Stage 2: Drafting
During the drafting stage, the initial framework is filled out by the
writer, moving from the abstract ideas to the concrete form of the written text. White
and Arndt, (1991) explain this stage as the phase in which “the writer passes from the
‘writer based’ writing to the ‘reader based’ writing in which the concerns of the
reader ought to begin to assume more importance” (p. 99). This is the phase in which
students must organize their thoughts into a written draft. They have to compose
their drafts from the ideas generated to reach the goal while focusing on the correct
structure.
Stage 3: Evaluating
The use of peer assessment gives learners additional opportunities to
examine each other’s work, ideas, and techniques (Kim, 2005). Importantly, peer
group discussion promotes students’ understandings about the mistakes and their
peers’ writing performance. This stage, therefore, emphasizes on the assessors’ roles.
Towler and Broadfoot (1992) observed that students who carry out peer assessments
benefit through developing the skills in assessing their own work when it is
advantageous to do so.
Stage 4: Interactive-back feedback
Paltridge (2001) claimed that teachers put learners in communicative
situations in which they are required to use language through conducting an
interactive-back feedback. Importantly, teachers monitor the learners’ performance
and provide input in response to any specific difficulties the learners may have had.
Ur (1996) noted that oral feedback should focus on communication activities by
providing a context in which the language features and skills they are intended to
practice might reasonably arise. Furthermore, Kim (2005) added that the
performance of the assessee and the use of back-feedback were closely linked, and
therefore this process provides an important chance for both parties to critically
evaluate their written work.
In the classroom setting, students ought to be given opportunities to
improve their performance on a task. Moreover, interactive-back feedback is a
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response from spoken to written text. Students need to have an understanding of the
characteristic of the genre they are studying, being a spoken or a written language
text, as well as other linguistic aspects of that particular genre (Hammond et al.,
1992). While the current study emphasizes peer activities, there are other responses
which can form a part of the process of writing, such as self-responses carried out
before the peer response process. It is always essential that the teachers should
provide oral feedback once the peer response activity has been completed so that this
will not become an extraneous variable.
In this study, an interactive-back feedback is beneficial for peer
feedback activity, as it completes the understandings between the assessors and the
assessees. Many models still lack interactive back-feedback as a component in which
the researcher realizes that it is a crucial part which should be included in the peer
feedback model. This provides the assessees with the opportunity to critique their
assessors’ feedback. Moreover, an interactive-back feedback helps the assessees
understand the criteria and prove their written tasks. This allows them to be more
skillful in practicing the roles of assessors and assessees. Assessees will be given
opportunities to make clear what they do not understand from the assessors. During
this stage, this study investigates students’ reaction on giving feedback back to their
peers.
Stage 5: Reviewing
The review process is a critical part of the overall process of writing.
As writers re-examine their work, they may be able to create a more suitable and
more readable text via reflection. Students who have provided peer feedback are thus
encouraged to reconsider their own approaches having completed the peer review
stage (Dochy et al., 1999). This also allows the assessees to clearly understand why
and how grades are given by their peers (Brindley & Scoffield, 1998). In this current
study, the reviewing stage focuses on self-assessment through reflection (Lejk &
Wyvill, 2001).
Peer assessment is a non-linear, yet iterative learning process. To
explain, if learners use the process of peer review as a means to further their own
learning, they must establish objectives for the act of assessment and self-assessment
so as to determine how to meet the aims of their own learning. Moreover, they can
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measure their own progress towards the goals. This permits the learners to adjust
their tactics or their goals to improve their written tasks based on peer feedback.

Stage 6: Revising
After reviewing, revising ought to take place immediately. Learners
will be able to recognize what they have to improve or develop, while the use of
formative peer assessment assists those learners in developing their approach to
learning on the basis of the feedback provided. It is also possible for them to enhance
their written work through the implementation of changes. Therefore, a recursive
characteristic is the main feature of conducting peer review as a learning approach.
It can be concluded that learning via peer assessment is iterative, and
comprises six stages. The writing process begins with planning, but the end is not
simply the feedback. It is important for assessors and assesses to reflect on their
learning and upon the process of peer feedback as a whole. Later, learners will have
to revise their original written tasks or even the goals related to the internal and the
external feedback.
Initially, learners are invited to start writing on the basis of a prompt
from their teacher and some brainstorming of the topic. The learners must then start
to put their ideas into a written format in their first draft. The draft essays are then
collected and redistributed for peer evaluation involving a peer group discussion. The
next stage involves interactive-back feedback, in which the learners provide a critical
evaluation of the work, and explain any errors found in the text. It is sometimes
necessary to intervene at this stage, in particular when students disagree. The
students will then complete a self-assessment task during the review stage,
whereupon in the final stage, the students rewrite their own essays using the peer
corrections as the guidance. In this research, the peer feedback concept forms the
foundation of the conceptual framework as can be seen in Figure 2.4
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Figure 2.4: Peer feedback in the writing process, adapted from Flower
and Hayes (1981), White and Arndt (1991), and Kim (2005)
To sum up, both the assessors and the assessees benefit by having their
writing skills improved from doing a peer group feedback. “Revising” is an
important component (Kim, 2005) as students’ thoughts are reflected through
discussion activities. In addition, Kim (2005) also identified back-form feedback as a
very beneficial part in doing peer feedback. Similarly, this current study also views
“the interactive-back feedback” as a crucial component in assessing peers’
correction. Besides, an interactive-back feedback allows assessees to critique their
peers’ work, thus enabling them to more clearly comprehend the assessment criteria
which will help them to improve their own work.
2.1.3 Peer Feedback Procedure
During the research, the 21 study participants were separated into small
groups of three members, and were required to sit together for the duration of the
semester. The participants were then given instruction about the process of peer
feedback, based on the six stages which were adapted from the work of Flower and
Hayes (1981), White and Arndt (1991), and Kim (2005); 1) Preparation 2) Drafting
3) Evaluation 4) Interactive-back feedback 5) Reviewing, and 6) Revising. In the
present study, each stage has different objectives and justifications. The researcher
also put pedagogical and research tools into each stage of the peer feedback. The
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objectives, justifications, pedagogic tools (PT) or research tools (RT) related to the
various activities are presented in summary in Table 2.1
Table 2.1: Peer Feedback Procedures: Objectives, Justifications, Pedagogical
tool or Research Tool included in the Activities (See Appendix A)
Stage 1: Preparation
(Generating, Focusing and Structuring)
Objective

To help students learn how to systematically construct a
paragraph writing via generating, focusing, and
structuring

Justifications

In producing their written tasks, students can learn about
writing strategies and how to organize the text
systematically from the planning stage as follows:
1) Generating ideas:
The initial step can often be the most challenging.
Students attempts to discover a topic and identify the aim.
Ideas-generating process continues to occur while this
method is employed to help them express their ideas.
2) Focusing:
The writer focuses on their intention through a mind-map
or an outline when selecting ideas to complete their tasks.
3) Structuring:
The grammar structure must be correct for the written
genres

Pedagogical Tool and

1.Peer feedback checklists (PT)

/or Research Tool in

2.Error correction worksheets (PT)

the Teaching of

● Brainstorming

Writing

● Formulating questions
● Note taking
● Making use of visuals

Generating
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● Finding the main ideas
● Considering the purpose

Focusing

● Thinking about the audience
● Thinking about the format
● Arranging information
● Experimenting with the order

Structuring

● Matching focus to the structure
● Completing sentences and short paragraphs
Student were requested to compose their written drafts
following the three components of the planning stage.
Activity

After getting the topic, they generated their own ideas
through a mind-mapping outline while at the same time
focusing on their goal by selecting some relevant ideas to
the topic and use the correct grammatical structures of the
written genres.
Stage 2: Drafting

Objective

To measure students’ understanding in composing their
tasks by means of delivering information from the earlier
stage in completing their writing

Justifications

Drafting is the stage in which the students flesh out the
skeletal framework from the stage of preparation by
moving the abstract ideas into the written drafts.

Pedagogical Tool and

1.Peer feedback checklists (PT)

/or Research Tool in

2.Error correction worksheets (PT)

the Teaching of
Writing

● Drafting by the teacher
● Beginning and ending effectively
● Considering ways of ending
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● Adding information
● Writing a complete text: The mini-saga
● Writing a complete text: Group composition

Students were asked to produce their written drafts by
Activity

adopting the processes of generating, focusing, and
structuring from stage 1 to convey all of their thoughts
and translate information into a written draft.

Stage 3: Evaluation

Objectives

1. To allow students to improve their understandings
about peer feedback process with the peer feedback
materials used in evaluating
their peers’ written tasks
2. To increase students’ critical thinking ability
3. To facilitate a student-centered approach emphasizing
the role of students in participating in the assessment
process.
4. To reduce students’ anxiety during discussion with
peers, which in turn it helps boost their confidence and
motivation in learning writing
5. To reinforce students’ social interaction skills
6. To develop the criteria for evaluation

Justifications

1.Students’ understandings about conducting peer
feedback is needed to measure students’ writing
improvement
2. Evaluating provides an opportunity for student readers
(Assessors) to critique peers’ work by employing
tactics, thoughts, and abilities in the problem-solving
activity while learning together and constructing new
knowledge from peers
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3. The assessors’ roles in peer feedback enhance their
responsibility in giving and receiving feedback in line
with a student-centered classroom
4. Affective strategy helps build students’ positive
feelings to get rid of stress and anxiety, and
their confidence is raised. Importantly, motivation
in learning is activated with an attempt to engage the
peer activity to improve their compositions.
5. The peer-involved activity is a worthwhile experience
in social dimension. Students also learn about
collaboration, and the use of persuasive language in
guiding their groups to work together appropriately and
effectively with a secure and relaxing
atmosphere in the duration of the peer discussion
6. A cognitive approach to writing is defined as a
complex series of problem-solving activities. Students
have to learn together to solve the linguistic problem,
and this supports them to become a critical thinker
through a collaborative learning. In this stage, students
have to consider how to properly respond to peers and
how to use the questions in judging their tasks.
This simultaneously helps teachers examine the peer
feedback materials such as the peer feedback
checklists.
Pedagogical Tool and

1.Peer feedback checklists (PT)

/or Research Tool in

2.Video recordings (RT)

the Teaching of

3.Worksheets of four proceduralized steps (PT)

Writing

4.Error correction worksheets (PT)
● Assessing the drafts
-Developing criteria for evaluation
-Becoming your own critic
● Responding
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-Responding to peers’ written tasks (student readers /
assessors by using the peer feedback checklists and
worksheets on 5 error codes including a series of question
in interacting
● Conferencing
- Responding to students’ self-evaluation
● Forming collaborative group work

Activity

Students were requested to form groups of three with
mixed English proficiency to do the peer feedback. The
students swapped their work and highlighted areas they
considered to be unclear by using the peer feedback
checklist, which emphasized content, vocabulary,
organization, language use, and mechanics (Ferris, 2003).

Stage 4: Interactive-back feedback

Objectives

1.To provide student writer (Assessees) with chances to
respond to peer evaluation or to ask for peers’
clarifications and explanations on their mistakes
2. To understand students’ performance in their roles in
accepting or rejecting feedback as the assessees
3. To build self-confidence to critique peer editing
4. To practice the assessees’ critical thinking in receiving
information
5. To develop students’ motivation in delivering their
ideas in the act of the assessees’ roles
6. To allow students to convey information while
controlling their emotion

Justifications

An assessee is determined as a student writer who receive
feedback from peers. This stage emphasizes the role of
the assessees who are provided an opportunity to discuss
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with peers. Interactive back-feedback is a vital stage that
helps them get clearer and have a better understanding of
peer correction. Particularly, they fully benefit from the
aspects of affective strategy, critical thinking skills, and
social interaction ability through peer critiquing.
Importantly, it can also lower their anxiety and
embarrassment in writing, and they can show their
potentials to object to peer editing rather than teacher
feedback when the different views take place.

Pedagogical Tool and

1.Peer feedback checklist (PT)

/or Research Tool in

2.Video recordings (RT)

the Teaching of

3.Worksheets of four proceduralized steps (PT)

Writing

4.Error correction worksheets (PT)
5.Written-reflections (RT)
● Responding
-Reading and responding: Teacher to students
-Reading and responding: Teacher to class
-Reading and responding: Student to student
● Conferencing
-Continuing and improving the draft
A sample of a video recording of peer group discussion

Activity

was shown in order to provide students with clearer
understandings about writing and the peer feedback
process. The peer feedback materials were adopted as a
system, and the guidelines of asking and answering the
questions were shown to smoothly conduct the group
feedback. In the activity of this stage, students were
requested to reflect their thoughts in the roles of the
assessees.
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Stage 5. Reviewing

Objective

1.To help students learn how to review their task with an
emphasis about self-assessment through the peer
feedback materials

Justifications

Reviewing is a crucial stage which helps leaners decrease
the mistakes on their production, and at the same time the
student writers can practice self-evaluation by consulting
the peer feedback worksheets, books, and dictionary to
find the detailed information. Students can assess their
writing ability from peer correction with the peer
feedback checklists. In this stage, students were still
allowed to discuss with peers if they are reluctant.

Pedagogical Tool and

1.Peer feedback checklist (PT)

/or Research Tool in

2.The worksheets on 5 error codes (PT)

the Teaching of

3.Written-reflections (RT)

Writing

4.The references, such as the worksheets of peer
feedback, handouts of writing process, books or the
dictionary (PT)
● Checking connections
- Testing logical links
- Testing cohesive links
● Checking divisions
- Segmenting
- Paragraphing problems
- Cutting-and-pasting
● Assessing impact
- Conveying mood, attitude and feeling
- Highlighting the focal idea
- Adjusting the style
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The peer feedback checklists and written-reflections were
Activity

employed to reflect their ideas after receiving peer
feedback. In this stage, students reviewed the
grammatical mistakes that they made This stage still
allows them to discuss with peers for any further
amendments or improvements.

Stage 6: Revising

objectives

1.To allow students to learn how to correct their language
2.To allow students to practice proofreading and editing
3.To allow students to critically think in judging
peer evaluation
4. To let students reflect on both their own performance
and that of the group as a whole

Justifications

The revision is the core of the process to determine
whether students improve their writing. The final stage of
the final draft is proofreading and editing, for final
submission to the teachers. Importantly, the surface
details of grammatical accuracy and correctness of form
are needed.

Pedagogical Tool and

1.Peer feedback checklists (PT)

/or Research Tool in

2.The worksheets on 5 error codes (PT)

the Teaching of

3.Written-reflections (RT)

Writing

● Editing and Re-writing
- Correcting the language
- Dealing with trouble spots
- Proofreading and editing

Activity

-Get students to work in a group of three and give them a
copy of the text with blanked-out attitude-signaling
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words. Students were asked to read the text and indicate
what is wrong with it as a piece of writing.

2.1.4 Revision Guidelines
Johnson (2008) makes the point that revision is at the core of the
writing process, and it emphasizes about checking grammar, spelling, and
punctuation. It must also ensure that the purpose is achieved and the content is
suitable for the intended audience. Input from peers and teachers can make the
revision stage of the writing process much more effective, and therefore the
implementation of peer feedback as a classroom activity is an excellent means of
helping students to organize their writing and to show greater awareness of the
audience who will ultimately read their work. It was explained by Muncie (2000: 49)
that “revision is not just polishing writing; it is meeting the needs of readers through
adding, substituting, deleting, and rearranging material”. During revision, it is
necessary to have the guidelines which can help the learners through the writing
process by providing direction about how to revise, and by focusing students’
attention on the areas where they need improvement (Hairston, 1982). It can help
consider the revision change taxonomy created by Faigley and Witte (1981) which
may be helpful in providing learners with a better understanding of the different
kinds of changes which are made under revision.

2.1.5 Classifying Types of Revisions
This research study examines the taxonomy of revisions proposed by
Faigley and Witte (1981) in order to better appreciate the various changes which
writers must implement as a result of the peer feedback sessions. Revision can be
separated into two forms; 1) the changes which maintain the original information in
the text, known as ‘surface changes’, and 2) the changes which introduce new
meaning to the text, known as ‘meaning changes’.
There are two categorizes under surface changes: formal changes and
changes which preserve meaning. Formal changes encompass matters such as
spelling, grammar, punctuation, numbers, and abbreviations. Changes which
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preserve meaning are those which involve the paraphrasing of ideas from the original
text. The type of changes which are classified as meaning-preserving include
additions (things which can be inferred), deletions (allowing the inference of things
which were originally explicit), substitutions (introducing lengthier forms of the
same idea), permutations (re-ordering along with substitutions), distributions
(moving content from one section into another, or others), and consolidations
(merged content from multiple sections into one). Changes in meaning can involve
both macrostructural and microstructural changes. Macrostructural change serves to
create a different summary of the text, whereas microstructural changes have no
effect upon the summary. Faigley and Witte (1981) observed that there are six
different operations which can accomplish macrostructural and microstructural
changes (addition, deletion, substitution, permutation, distribution, and
consolidation) and these are identified in the context of changes which preserve
meaning.
In doing peer feedback process, revision is the stage during which
students have to correct mechanics errors and realizes substantial changes in their
writing. The Online Writing Laboratory at Purdue University (OWL, 2013) focuses
on higher order matters such as organizing ideas. In contrast, lower order matters
focus mainly on word choices and grammar. A number of online writing laboratories
provide revision guidelines. The guidelines indicated that it is important to consider
higher order concerns (HOCs) prior to the surface changes of lower order concerns
(LOCs) (Faigley & Witte, 1981, as cited in Patumrat, 2003).
However, in the taxonomy of revision proposed by Faigley and Witte
(1981), the choice of words is considered to be a higher order concern due to its
influence on the meaning of the text. For the purposes of this research, higher order
concerns will encompass ideas, organization, and the choice of words, while
grammar and mechanics are considered lower order issues. The researcher adopts
this notion as the guideline in designing peer feedback checklist. In designing the
questions on the checklists, the researcher adapted the checklists as described by Keh
(1996, p. 299), and students are also asked to write their suggestions for peers’
written tasks.
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As noted above, the HOCs and LOCs guidelines are adapted to form
the peer feedback checklists and are used as an analysis of students’ written tasks as
Table 2.2 illustrates below.

Table 2.2 Higher Order Concerns (HOCs) and Lower Order Concerns (LOCs)
Higher Order Concerns (HOCs)

Lower Order Concerns (LOCs)

● Check the thesis statement

● Check grammar accuracy

● Check the organization

● Check the pronouns

● Reread the tasks to ensure

● Check parallel structure

explicitness
including checking word choice
● Check the written task development

● Ensure the accuracy of the mechanics

for adequate details

As shown, the guidelines for revision are linked to the quality of the
writing, the content sequencing, use of language and vocabulary, and the mechanics
of the text. However, this cannot be achieved quickly, and this might affect the level
of motivation of the students in the context of providing feedback on writing tasks of
fellow learners. Therefore, the guidelines were appropriately adjusted for the subjects
of the study. To clarify, this includes the selection of the rhetorical form of writing.
Moreover, many guidelines have been developed by many scholars (e.g., Tompkins
1990; Reid, 1993; Grabe & Kaplan, 1996), and in the present study the guideline of
revision was adapted from Reid’s (1993) peer response worksheet cited in Patumrat’s
(2003) study in peer group discussion. The current study makes use of revision
guidelines for peer group activities which are suitable for rhetorical types of narrative
or descriptive paragraph writing. The peer feedback materials are also adapted to
ensure the practicality of the guidelines for revisions in this particular context.

2.2 The Role of Interaction Theory
In learning from the sociocultural perspective, language acquisition
depends upon interactions and collaborative dialogue. Collaborative dialogue is a
particular form of L2 development and learning. The dialogue type is created from
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the output of hypothesis whereby learners are “engaged in joint problem solving and
knowledge building” (Swain, 2000, p. 102). Furthermore, learning can be grounded
in the sociocultural theory developed by Vygotsky (1978). Learners can build their
cognitive approach to moderate their interactions with the world using a number of
different tools. In order to assess the advantages of collaborative dialogue for L2
learners, earlier research has looked at pair dynamics and language-related episodes
(LREs). Swain and Lapkin (2002) have explained that LREs are cases of learners
focusing on language while participating in the dialogue. Interaction is the main
element of this theory, and will control the extent of any learning. Some studies have
shown that certain interaction patterns are more effective for L2 learners than others,
especially in the case of the peer-peer collaborative dialogue (Nelson & Murphy,
1993; Storch, 2001a; 2001b; 2002a; 2002b, as cited in Watanabe & Swain, 2007).
Accordingly, this research also seeks to examine the interaction patterns of learners
using collaborative dialogue during peer feedback in the L2 writing class.
Learning is a social interaction and the process of learning language is
comprised of levels of development as Vygotsky (1978) suggested “zone of proximal
development” (p. 86) or ZPD, independent performance level and potential
performance level. Accordingly, the teachers are able to assist students in reaching
their full potential through the provision of explicit language knowledge. ZPD can
also be an effective way of teaching. This idea is considered to have influenced the
change in the teaching of writing.
2.2.1 Collaborative Learning
Numerous researchers consider the collaborative approach to teaching
and learning to be vital in the context of language learning, as students in the
university setting must inevitably cooperate and collaborate in their studies (Nunan,
1992; Kohonen, 1992; Gaillet, 1992; McWham et al., 2003; Ulicsak, 2004).
Especially, Nunan (1992) and McWham et al. (2003) put forward numerous reasons
to encourage a collaborative approach to language learning. In tertiary education,
diverse student groups frequently seek to study together, so the collaborative,
learner-driven methods involving peer learning are ideal in the team setting. When
students work collaboratively, they create a final project which is wholly or partially
produced by the group, and will be graded partially or wholly as a group.
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Collaborative projects demand that group members will agree upon their individual
roles and responsibilities. However, the key element of a group project lies in the
idea that the group will produce a collective piece of work which is improved via the
discourse of the learners and their engagement with the materials. ESL classes today
increasingly make use of collaborative writing, and the approach also applies in
professional settings where a team of writers might collaborate to produce a single
piece of writing. The advantage of a collaborative writing exercise lies in the time
and workload reduction and its ability to stimulate additional ideas and perspectives
(Noël & Robert, 2003). Nunan (1992) stated further that students engaging in
collaborative learning enhance their linguistic awareness, developing both
communicative and metacommunicative skills and enabling them to understand how
individual and group needs can be reconciled in terms of content and language and in
terms of social and procedural terms. Students also become more acutely aware of
methods and contents due to the links between them, and this helps them to make
better decisions when engaging in communicative tasks. Learners can study
collaboratively at all stages of the process of writing, from early issue development
and brainstorming, through the research phase, outlining, writing, editing, rewriting,
crucial analysis, and the final proofreading.
In doing peer feedback, the writing teachers have to focus on a
collaborative learning and on how to make students achieve the goal of the writing
activities. Peer feedback advocates a cooperative learning that teaches students how
to work as a team. This allows students to share their strength while also helps each
other strengthen the weaker skills. Another advantage of cooperative learning is that
students become more highly motivated, and can learn many things from their
student peers (Parker, 1985). Bolling (1994) added that there are numerous benefits
to cooperative learning, including greater self-confidence, better communication
skills, improved critical thinking, and the fact that learners play a more active role in
the process of learning.
Peer interaction can be explained as communicative interaction which
takes place between learners. It does not require significant input form a teacher
(Philp et al., 2014), and there is a “collaborative, multiparty, symmetrical
participation structure” (Blum-Kulka & Snow, 2009, p. 3). The approach helps
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participants to feel that they are cooperating to achieve a shared objective. It involves
at least two participants in the activity, and is symmetrical in that the teachers or the
teacher-student relationship take their own authority to offer greater ideas or
knowledge after discussion.
From the Vygotskian point of view, social communication is a shared
activity based on reciprocal co-creation, with participants relying upon each other to
shape each other’s own learning situations (Linell, 2009). For example, the
environmental factors, situational context, and the partner with whom the learner is
working will all affect the ability of the learner to succeed in acquiring the required
social and linguistic skills. This applies whether considering the possibilities or the
limitations in terms of communication skills (Perkins, 2007).
Many research studies have emphasized the advantages of mixedproficiency groupings. Ohta (2000) found that stronger learners help their weaker
peers in meeting the challenging linguistic requirements of the task. However, when
the proficiency gap is too great between strong and weak learners, the weak will
eventually be excluded from any interactions which take place (Kowal & Swain,
1994, as cited in Zarei & Toluei, 2017). This excessive dominance results in a lack of
scaffolding, and prevents collaborative learning from taking place between the high
and low proficiency learners.
However, the mode of communication may help promote scaffolding
even among mixed-proficiency dyads such as using the written records of their
interaction as an anchor for their discussion (Lee, 2008). Furthermore, Leeser (2004)
found that increasing proficiency seems to entail a rise of focus on forms and, in
particular, on grammar. Philp et al., (2014) also noted that “learners may explore
language use with less anxiety of correction and with greater autonomous” (p. 3).
2.2.2 Proficiency in Language Use and Peer Interaction
Earlier research has examined the influence of proficiency levels which
are in agreement with the interactional qualities of meaning-negotiation, emphasizing
forms, interaction patterns, and pedagogy. There are studies which have investigated
the role of students’ proficiency levels on the process of learning, finding that in peer
interaction, the negotiation of meaning encompasses both mixed and matched
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proficiency. It was shown that proficiency levels had little effect on meaning
negotiation, but the negotiation of meaning was seen as equal to the high and low
proficiency levels. It is possible, however, that miscommunication arises when
students of high and low proficiency levels are mixed, and greater care is required to
address this issue (Zarei & Toluei, 2017). Some studies have more recently
suggested that mixed proficiency groups do offer advantages. Lee (2008) suggested
that there were increased instances of scaffolding occurring in mixed groups,
allowing weaker learners to achieve things through peer interaction that they could
not have done for themselves without support. Furthermore, many of the higher
proficiency learners helped those of lower ability to develop the use of newly
acquired language in their written work (Ohta, 2000b). There have been a small
number of studies which have examined the nature of peer interaction among
learners of differing proficiency levels (Storch, 2002; Leeser, 2004). To better
understand these issues, the studies investigated the interaction patterns which arose
among mixed proficiency groups in the context of peer feedback for EFL writing.
2.3 Feedback in Writing
It has long been understood that feedback is necessary for improving
writing skills in a second language, since it is able to support both deep and minimal
learning. Hattie and Timperley (2007) observed that feedback can be described as
“information provided by an agent regarding some aspects of one’s task
performance” (p. 81). Meanwhile, Narciss (2008) provided another definition of
feedback calling it an “all post-response information that is provided to a learner to
inform the lecturer on his or her actual state of learning or performance” (p.127).
According to Sherman (1992), feedback is a response or reaction from another
person to something that supports the improvement of the performance in the future.
Keh (1990) argued that in the process of writing, feedback is a vital stage, and can be
described as the input provided by the readers for the benefit of the writers in order
to encourage improvement through revisions. Harmer (2004) stated that “feedback is
responding to students’ work at various stages of the writing process rather than
assessing or evaluating” (p. 110). adding that feedback responses ought to be
constructive, and not delivered in a negative manner. Ur (1996) described feedback
simply as information provided about the learner’s level of accomplishment in a task,
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delivered with the intent to bring about improved performance in the future.
Accordingly, when feedback is offered in the context of EFL writing, it is usually
perceived as criticism or advice concerning the errors the learner made in the task or
ideas on how to make improvements to the written work. This kind of feedback can
be provided through different sources, including peers, computer programs, teachers,
or eventually by the student writers for him/herself. This study examines peer
feedback serving as a tool to develop the students’ writing abilities.
2.3.1 Peer Feedback
Peer feedback, which has variously also been called peer editing, peer
review, peer response, and peer evaluation, may be described more precisely as “the
use of learners as sources of information and interactants for each other in such a
way that learners assume roles and responsibilities normally taken by a formally
trained teacher, tutor, or editor in commenting and critiquing each other’s drafts in
both written and oral formats in the process of writing” (Liu & Hansen, 2002, p. 1).
Hyland (2003) notes further that peer feedback usually takes the form of
a learning activity in which the learners read and evaluate each other’s written work.
Not only can students exchange, edit, and mark others’ written papers, but they can
also indicate how useful the task is. However, using peer feedback with a group of
students who have limited knowledge is more difficult for them to actually gain
benefits from peers.
In contrast, teacher feedback is considered as an activity in which
teachers make errors correction on students’ paper, write commentary and
explanations, and ultimately give a grade in a writing course. According to Hyland
and Hyland (2006), such feedback techniques are considered the norm when
addressing the written work of learners, and is commonly seen in the L2 classroom.
When a piece of written work undergoes the process of drafting and
redrafting, peer feedback can offer vital support (Zamel 1985; Mittan 1989). It was
shown by Plutsky and Wilson (2004) that students become more effective writers as
a consequence of peer feedback. According to the studies of Leki (1990),
Mangelsdorf (1992), and Mendoca and Johnson (1994) many students approve of the
peer review approach, and find that it enhances their motivation and builds their
confidence in their ability to write. Further support for this viewpoint is provided by
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Nelson and Murphy (1993) who explained that peer response is useful in having
“students providing other students with feedback on their preliminary drafts so that
the student writers may acquire a wider sense of audience and work toward
improving their compositions” (p.135).
Peer feedback takes place when students offer each other advice about
their work in order to achieve the criteria. There are four steps to peer feedback;
evaluation, clarification, suggestion, and alteration. Nevertheless, Liu and Sadler
(2003), claimed that alteration is the most common type of peer comment which is
used in students’ peer marking. This refers to errors that are directly or explicitly
corrected by the peer reviewers. Wakabayashi (2013) revealed that the use of peer
feedback techniques invites learners to carry out a critical analysis of each other’s
texts which assists in their own revision. Maarof et.al., (2011) add that this is an
effective way for learners to develop their knowledge of writing as well as their
ability to review text from a critical perspective. This helps them to become more
aware of the traits of good writing, and will eventually build autonomy in writing
skills.

2.4 Patterns of Interaction on Peer Feedback
In the context of L2 writing peer feedback, a number of studies have
found evidence that interactions carried out in pairs are useful in developing the
skills of students in the field of social interaction. Peer feedback served to improve
their writing, so it is possible to take into consideration of the patterns of interaction
which define the social dynamics at play in the course of peer feedback (Ferris,
2003). In order to examine the dynamics of pair work in collaborative dialogues, the
patterns of interaction proposed by Storch (2002) were used in this study seen in
Figure 2.5
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Figure 2.5: Patterns of Interaction adapted from Storch (2002)

The framework presented by Storch (2002) shows four different
interaction patterns which allow exploration of the different relational stances
adopted by learners during the process of peer discussion, which can be explained in
the section which follows:
1. Collaborative pattern
In the pattern of collaboration, student writers and readers help solve
the problem to reach their mutual goal. Engagement levels were high on both sides,
while equality prevailed in another aspect of the pattern of collaboration. In this
pattern, consensus is sought by the conclusion of the episode. For clarification the
students participating the peer feedback process were required to develop new ideas
and also to take shared control over the task direction, making use of the high degree
of equality which is normally observed in the collaborative pattern.
2. Dominant-dominant pattern
It is common for disagreements to arise in this particular pattern,
where the readers and writers fail to accept each other’s ideas. In this case, each
might prefer their own opinions, and therefore it is not possible to reach any kind of
consensus. Furthermore, the participants’ engagement focuses on the desire to
control the task rather than to engage with each other’s ideas. The pattern shows a
high level of equality but there is little mutuality to be found.
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3. Dominant-passive pattern
In this pattern, one learner controls the task while the other exhibits
minimal control or engagement. The learner who reads the work trusts his/her and
ignores the ideas of the learner who did the writing. In this scenario, it shows that the
reader has little interest or prefers not to allow others to show task engagement. The
learner who produced the writing remains quiet and interacts very little. There is a
very low level of equality in shaping the interaction, and the lack of engagement
leads to a low rating for the level of mutuality.
4. Expert-novice pattern
This pattern sees one learner take the role of expert and assume
responsibility for the task direction. The reader will attempt to persuade the writer to
become engaged in the discussion by making suggestions and providing
explanations. The writer, or novice, will welcome the help offered, but makes limited
contributions to the interaction. The level of equality is low, but the expert displays a
high level of mutuality and works hard to address the problems in the tasks.
It may initially seem that similar patterns exist. In both the
dominant/passive and expert/novice patterns there is a low degree of equality
because one of the participants will manage the task direction. The patterns differ,
however, in their mutuality, since the expert-novice pattern generates greater
engagement with suggestion from the reader than is the case in the dominant-passive
pattern. Storch (2002) identified this key difference, noting that the participant who
manages the task direction serves as the ‘expert’ whose job is to persuade the other
participant, or ‘novice’ to engage with the task.
There are four interaction framework patterns. The features identified
by Storch (2002, as cited in Roberson, 2014) are summarized below in Table 2.3
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Table 2.3 Interaction Pattern Features Identified by Storch (2002), as cited in
Roberson, (2014)
Quadrant

Pattern

Characterization

I

Collaborative

● equality moderate to
high
● mutuality moderate
to high

II

DominantDominant

● equality moderate to
high
● mutuality moderate
to low

III

DominantPassive

● equality moderate to
low
●mutuality moderate
to low

IV

ExpertNovice

● equality moderate to
low
● mutuality moderate
to high

Features found in the
data of Storch (2002)
● repeated and extended
speech
● feedback both positive
and negative
● requesting and
providing information
● minimal requests or
collaboration
● peer suggestions
offered but not accepted
● voices raised
● dominant partner asks
questions to self rather
than accepting peer
questions
● minimal negotiation,
due to minimal
contribution from the
passive participant
● expert helps the novice
to learn
● expert explains rather
than forcing an opinion
upon the novice
● novice receives and
applies explanations
● expert encourages
active novice
participation

This particular research strand offers “a holistic perspective on student
participation in peer response through examining both of what students focus on and
what they comment on peer writing during peer response” (Zhu & Mitchell, 2012:
363-364, as cited in Yu & Lee, 2016).
In this context, the student stance is the role taken by the peer readers
and writers when examining the written work or the feedback activities which
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comment of the work (Nelson & Murphy, 1993; Min, 2005; Zhu & Mitchell, 2012).
Previous work has indicated that L2 learners take a number of stances, including the
prescriptive, interpretive, authoritative, and collaborative stances, when encountering
feedback from their peers (Mangelsdorf & Schumberger, 1992; Lockhart & Ng,
1995). However, earlier studies have focused on the dynamic elements of student
stances, which can be associated with interaction patterns, revisions of text, and the
motives of the students.
However, studies which have examined student motives in the context
of peer feedback have sought to discover why students engage, or otherwise, in peer
activities, and which goals can inspire them to participate in peer feedback. It is
possible to conceptualize student motives from the perspective of activity theory
(Leont’ev, 1978; 1981; Engestrom, 1987; 2001), under which it is believed that
“human activities are driven by motives and are realized in goal-directed actions
performed under specific conditions” (Zhu & Mitchell, 2012, p. 365). Activity theory
focuses on “the interaction of human activity and consciousness (the human mind as
a whole) within its relevant environmental context” (Jonassen & Rohrer, 1999, p.
62), and makes the point that motives are critical if it is necessary to understand
human habits and individual actions (Jin & Zhu, 2010).
Motive can be defined, in the context of activity theory, as the “desire
or need that motivates an individual to take certain actions, for example, hunger,
warmth and literacy” (Leont’ev, 1981, as cited in Jin, 2007, p. 35).
A motive has also been described as a “cultural-psychologicalinstitutional impetus” which links future results to present actions (Lantolf & Thorne,
2006, p. 23). For instance, Storch (2004) examined the motives of L2 learners who
were conducting pair work through the use of peer feedback. Several interaction
patterns observed could be explained through the activity theory. Qualitative
interviews were performed with eight students to shape their interaction patterns to
fit one of the following patterns: collaborative, dominant-dominant, dominantpassive, or expert-novice. Importantly, it is noticed that whether or not students act
during a peer review session depends on student motives. Although the studies
mentioned do offer new information about peer feedback from the perspective of
activity theory, there still needs to be additional research into the way students have
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their motives shaped by sociocultural contexts (Zhu & Mitchell, 2012). Student
stances and motives must be explored as the key factors affecting interaction patterns
in peer feedback activities. For this study, Storch’s (2002) scheme is adopted as
noted earlier.
2.5 Peer Feedback Training
As recommended by several researchers, it is very helpful if learners
can be trained in how best to conduct peer response activities. Training provides
learners with a basic plan which enables them to conduct the activities to derive the
greatest benefit. Stanley (1992) reported that ESL students at the university level
who had received training in peer evaluation were able to offer feedback which was
more constructive and more tactfully presented than was the case for a control group
who had not received guidance. Students who received better feedback would then
be more inclined to use that feedback to make revisions. Many of other studies have
similarly found that training in peer feedback generates better feedback for peers to
improve (Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 1992; Berg, 1999; Paulus, 1999). It has also been
shown that feedback-trained students produce many more comments, and that those
comments are much more specific (Min, 2005) thereby leading to superior revisions,
and a greater number of alterations in the form of meaning-based revisions (Berg,
1999). It is also important that the training helps the reviewers because it better
enables them to look at their own work from the point of view of the reader (Hyland,
2003; Ferris, 2004), so the following section covers the advice given by a number of
researchers (e.g., Tompkins, 1990 as cited in Grabe & Kaplan, 1996; Reid, 1993;
Keh, 1996).
Prior to the commencement of peer feedback sessions, teachers of
writing must emphasize the elements of its implementation through the provision of
training to learners in order that they might provide qualified feedback to their peers.
This study makes use of the four-step procedure proposed by Min (2005) and the
peer feedback training approach recommended by Lam (2010). In addition, lesson
plans were developed with this particular objective in mind, and focused on the twin
linguistic genres of narration and description. Intensive peer feedback training can be
broken down into three main phases which can be covered in the opening three
weeks of any writing course.
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Modeling Stage: Training in peer feedback commences with the
introduction of the writing strategy and the objectives underpinning the use of peer
feedback so that trainees understand the potential benefits in the context of the
writing class. The aims of the peer feedback training are also shared with students, so
they understand that they will be supported through developing the ability to revise
effectively from demonstrating better peer feedback skills. A four-step process was
used, which involved clarifying, identifying, explaining, and giving suggestions, in
addition to the use of checklists for issuing peer feedback, and a coding system to
allow errors to be classified, with examples provided for the learners.
Exploring Stage: In this phase, the learners practiced the stages of the
four-step process and the 5 error types using checklists for peer feedback. In this
way, the students were able to assess the extent to which they understood how to
effectively use the peer feedback materials. Next, they exchanged tasks with their
peers, and provided marking and a discussion of any grammatical errors. Finally,
interviews were conducted with 7 students to learn about their barriers to learning,
and their opinions on the positive and negative aspects of using peer feedback, in
order to assess their understanding of the matter.
Consciousness Raising Stage: At this point, it was necessary for the
learners to create a narrative paragraph of around 150 words, followed by
participation in a peer group feedback session. Each learner took two specific roles in
the discussion. As assessors, the learners issued written feedback to their peers, while
as writers they received such feedback and then responded to the suggestions and
edited their work Accordingly, the feedback was delivered in a natural setting, and in
the case of disagreement arising, explanation and clarification could be sought within
the peer group. In this way, the students were placed in groups of three, using their
grades from Writing 2 to achieve a mixed ability group in each case, to create better
participation and performance. The writing process employed comprised preparation,
drafting, evaluation, interactive-back feedback, reviewing and revising, as set out in
the conceptual framework used from Flower and Hayes (1981), White and Arndt
(1991), and Kim (2005).
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2.6 Measure of Students’ Writing Ability
When teaching a writing class, it is vital that teachers can measure their
students’ writing ability in order that progress can be assessed after peer feedback.
One key role for English teachers is to correct students’ work in order that they can
develop as L2 students. Significantly, the aim of this particular aspect is to reexamine the key concepts of the writing assessment used for the purposes of this
study.
2.6.1 Rubrics in the ESL/EFL Classroom
Many methods employed in the L2 classroom have come directly from
the L1 classroom, especially in the area of written composition. Silva, Leki & Carson
(1997) noted that “second language writing is situated at the intersection of second
language studies and composition studies . . .(and) work that has focused on Ll
writing assessment contributes greatly to our understanding of both the process and
the product of L2 writing assessment” (p. 399). In L2 writing programs, rubrics
started to appear as a means of standardizing the way student writing would be
evaluated, and to serve as a measurement tool for students at specified levels. It is
accepted that using the rubrics help teachers reach the goal they explicitly set as the
criteria for both students and teachers when written work is to be graded (Kroll,
1998).
The definition of a rubric describes it as “a scoring tool for qualitative
rating of authentic or complex student work. It includes criteria for rating important
dimensions of performance, as well as standards of attainment for those criteria”
(Jonsson & Svingby, 2007, p. 131). The rubric is a part of the writing classroom as
exhibited in Table 2.4 below.
Table 2.4 Traditional Writing Assessment
Procedure
Scoring Guidelines
Training of Raters

Purpose
Determine the signs of
writing quality
Forster agreements on
scores for independent
raters

Assumptions
It is possible to define and
measure writing quality
Student writing has one
agreed set of features by
raters
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Procedure

Purpose

Assumptions

Paper Scores

Fixing the writing quality
standard to make
comparisons based on
that level

It is possible to code
student writing and
communicate it through
numbers

Inter-rater Reliability

Measuring the extent of
concurrence between
independent raters

Validity

Determination of
measurements and
agreement on what is
measured

Standardization and
consistency must be
maintained in time and
place
Assessment values are
restricted to distinct
goals and properties of
the instrument itself

In the context of writing analysis, rubrics were first employed in 1912
by Noyes, who wished to achieve standardization in the assessment of students’
written tasks. It is necessary to have clear, concrete measurement standards (Noyes,
1912, as cited in Turley & Gallagher, 2008). Among the scales which have been
used, the Hillegas scale from 1912 has gained the widest acceptance. In 1915, the
Hillegas rubric was altered by Thorndike for the purpose of marking students’
written work through “substituting new specimens for certain original samples and
by including several examples in the steps at or near the middle of the scale”
(Hudelson, 1923, p. 164, as cited in Brooks, 2012).
As explained earlier, the concepts were employed to assess students’
work and the procedure of the selected rubric were revised to suit the context, rater
training, inter-rater reliability, and the validity, so as to guarantee that standardization
can be achieved in the assessment of writing. There is minimal argument in the case
of accepting the writing process, but this is still suspicious in terms of assessment in
case of scoring; therefore, the process of peer feedback should be also monitored to
see students’ improvement in writing step by step. Caudery (1997) argued that it is
necessary to check either the process or the product, while other authors have argued
in favor of checking both at the same time. Accordingly, any changes in the writing
process may be at least as important, or even more important than the final product
itself, so this issue must be addressed.

51

This research study aims to clarify the advantages and disadvantages of
using rubrics in grading and teaching in L2 writing classes. It is imagined that by
achieving this goal, this study will offer insights into the ways by which teachers are
currently assessing the writing of their students, and this may be useful in developing
tools for future use in this area.
Feedback on grammar is responded by students who indicate their
correct understanding of the initial feedback. Ferris and Roberts (2001) explained
that it is possible for feedback to support learners in making improvements in five
categories. These include correcting errors in verb, article, noun ending, word choice,
and sentence structure. These error types were added to peer checklists so that peer
errors could more readily be identified in written work.
In this research, a multiple trait holistic scoring method was employed.
The evaluation required that the score for writing comprise five aspects: content,
vocabulary, mechanics, organization, and language, on the basis of the criteria
proposed by Jacobs et al. (1981, as cited in Haswell, 2005). Each of these aspects
was classified in four levels: ‘Very poor’, ‘Fair to poor’, ‘Good to average’, and
‘Very good to excellent’. These are presented below in Table 2.5
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Table 2.5 Writing Evaluation Criteria Based on Jacobs et al. (1981)
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It can be observed from Table 2.5 that the use of rubrics facilitates
teacher scoring as it becomes easier to record values for each of the various traits.
This enables teachers to assess the extent to which students have made improvements
in the specified areas. This rubric was used for grading student tasks, and the teacher
can measure students’ strengths and weaknesses and bring about development in the
future by properly providing the exemplars, applying the teaching materials, and also
adapting the evaluation criteria in ensuring the quality of students’ compositions.

2.7 Students’ Attitudes towards Incorporating Peer Feedback in L2 Writing
Many studies have investigated student ideas about peer feedback
through quantitative research, and in general have found that the practice is useful,
especially in the writing classroom (Mangelsdorf, 1992; Mendonca & Johnson, 1994;
Jacobs et al., 1998; Rollinson, 2004). Further research has made use of interviews to
gain deeper insights. Discussions about peer feedback have given researchers a better
understanding of the reasons why students believe that peer feedback can be
effective (Mendonca & Johnson, 1994; Carson & Nelson, 1996; Rollinson, 2004).
Since the late 1980s, the ESL and EFL world has made significant use
of peer feedback (Berg, 1999) since it fits well with the idea of process-oriented
instruction where the process is the focus rather than the product. Peer feedback has a
number of alternative names, including peer response, peer review, peer evaluation,
peer editing, and peer critiquing, and involves the collaboration of learners in reading
and commenting on each other’s work in an attempt to improve those pieces of work,
and by extension their own work via the process of mutual scaffolding (Tsi & Ng,
2000; Zhu, 2001; Hu, 2005; Kunwongse, 2013; Nguyen, 2016). This perspective
matches that of Liu and Hansen (2002) who observed that the use of peer feedback
leads to the active engagement of learners in forming groups or pairs in order to
provide critical evaluation of each other’s work, both orally and in written form, and
across a series of multiple drafts. Peer feedback is thus seen to be a vital constructive
tool to enhance the process of teaching and learning, supporting both teachers and
learners to offer information which serves as feedback to subsequently modify the
learning activities undertaken by the participants (Marzano, 2007; Black & William,
1998a, as cited in Rahmat, 2013).
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Peer feedback may be required in the L2 classroom to develop writing,
since it offers students the chance to act both as authors and as reviewers when
offering feedback on the work of their classmates (Hansen & Liu, 2005; Lam, 2010).
Peer feedback is becoming increasingly common, and thus invites more research
attention in studies of L2 writing practices (Min, 2005; Rollinson, 2005; Villamil &
Guerrero, 2006; Hyland & Hyland, 2006; Lundstrom & Baker, 2009; Hu & Lam,
2010; Zhu & Mitchell, 2012; Khalil, 2018). This can be attributed to the fact that
learners find peer feedback useful to support their writing, and the benefits of these
practices can be discussed in the following section;
2.7.1 Improving Students’ Writing Ability
In the delivery of process-based L2 writing courses, peer feedback is
an important means of providing support to learners. Many studies have shown the
importance of peer feedback in improving the writing of ESL and EFL learners
during the learning process. Hyland (2000) observed that students improved their
learning of grammar when given peer feedback. When learners are invited to offer
feedback on the written work of their peers, they gain a better understanding of the
criteria underpinning good writing, thereby enabling them to improve their own work
in the future (Rollinson, 2005). Min (2005) reported that global level skills could also
be enhanced for students who learned to advise their peers on matters such as
organization and content.
Another study by Wong and Ronica (1999) examined the effectiveness
of peer correction strategies, revealing that the approach could lead to a reduction in
the number of writing errors which occurred. It was claimed in the work of
Mendonca and Johnson (1994), Min (2005), Rollinson (2005), Tsi and Ng (2000),
and Wakabayashi (2013) that when peer students read a piece of work, they are able
to offer useful guidance from which the learners can benefit by adjusting their
writing through revisions in line with the comments and guidance offered. Berg
(1999) noted that when peers offering feedback had received training, their
comments resulted in more L2 writing changes based on meaning than would
otherwise be the case. Similarly, those participants in the study of Tsi and Ng (2000)
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reported greater awareness of their own errors as a result of reading other students’
work.
Another experimental research study was carried out by Berg (1999) in
order to learn more about the effects of trained peer feedback on the quality of the
learners’ revisions. It was determined that the effects were positive in the types and
quality of the revisions observed. Harmer (2004) added that when students received
peer feedback training, the number of feedback comments generated was
significantly increased, and the number of peer-triggered revision significantly
increased writing quality when comparing to before peer feedback training. In
addition, the work of Al-Jamal (2009) with EFL students in Jordan showed that those
students who received peer feedback training benefited clearly in terms of writing
skills and the provision of better feedback. To motivate learners to write and revise
their work, the investigation of the effects of peer feedback is needed to determine
how it can be used to develop students’ writing ability.

2.7.2 The Sociocultural View of Peer Interaction
Sociocultural theory holds that learning is a social process mediated by
semiotics, and this can take place on both interpersonal and intrapersonal levels
(Vygotsky, 1978). The mediation concept and the idea of the Zone of Proximal
Development (ZPD) are significant in this context. In particular, human
understanding is controlled by the use of language as a semiotic tool, and when
expert-novice interaction takes place, it is possible to observe learning taking place
within the ZPD. Furthermore, Lantolf (2000) added the explanation that the ZPD can
be considered as the construction of cooperation which leads to learners finding the
opportunity to enhance their current level of ability. There are many studies which
have so far examined how learners help each other within ZPDs (Donato, 1994;
Storch, 2002a; Foster & Ohta, 2005, as cited in Zarei & Toluei, 2017). Such studies
revealed that the collaborative effort elicits knowledge and meaning constructions in
peer-peer dialogues.
Second language requisite researchers have also found that in L2
writing, it becomes possible to understand the social dimensions of peer feedback
through examining pair interactions. This allows the interaction patterns to be
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analyzed to explain the social dynamics of peer response (Ferris, 2003). In addition,
these interaction patterns in the context of peer feedback can be defined as languagerelated episodes and pair dynamics. In episodes related to language, Storch (2002)
noted that patterns of dyadic interaction can be shaped as collaborative, dominantdominant, dominant-passive, and expert-novice, whereas the pair dynamics in
collaborative dialogues are linked to mutuality, or the level of learners’ engagement
with each other’s contributions, and equality, or the degree of control and authority
over the task (Storch, 2002). In addition, Ferris (2003) added that patterns of
interaction are defined as characteristics and outcomes of peer feedback. Taken
together, students must understand their own responsibilities within feedback
activities if they are to engage with peer feedback effectively.
It is undeniable that the students’ stances and motives will determine the interaction
patterns in peer feedback sessions. Patterns of interaction are to identify the kinds of
students’ characteristics during peer feedback discussion. The results of the
interaction patterns are based on the characteristics of the learners, which in turn
depend upon their motives and stances during the peer feedback sessions. Students’
stances are steps of the students’ roles and methods such as the words, the sentences,
or the questions students use during peer interaction. That is to say, students’ stances
are the ways of interaction in which peer readers and the writer use as written tasks
are under discussion and as a means of negotiation during the peer feedback sessions
(Allwright, 2003).
It can be seen that interaction patterns are important for pedagogical
reasons, since they are affecting pair dynamics and hence learning. While a number
of studies have examined the positive effects of peer feedback, it is still necessary to
examine the influence of social interaction effects during peer feedback as well as the
outcomes of revisions. This will require further research on peer feedback patterns in
the context of ESL and EFL writing (Salih, 2013). This study plans to examine the
writing development of learners through determining how interaction patterns are
affected by peer feedback, and to better understand the participation of L2 writers
through explaining their social interactions during the course of peer feedback
activities. Most importantly, the results of this study will help researchers and writing
teachers develop peer feedback activities more efficiently, especially those related to
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the students’ roles as assessors and assessees. It will also help students achieve the
patterns of interaction during the peer group activities.
2.7.3 Increasing Students’ Affective Strategy and Critical thinking
Abilities
Peer feedback encourages students to adopt more participatory roles in
their learning process. This results in a student-centered approach, an ideal
educational goal that emphasizes the roles of the learners rather than the roles of the
teachers. Numerous studies have assessed the attitudes of students towards peer
feedback, finding that among the outcomes are the ideas that students gain greater
self-confidence and become more active and independent in their learning (Tsi & Ng,
2000). Moreover, Wakabayashi (2013) added that when a process of peer feedback is
implemented, the students will perform critical evaluations of the written work of
their peers, and will in doing so support the process of revision. Hyland (2000) stated
further that the use of peer feedback is essential in motivating learners to engage in
autonomous learning practices. Besides, Rollinson (2005) pointed out that peer
feedback helps reduce writing teachers’ burden in checking students’ written works,
and it increases linguistic awareness and encourages students to become critical
readers from studying by themselves as Teo (2006) claimed.
Students develop their enhanced skills in critical thinking as well as
more effective writing abilities as a result of their practice in offering constructive
criticism, which demands that the student offering peer feedback must apply their
knowledge carefully and with consideration, thus improving their levels of
metacognitive awareness (Wong & Storey, 2006, as cited in Chen & Lin, 2008). Peer
feedback boosts self-awareness, in particular in the context of recognizing the
differences between the assessor and assessee. Critical reading and writing skills can
be developed as a result, while self-reflection and self-expression are also increased.
Decision making is enhanced along with the realization of co-ownership, while the
final objective is to achieve reflective thinking (Ferris, 2003; Storch, 2004). Students
are motivated by peer feedback to improve their revisions and their ability to selfedit. From the findings, it is also apparent that students will considerably improve
their skills in critical thinking.
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It was argued by Hirose (2008) that dynamic interactions arising
among peers when feedback is given can encompass a number of functions,
including the asking of questions, the provision of additional information, and the
offering of suggestions. These functions combine to support students in their
cooperative work, enabling them to benefit from each other’s wisdom in enhancing
their own skills in writing and communication in English. Using peer groups to
promote collaboration can lead to students with developing a more positive attitude
towards writing (Chaudron 1984, as cited in Rollinson, 2005). Most importantly,
negotiating during the peer feedback activity increases social skills.
In conclusion, peer feedback is strongly promoted as independent
learning strategy which fosters problem-solving capacities to let students become
more proficient learners. The benefits of peer feedback may cover many areas, such
as enhancing writing ability, affective strategy, reinforcing critical thinking abilities,
expanding communicative and social skills, and encouraging participation in the
teaching-learning process actively. One critical benefit from the use of peer feedback
is the idea that “effective peer response is a key element in helping novice writers to
understand how readers see their work” (Hyland & Hyland, 2006, p. 84). The
examples given show some of the benefits of using peer feedback and can explain
why it has become such a valuable tool and why it has such great potential in the L2
classroom. In order to gain deeper insights into peer feedback, this study will
examine the attitudes of students towards peer feedback in the context of learning to
write more effectively.

2.7.4 Related Studies
A number of authors have drawn attention to the advantages of using
peer feedback to develop the writing skills of learners, including Tsi & Ng (2000),
Min, (2005), Kamimura (2006), Al-Jamal (2009), Cote (2013), Shokrpour,
Keshavarz and Jafari (2013), and Khalil (2018) as follow:
The work of Tsi and Ng (2000) examined the attitudes of students
towards peer feedback in the context of the influence upon revision. The study also
considered that long-term benefits which might arise from peer feedback in terms of
the overall development of the learners’ ability to write effectively. Their study
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involved semi-structured interviews and questionnaires, leading to the conclusion
that there were four benefits arising from peer feedback; the development of an
understanding of the audience, enhanced awareness of the learners’ own strong and
weak points, the fostering of collaboration in learning, and the development of
ownership with regard to the text. It was argued that by achieving these functions,
peer feedback would have a longer lasting effect on the development of the writers
beyond the feedback sessions, although the authors did note that further studies will
be necessary to verify such speculation.
Min (2005) claimed that the provision of peer feedback helped learners
to develop their skills notably in matters such as organization and content. This
higher order improvement, with the focus on the global, rather than surface level of
writing, is one key characteristic of good writers (Raimes, 1985). Moreover, the
work of Wong and Ronica (1999) which examined the overall effectiveness of peer
feedback reported a decline in writing errors when using the approach. Hyland
(2000) studied L2 learners and reported benefits from peer feedback related to
grammar. The provision of comments and the opportunity to revise written work
helped students to develop evaluation skills along with the characteristics of critical
readers. These students are then better able to assess their own future work, and have
the ability to make successful and effective revisions of their own work to eliminate
errors and enhance quality (Rollinson, 2005).
Kamimura (2006) carried out research in Japanese EFL writing classes
into the effectiveness of peer feedback. The study included 24 students equally
divided into high and low proficiency participants. These students discussed
feedback with their peer groups after receiving training in peer feedback. The two
groups were compared before and after the study, considering original drafts, peer
comments, and the revisions based on comments. The findings demonstrated that
there was a positive effect from peer feedback in both groups on the students’ writing
performance when essay quality was evaluated. Meanwhile, Al-Jamal (2009)
performed a study in Jordan which examined the influence of peer response upon the
written work of EFL learners. The study involved 55 ninth grade learners who were
separated by gender into two groups (28 males & 27 females). Both groups were
trained for six weeks with one scheduled hour per week to write descriptive,
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narrative, and comparison essays and practice peer feedback process. To gather data,
the study used a writing test, a peer response assessment, pre-training and posttraining questionnaires, and an observation. The results showed that both groups
were able to benefit from training, and the peer feedback approaches affect the
students such that where their perceptions are positive, their writing also improves.
Cote (2013) examined the attitudes of students towards peer review
practices using an anonymous system for the EFL classroom. He noted that “if a
relationship was found between a positive attitude and a successful review, this is
defined as offering more suggestions and corrections to a peer than a neutral or
negative participant, or similarly, if it was discovered that there is a relationship
between negative attitude and failure to participate in the peer review task
successfully”.
The effects of using a system of peer review were examined by
Shokrpour, Keshavarz and Jafari (2013) in Iran when trying to develop the writing
skills of intermediate level learners. The study involved 50 female learners in the 1724 age bracket. The students were separated into an experimental group and a control
group on a random basis. Pre- and post-tests were used to assess language
proficiency and writing skills, while other data were gathered using a background
questionnaire, peer response sheet, topic list sheet, and an explanation of the writing
criteria and the guidelines. The findings indicated that in the experimental group, the
writing performance increased more than in the control group, suggesting that peer
review could boost motivation and help students to receive better feedback.
Khalil (2018) performed a research study entitled ‘The efficacy of
peer feedback in Turkish EFL students’ writing performance at a Pre-Intermediate
Level’. The findings indicated that writing performance was improved by peer
feedback due to the positive attitudes the learners developed towards the
implementation of peer feedback strategies. Studies have shown that the act of giving
peer feedback serves as a practical learning experience in itself because it allows
students to roleplay the responsibilities of both reviewers and authors as they
generate appropriate feedback, thus developing their level of writing ability (Hansen
& Liu, 2005; Lam, 2010). In writing, especially, peer feedback is beneficial due to its
timeliness and the depth of information is provided because these are vital elements
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of any strategy to stimulate active engagement in the scaffolding and construction of
students’ writing abilities (Reynolds, 2009; Lu & Law, 2012). Those who have
studied L2 writing (e.g., Hu, 2005; Lam, 2010; Min, 2016) argue that peer feedback
offers significant potential to enhance learning. It has been observed that peer
feedback gives learners a range of constructive feedback from different sources,
while process itself can also raise levels of awareness in learners, as well as building
self-confidence, improving critical thinking skills, boosting motivation, and
developing the social skills of the learners (Hirose, 2008; Farrah, 2012; Orsmond et
al., 2013). In addition, the learners will also enhance their autonomous learning
capabilities (Brusa & Harutyunyan, 2019).
While broadly perceived to be beneficial, the use of peer feedback has
been criticized in some studies. Rollinson (2005) explained that when learners are
not accustomed to the rather complex process, a lot of time can be wasted. Another
shortcoming is that, students’ receiving feedback can develop feelings of frustration,
and thus reject the idea of carrying out peer feedback. Both of these reported issues
can be linked to failing in the process of training in peer feedback (Min, 2005), a lack
of time (Leki, 1991) and the fact that students’ giving feedback lacks credibility and
qualifications (Patumrat, 2003). It is therefore essential that if peer feedback is to be
used, the students are trained thoroughly in doing so, to ensure that they can give and
receive effective feedback on their written work. Furthermore, L2 learning theories
make frequent use of peer feedback concepts, especially with the introduction of
communicative methodologies in language teaching and a shift away from teachercentered instruction in favor of student-centered methods. However, when the
positives and negatives of peer feedback are taken into account, numerous studies
have claimed that the advantages are greater than the drawbacks, (Hu, 2005; Lam,
2010; Van Zundert et al., 2010). Consequently, it cannot be argued that peer
feedback is highly beneficial in developing the writing of ESL and EFL learners,
even while acknowledging that there are some obstacles. If peer feedback is to
produce the benefits; however, teachers must initially train learners in how to deliver
and respond to peer feedback so that they can use its full potential.
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2.8 Chapter Conclusion
Chapter Two presents a review of the literature related to the subject of
peer feedback and the associated variables. It covers the related theoretical
background, the nature of writing, the role of theories of interaction, and feedback in
the context of writing. Interaction patterns of peer feedback were also discussed,
along with the training of peer feedback, the approaches to measuring students’
writing skills, and the attitudes of students towards the use of peer feedback. A
conclusion is also provided.
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CHAPTER III
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This chapter is divided into three main parts. The first part describes the
context of the study, the research design, the research questions and the population and
subjects. The second part is more substantial and examines the theoretical bases upon
which the methodological framework was built. Finally, the last part explains how the
collected data are processed and analyzed, which tools are used in the analysis process,
and how the data are presented.
3.1 Context of the Study
This study was conducted at Yala Rajabhat University, where 21 third-year
students majoring in English volunteered and were asked to participate in a writing
course. All of participants are Muslim, graduating from private religious schools.
Importantly, they speak Pattani – Malay, a dialect that Thai-Muslims speak as their
mother tongue in the three southernmost border provinces of Thailand. It should also be
noted that the Thai Ministry of Education requires all of the public schools and
universities to use the central Thai as the main medium of instruction.
In the current study, the mandatory course, ‘2105365 Intermediate Writing’
was used as the subject. The course description is ‘Pre-Intermediate writing is a
prerequisite course. Studying paragraph writing, comparison, cause and effect,
narrative, descriptive and argumentative writing’, and the course is worth two credits.
The objectives of this course are to focus on students’ organization of a paragraph
writing indifferent genres through the writing and peer feedback processes. In the study,
the two genres, descriptive and narrative paragraph writings, were used to elicit the data
to be analyzed.
This course is part of the Liberal Arts program, and the volunteers were
Liberal Arts and Education students in the faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences.
The volunteers studied “2105365 Intermediate Writing”, so they should have enough
basic English knowledge to conduct peer group discussion. Importantly, due to time

64

limitation of doing peer feedback, two genres were considered sufficient for students at
this level to develop students’ writing ability to let them learn about the tactics of
conducting peer feedback, and to investigate the results of the use of peer feedback.
The class met once a week for 11 weeks. Each class lasted three hours, 33
hours in total. There was no grade in studying; however, to activate students’ learning
motivation, the participants were offered scholarships for joining the peer-involved
activity in a writing course.
3.2 Research Design
The study aims to explore the effects of peer feedback on students’ writing
ability in a Thai academic writing in English class context at Yala Rajabhat University.
The study adopts the mixed method for the classroom research, combining many
research strategies that allows for the ability to draw better conclusions.
The researcher adopted the embedded experimental model of mixed
methods research which a qualitative method was embedded in a quantitative
experiment to advocate the experimental design (Creswell, 2011), and data were
gathered quantitatively using a writing test and questionnaires. The written selfreflection, the video stimulated recall interview as well as the students’ written tasks
provided qualitative data to investigate students’ writing abilities, patterns of interaction
through peer feedback discussion, and their attitudes towards incorporating peer
feedback in a writing class. The research questions of the study are restated below:
1. What are the effects of peer feedback on students’ writing ability?
2. What are students’ patterns of interaction on peer feedback in English writing?
3. What are students’ attitudes towards peer feedback training?
In conducting the peer group discussion, the study was divided into three
periods during the experiment. The present study used a mixed-method research, an
embedded experimental design, and the quantitative data was employed through the preposttest of writing and the 5 Likerts-Scale questionnaire including the 36 items whereas
self-written reflections and the 6 open-ended questions in the peer feedback
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questionnaires were qualitatively adopted with receiving a more comprehensive
understanding via examining the role of a qualitative strand in a mixed-method research
(Creswell, 2011) in order to answer the first and third research questions. Before
intervention, the data were gathered through a writing pre-test to measure students’
writing ability. During the intervention, peer feedback was adopted in the teaching and
learning process to investigate their patterns of interaction. Qualitative data were elicited
from the video recordings of peer feedback session as well as the written reflections. The
subsequent overall written self-reflections were gathered to explore more insights.
After the intervention, a writing post-test was employed to measure
students’ writing, and a video stimulated recall interview was adopted to examine the
patterns of interaction on peer feedback. Then, the questionnaire on peer feedback was
distributed to the students to explore the benefits and drawbacks after the peer training.
The embedded experimental model of this study is demonstrated in Figure 3.1

Figure 3.1: Embedded Design: Embedded Experimental Model

3.3 Population and Subjects
In the present study, the 21 volunteers were third-year students, majoring
in English who are enrolled in academic year 2017 at Yala Rajabhat University,
Thailand, the volunteers with a good grade were selected to participate in the peer
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feedback activity in the writing course. The researcher divided students into 3 gradegroups (A, B+, B and C+, C). Importantly, all of them had already completed three
Basic English courses (English structure I, English structure II, and Writing I). The
findings of the data analysis on students’ background are presented in Table 3.1 below.
Table 3.1 Students’ Background Information
Description

Number of Students

Gender
● Male
● Female
Grade Groups
A
B+, B
C+, C
The experience in
conducting peer feedback
Yes
No
Total

Percentage

3
18

14.3
85.7

3
4
14

14.3
19.0
66.7

21
21

100
100.0

Table 3.1 reveals that most of the subjects were females (85.7 %), and the
other 14.3% were males. Group A comprised of 3 students (14.3%), Group B+, B had 4
students (19.0%), and there were 14 students in Group C+, C (66.7%). In the English
writing class, they all had no experience in doing peer feedback (100%), and the results
of interview from 8 students in the field of Liberal Art and Education confirmed that all
they do not have any experiences about utilizing peer feedback in a writing class.
3.4 Access and Ethics
According to McKay (2006), to engage with learners and teachers in a
particular school, ‘you should make initial contact with key administrators as soon as
possible in order to get permission to work there’ (p. 27). Moreover, Creswell (2014)
noted that ethical issues are to be adopted when a research is associated about human
subjects. To gain access to the classrooms and collect the data, the researcher asked for
the permission from the Rector at the university where the researcher is employed. After
obtaining the permission, the researcher taught the subject students by herself. The
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students were provided adequate information about the research project in general, and
they have been given a document to sign. The participants in this research accepted all
the conditions and signed the documents. They were informed of the researchers’ aims
and academic interests in relation to the data collection procedure, its duration, its
confidentiality, and their rights to withdraw whenever they needed. If students could not
come to class, they were requested to do peer feedback activity outside the class submit
their written tasks with the peer feedback checklists and the pictures to the teacher in the
following week. (Appendix B)
Creating a secure and collaborative learning is necessary for students in
class. Students were willingly present in class in an attempt to develop their writing
through a new writing activity in the ways of providing and receiving feedback by peers.
3.5 Peer Feedback Model
Peer assessment is a recursive learning method which is so beneficial for
writing students. Although there are still some limitations on peer assessment in regards
to validity and reliability of peers’ checking, it is considered as a useful learning method
which writing teacher should intensively adopt. Doing peer feedback is needed in peer
training in order to create students’ understandings of the peer strategy, and likewise the
writing teacher should adopt the writing process to teach the students step by step,
starting from planning, drafting, evaluating, interactive back-feedback, reviewing, and
revising. Peer assessment is an iterative method for both the assessors and the assessees.
In this study, the researcher sees the importance of the stages of revising and an
interactive back-feedback as the main components in peer assessment model. This will
strongly be a reflection between the assessors and the assessees to clarify the written
tasks and develop their writing abilities. Many models lack the stages of interactive
back-feedback and revising as the key components (Kim, 2005). Consequently, these are
critical components in evaluating peers’ tasks as a learning method, and they aim at
improving students’ reflections towards their written tasks.
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Figure 3.2 Peer Feedback Model
3.6 Research Instruments
Many scholars in education research focus on triangulation as a crucial
step towards examining the results of a study (Cohen et al., 2000; 2007, Clough and
Nutbrown, 2007; Weir, 2005 and Gillham 2000, as cited in Grami, 2010). In the present
study, methodological triangulation will be ensured by having a variety of different
quantitative and qualitative data collection approaches. To illustrate, triangulation
minimizes the weak points of adopting single-method research, and the findings from
different methods reciprocally advocate each other. In this study, the methodological
triangulation was adopted for quantitative in the pre and post-tests of writing and the
questionnaire of peer feedback with 36 statements and, and qualitative in written
reflection, the six open-ended questions in the peer feedback questionnaire, and the
semi-structured interview on their patterns of interaction of peer feedback via a video
stimulated recall interview.
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3.6.1 Pre-posttest of writing
Pre and post-tests of writing are employed to measure students’
knowledge received from taking part in a peer training. The pre-test is the questions
provided to participants before peer feedback training to indicate their prior knowledge
level of the course content. After completing the course, all participants were provided a
post-test with the same set of questions, or a set of questions of comparable difficulty,
and comparing participants’ post-test scores to their pre-test scores enables instructors to
see whether the training is effective in raising participant knowledge of the training
content. This research tracks a tradition of studies that adopted the pre-post-tests
technique including, Ellis et al., (2008), Al-Hazmi and Scholfield (2007), Min (2006)
and many others, to compare students’ writing improvement with a period of time,
usually in an experiment, or different treatment groups. The topic given in the pre-test of
writing is “An Interesting Day Last Summer” as the narrative writing of 180-200 words.
Student were asked to spend time on the writing test for 1.30 hours, and they all were
permitted to use the dictionary in the examination. The post-test was conducted in a
similar way as the pre-test with the same criteria to investigate students’ writing
abilities. (Appendix C)
In the study, the narration was adopted as the pre-post-test to examine
students’ English writing ability. Five major component, language use, mechanics,
organization, vocabulary and content based on Jacobs et al.’s (1981) scoring profile was
used for evaluating. Each of the writing component was divided into four rating levels of
“Very poor, Fair to poor, Good to average, and Very good to excellent”.
● Scoring of the writing test
In order to ensure inter-rater scoring reliability of writing quality, error
rates found in pre-and post-tests of writing, two raters scored the students’ writing
quality and to calculate error rates found in the pre-and post-tests. The first rater is the
researcher, and the second is the teacher of English who was trained how to correct the
written tasks and to give the scores using rubrics. To assure the inter-rater reliability, the
scores of writing quality and the number of errors provided by the two raters were
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compared and analyzed by using the Spearman’ Rho correlation coefficient in the SPSS.
The analysis of the writing test illustrates correlations among two raters’ grading the
students pre-and post-test writing scores.
Inter-rater reliability is determined by the following steps:
1) Finding the correlation of the two sets of scores: The writing scores by the two
raters were compared statistically using Spearman’ Rho correlation. The
correlation in this study should be high (rxy ≥ 0.7).
2) Testing whether or not the two sets of scores are different: The writing test
scores by the two raters are tested using dependent samples t-test. The scores
should not be significantly different (P > 0.05). (Appendix D)
● Spearman’ Rho’ correlation coefficient was calculated at 0.85 and 0.87 respectively.
3.6.2 Written-Reflection
To provide insights into incorporating peer feedback in students’ writing
ability, written-reflections were importantly used to elicit what they have studied in
doing peer discussion. Written-Reflection has been more increasingly used as a critical
expression with its necessities in teachers’ professional development as the imperative
element on reflective teaching in language teaching as Mann & Walsh, (2017) noted,
and this notion was adopted by the students who act as student teachers in offering
feedback to peers and for the researcher to develop the teaching performance in the
study, the written reflection worksheets were gave out to students to express their ideas
on peer feedback use. There were three main sections, including nine questions on it.
Section I was adopted to investigate students’ understandings about the approach of
writing process; students had to write six stages of peer feedback in details. Section II
was used to explore students’ pros and cons of conducting peer feedback, and section III
regarded students’ additional suggestions in incorporating peer feedback in a class of
writing, and writing written reflection took 20-30 minutes, students were asked to reflect
their thoughts by the use of Thai language.
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Students’ written self-reflection serves as both a pedagogical tool and a
research tool. Self-reflection is a method that the researcher adopts for students to make
sense of what they are learning. Likewise, Suskie, (2009) noted that reflection can
enhance deep, lasting learning, and it can also be adopted to assess in the course in an
attempt to help students learn what the researcher intended. In the study, self-reflection
was adopted as a research tool to measure students’ understandings on peer feedback.
Students could reflect on what they have learned. This could reveal their thoughts of
what they reflected after doing peer feedback. Students were requested to reflect on the
benefits, and the development or the difficulty of each stage in conducting peer feedback
activity. To gain more insights from learners, in the study, thematic content analysis was
adopted to analyze students’ use of peer response. The guidelines of written selfreflection are shown in Table 3.2
Table: 3.2 Written-reflection guidelines and six stages of peer feedback process
Stages

Reflection Guidelines

1. Preparation

● Generating ideas
● Focusing
● Structuring

2. Drafting

● Conveying their thoughts into draft

3.Evaluating

● Conducting peer group activity
(Students as assessors’ roles)

4. Interactive back feedback

● Conducting peer group activity
(Students as assessees’ roles)

5. Reviewing

● Emphasize on self-assessment
(Compare the original tasks &
assessment tasks)

6.Revising

● Critical thinking and editing drafts
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Content Validity and Reliability
Students’ written reflection towards their understanding of using the six
steps of the writing process was developed by the researcher to explore their reflections
on doing peer feedback. It consists of 11 items, and the content validity was at 0.70
(Appendix E), and the reliability was calculated at 0.85. (Appendix F)
● The questions for students’ written-reflections are:
1. Explain the stages of preparation in details
2. Explain the stages of drafting in details
3. Explain the stages of evaluating in details
4. Explain the stages of interactive back-feedback in details
5. Explain the stages of reviewing in details
6. Explain the stages of revising in details
7. What are the benefits of peer feedback that you obtain in a writing class?
8. What are the drawbacks of peer feedback during conducting peer feedback?
9. Add more recommendations that you view is imperative or unnecessary in doing
peer feedback in a writing class
In analyzing the data of students’ written-reflections on peer feedback,
the second coder and the researcher read students’ responses in their written-reflection
worksheets and then created the concepts by using the keywords and phrases. In the
process of conducting back-translation, after students answered all written-reflections on
peer feedback questions, the researcher read and checked their words with an attempt to
understand of what they want to communicate. Afterwards, the researcher translated and
wrote Thai original texts of the students of each question, and their written texts were
translated as English and finally were back-translated as formal Thai language as Roy’ s
(2009) study which stated that back- translation was the method which “used to identify
language conversion errors by translating back from the target language to the source
language to see how forward translation will be read by the target audience.” (p. 99).
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To ensure the reliability and the accuracy the second coder, Asst. Prof.
Khoreeyoh Jahdo, a Muslim English teacher with her teaching experiences about many
years at Yala Rajabhat University was requested to read students’ Thai original written
texts, English translated-texts as well as the back-translated texts to examine the
correctness of their language use. In the study, 20 percentage of the students in doing
their written-reflection worksheets were shown as the sample in analysis of doing backtranslation. (Appendix L)
3.6.3 A Video Stimulated Recall Interview
A video stimulated recall interview was employed to answer the second
research objective. The researcher adopted three research instruments; 1) video
recordings 2) semi-structure interview 3) written drafts in collecting data, and these were
used at the end of the peer feedback session in an attempt to investigate students’
patterns of interaction during doing peer discussion. To elaborate, the participants and
the researcher watched the video of the peer feedback recordings. Moreover, to explore
students’ perceptions towards using peer feedback, six students from two groups were
requested to interview about the practices and usefulness of peer feedback, and the
researcher recorded an interview and transcribed them. Afterwards, the interview script
was identified to explore the students’ writing strategies in answering to peers’ drafts
along with their attitudes that they obtained in peer feedback use.
To be effective for the stimulated recall interviews, the researcher read
students’ transcripts and jot down important segments to further understand how
students shared control over their direction of peers’ tasks, and how they are engaged in
each other’s suggestions about revisions from Storch’ s scheme. To illustrate, the second
coder and the researcher identified their patterns of interaction. The coded transcripts for
LREs were analyzed for frequency and interactive aspects by means of gathering the
characteristics of each episode grounded on Storch’s classification. To identify this, the
stimulated recall interview transcripts were employed to gain insight into how students
engaged in the duration of doing peer feedback.
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Reliability
The second coder completed the training session with the researcher. In so
doing, the researcher explained about Storch’s classifications, and determined mutuality
and equality, later discussed students’ patterns of interaction, reviewed the coding
scheme and then coded three example transcripts not adopted for this study. After the
second coder finished with the three transcripts, both the second coder and the
researcher reviewed the codes episode by episode. However, although we both assigned
the same pattern of interaction for each of the three transcripts, some individual episodes
were coded differently. In coding peer transcripts employed for this study, the transcript
codes had to match, and the identified pattern of interaction for the transcript was at least
seventy-five percent of the episodes; it is not essential for each episode code to match,
and double coding was done by the second rater. The differences were resolved by
discussion in order to meet the agreement on the single episode. For the aims of the
training, reviewing the episodes where mismatched codes were offered was a chance to
elicit our understanding of how the scheme ought to use to the data. The transcription
symbols which were employed in exploring students’ patterns of interaction were
exhibited in Table 3.3 below.
Table 3.3 The following transcription symbols were adapted from Storch’s (2002)
scheme in the study
Symbols

Meanings

()

Nonverbal sounds such as (smile, satisfied, laugh)

Italics

Word/s pronounced with stress on them

…

Short pause around 0.5 and 3 seconds

[5]

Longer pause; the 5 in the square brackets indicates the
length of the pause in seconds

[

Beginning of simultaneous/overlapping talk, end of
overlapping talk is indicated by]
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Symbols

Meanings

!

An exclamation mark denotes a sharp rise at the end of a
word or phrase

?

A question mark denotes rising intonation at the end of a
word or phrase

S-O

The speaker is spelling out

(( ))

Comments / suggestions made by the teacher to describe
other phenomena, e.g., ((writing))

3.6.4 A Semi- Structured Interview on Students’ Patterns of Interaction
The qualitative data attempted to provide more insights into students’
clarifying ambiguities. Furthermore, the information from the qualitative analysis was
adopted to advocate the quantitative findings for answering the research questions. The
data analysis from the interviews were reported in the pattern of quotes to reinforce and
illuminate the findings. In the current study, the video stimulated recall interview was
adopted to better understand students’ patterns of interaction and elicit their intended
roles in the duration of conducting peer discussion. Although students had different
attitudes to their partners, all of them had positive perceptions and good attitudes
towards utilizing peer feedback. In conducting peer feedback, it was contributed to
students’ motive and stance for the peer-engaged activity. Furthermore, it indicated an
important role related to students’ motives actions in reviewing their written tasks.
The researcher adopted stimulated recall transcripts to better understand
how students performed via the process of peer feedback. The researcher also applied
the following guiding questions to investigate patterns of interaction on peer feedback
from Roberson (2014), Yu and Lee (2014). 6 Students were interviewed about patterns
of interaction by using Thai language.
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3.6.4.1 The interview questions of students’ patterns on peer feedback
are as follows:
1. What kind of comments do you receive most from your friend in a group
activity?
2. What kind of comments do you get most in each genre?
3. What kind of comments do you hope to get from your friends, but you do not
while conducting the peer group activity?
4. What kind of comments do you hope to get from your friends, but you do not
after finishing a writing course?
5. How do you feel about voice and language use that students use while
conducting peer group activity? Give examples
6. What are the factors which motivate students to participate in peer group
activity?
7. What are the factors which influence assessors in giving peer feedback?
8. What are the attitudes towards incorporating peer feedback in a writing class?
In analyzing students’ patterns of interaction on peer feedback, in peers’
dialogues, two students with good command of Pattani-Malay language were asked to
explain about dialect language to the researcher. In so doing, students’ transcripts were
translated and coded by the second coder and the researcher, then the second coder is
Asst.Prof. Khoreeyoh Jahdo, a Muslim English teacher who can speak Pattani-Malay
language at Yala Rajabhat University. She examined all of peers’ dialogues, especially
in students’ dialect use to identify their intended roles based on Storch’ 2002
transcription codes.
Content Validity
The interview questions of patterns of interaction was developed to
investigate students’ roles when participating in peer feedback discussion. It consisted of
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eight items, and the content validity was at 0.89 (Appendix G), and the inter-rater
reliability was tabulated at 0.94 by the Spearman’ Rho correlation coefficient. (Appendix
H)
As noted earlier, three major research instruments were submitted to Prof.
Dr. Ngamthip Wimolkasem, Asst. Prof. Dr. Kulaporn Hiranburana, Dr. Sasithorn
Soonklang, three English language teaching experts who held a doctoral degree with
many years of English teaching experiences to judge the question guidelines for its
congruence between the objectives for content validity. The rated statements are
calculated for the index of Item-Objective-Congruence (IOC) as suggested by Rovinelli
and Hamnbleton, (1977). The comments from the experts were considered for the
development of the written-reflection question guidelines employed; 1) Writtenreflection towards incorporating peer feedback 2) A video stimulate recall interview on
students’ patterns of interaction on peer feedback and 3) the 5 Likert-Scale
questionnaires of peer feedback.
3.6.5 The Questionnaire of Peer Feedback
The questionnaires are a useful and popular data collection method in
educational research as Gillham (2000) and Cohen et al., (2000) stated. There are several
factors which can lead to a researcher selecting questionnaires to collect data, such as
being more reliable as they are anonymous, encouraging greater honesty from
respondents, saving the researcher’s and participants’ time and effort. Cohen et al.,
(2000). Besides, McDonough and McDonough, (1997), and Mertens (1998) noted that
questionnaires allow for the collection of quasi-experimental or experimental design. In
the research, the purposes of the questionnaire are to explore students’ attitudes towards
utilizing peer feedback in a writing class.
Students were also requested to complete the questionnaire which aims to
measure their attitudes toward the peer correction technique at the end of the peer
feedback sessions. In this study, there is only one group and all of them are in the
experimental condition. The reason the researcher run a pretest-posttest experiment is to
see if the manipulation, peer correction, has caused a change in participants’ ability in
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identifying their mistakes as a crucial element of self-development. To measure
students’ attitudes towards the usefulness and practices on peer feedback, the 5 pointLikert scale options (strongly agree, agree, neither agree nor disagree, disagree, and
strongly disagree) were adapted from many previous research on peer feedback
questionnaires (Phuwichit, 2016; Patumrat, 2003). There are two sections on the
questionnaire. First, the researcher divides the questions into four aspects such as the
writing process, affective domains, critical thinking skill and socio-cultural strategy, 40
questions in total. Two open-ended questions are used as the second part. (Appendix I)
In the questionnaire, students were requested to answer each statement
using the 5-point Likert scale by ticking the most suitable answer among “strongly
agree”, “agree”, “neither agree nor disagree”, “disagree” and “strongly disagree”. The
scoring will be from 5, 4, 3, 2, 1 where the statements marked “strongly agree” is given
a weight of 5 while the statements marked “strongly disagree” is given a weight of 1.
The interpretation of the measurement of the attitudes towards peer feedback will be:
5 means the level of positive attitudes towards the use of peer feedback is “very high”.
4 means the level of positive attitudes towards the use of peer feedback is “high”.
3 means the level of positive attitudes towards the use of peer feedback is “moderate”.
2 means the level of positive attitudes towards the use of peer feedback is “low”.
1 means the level of positive attitudes towards the use of peer feedback is “very low”.
The questionnaire will be:
0.00-1.50 means the level of positive attitudes towards peer feedback is “very low”.
1.51-2.50 means the level of positive attitudes towards peer feedback is “low”.
2.51-3.50 means the level of positive attitudes towards peer feedback is “moderate”.
3.51-4.50 means the level of positive attitudes towards peer feedback is “high”.
4.51-5.00 means the level of positive attitudes towards peer feedback is “very high”.
The ratings are:
The statement clearly taps objective

(Yes)

Unsure or unclear

(No)

= 1
=

-1
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The statement does not tap the objective

(Questionable)

= 0

The result from the index calculation ranges from -1 to +1 which are:
-1 means complete agreement by all experts that the item is measuring all
the wrong objectives of the test
+1 means complete agreement by all experts that the item is only measuring
the correct objectives
The formula which was adopted to calculate the IOC is as follows:
IOC = ∑ R
N
∑ R = Total scores from three experts judging items
N = Number of experts
The comments from the experts were taken into consideration for the
development of the rubric to be used in the study, and the acceptable value of IOC is 0.5.
Content Validity
Part I covered 36 items developed by the researcher to investigate
students’ attitudes toward peer feedback use. The content was validated at 0.78 from the
calculation of IOC of all of the 36 items in the peer feedback questionnaire. (Appendix J)
In addition, the reliability grounded on the Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient was tabulated
at 0.94, which showed a high degree. Nevertheless, some of the statements were edited
as three experts’ comments. These mainly focused on changing the words and the
sentences which could be ambiguous.
Qualitative Data Analysis:
Thematic Content Analysis was used to analyze qualitative data. Multiple
response method was adopted to analyze students’ attitudes towards incorporating peer
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feedback. Multiple responses set was seen as appropriate when students were allowed to
respond “freely” when answering the stipulated open-ended questions, and then the steps
were taken to investigate the open- ended questions as follow:
● The qualitative data were analyzed to derive key words for data categorization. Then,
the process of quantification was conducted by counting the same or similar information.
● Next, to obtain frequency of each information category, all information was
computed as the percentage. Subsequently, the quantified qualitative data were used to
advocate the quantitative data for interpreting the data and discussing the findings.
● To ensure reliability of the data, inter-rater reliability was measured, and its
reliability was validated with these two steps:
1) Finding the correlation of the two sets of scores, and the Spearman’ Rho correlation
coefficient was adopted to their continuous rating scales. This was in accordance with
the main basic assumptions for Spearman’s Rho correlation. The correlation should be
high (rxy ≥ 0.8)
2) Testing whether or not the two sets of scores were different by using the dependent
samples t-test. The scores should not be significantly different (p > 0.05).
Nevertheless, all questionnaires of peer feedback were employed for the purpose of
inter-rater reliability consistency estimate, and the second rating was carried out with the
questionnaire statements. Afterwards, a normal distribution of the data was examined,
and the one-sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov test revealed the normal distribution of the
scores. (Appendix K)
● For data analysis, a normal distribution of the data was observed, and the one-sample
Kolmogorov-Smirnov test revealed the normal distribution of the scores. The inter-rater
reliability showed a high rating, and Spearman’s Rho correlation coefficient was 0.88.
3.6.5.1 The six open-ended questions of peer feedback are as follows:
1. What do you think about peer feedback use in a writing class?
2. While you are giving feedback to your friends’ tasks, how do you feel about it?
3. After getting peer feedback, what do you think about their written correction?
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4. What are the benefits of peer feedback in a writing class?
5. What are the drawbacks that students face while doing peer group feedback?
6. In a peer activity, does it help you develop social interaction skills? How?
In analyzing the 6 open-ended questions of questionnaire of peer
feedback, the second coder and the researcher read students’ responses in the peer
feedback questionnaire and then created the concepts by using the keywords and
phrases. In the process of conducting back-translation, the 6 open-ended questions of
questionnaire of peer feedback were performed as same as students’ written-reflections
which were in 3.6.2 mentioned earlier. (Appendix O)
3.7 Pedagogical Tools
In the study, peer feedback checklists serve as both a pedagogical tool
and a research tool. The researcher took peer feedback checklist as a pedagogical tool to
supplement students’ writing ability. In peer group activity, the researcher gave students
the peer checklists as the guideline in checking their written work. The peer worksheets
were divided into three sections. The first part is content (GLOCs), the second part is
languages and mechanics (LOCs), and the last part is the issues of their revision on the
written tasks, including recommendations.
In trials of research instruments, eight students, majoring in Liberal Arts
and Education were requested to try out three research tools, namely, students’ writtenreflections, the questionnaire of peer feedback and the interview guidelines of patterns of
interaction as presented in Table 3.4 below
Table: 3.4 Trials of Research Instruments
Periods

Activities

1st period (Study room 306)

● Explaining the study of peer feedback to

18 December 2017

Inter-rater, and the researcher demonstrated six
stages of peer feedback as the core of writing
process, and discussed the lesson plan in
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Periods

Activities
teaching a narrative and descriptive paragraph
writing

2nd period (Study room 306)

● 4 students with the good ability of Thai

20 December 2017

language were chosen to read the questionnaire
of peer feedback to improve language use, and
they were interviewed about the use of peer
feedback from their prior experiences

3rd period (Study room 306)

● Four students with good command of Thai

22 December 2017

language were selected to read writtenreflections guideline and the interview
questions of the pattern of interaction on peer
feedback to prove language use, and they were
interviewed about utilizing peer feedback in a
writing class from their previous experiences

4th period (Study room 306)

● To measure the reliability of research

27 December 2017

instruments, 30 students were asked to complete
the questionnaire of peer feedback

3.8 The Pilot Study
The objectives of the pilot study were to modify the teaching strategy in
the main study and to try out the research tools. In doing this, the teachers should assure
that group forming is effective in doing peer feedback, whether it be either oral or
written, or both. Importantly, the peer feedback checklists ought to be given as a
guideline for students. Besides, the peer training is needed for them to learn how to offer
constructive and effective comments through asking questions for clarification to
critique peers’ written work. Moreover, to make students familiar with the steps of peer
feedback, the teachers should exhibit the examples and explain its goal to support them
to emphasize the specific areas on their compositions (Tsi & Ng 2000; Hansen & Liu,
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2005; Rollinson, 2005; Morra & Romano, 2009; Lam, 2010, as cited in Kunwongse,
2013). As a result, a pilot study was conducted in an attempt to improve the teaching and
learning process in the main study more effectively, and it could be concluded that
having well-managed peer feedback is a crucial factor to examine students’ success or
failure of conducting peer feedback.
3.8.1 Peer Feedback Training
To providing qualified feedback students were well-trained on how to
provide and receive feedback to peers. This study employed the concepts from Min’s
(2005) four-step procedure and Lam’s (2010) peer feedback training. Besides, the lesson
plan was adapted to suit the objectives of the study and to be appropriate for the context.
Specifically, intensive peer training covered three stages occurring in the first three
weeks of the writing course (Mentioned in Chapter 2)
The objectives of the pilot study were to conduct more effective peer
feedback in the writing class in line with teacher planning and student training. That
means the teacher can model the whole process, show samples, explain and provide the
guidelines for peer editing through highlighting response strategies, while
simultaneously allowing students to learn how to systematically conduct activity in an
English writing class. The subject in the pilot study were 15 third-year English students,
in the field of Education. The students have comparable proficiency to the students in
the main study as they all had completed Basic English courses (English structure I,
English structure II, and Writing I, Writing II). However, before the students learned
how to conduct peer group activity, the researcher conducted a 12 hours-peer feedback
training before teaching the students the six steps of peer feedback process, the five error
codes and checklist for revision. Importantly, the researcher tried out the research
instruments before conducting the pilot study in order to measure the reliability. The
pilot study plan was illustrated in Table 3.5.
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Table: 3.5 Pilot Study Plan
Period
(5 times/
12hours)
Week 1: 2
hours
4 January 2018

Activities

● Peer Feedback
Training
- Orientation
- Presentation

Contents

Tools/ Materials

● Purposes,
procedure of the
study
● Training on the
four proceduralized
steps
● Revising the parts
of speech
● Training on the
five types of error
correction

● Outline of the pilot
study
● Samples of narrative
paragraph writing
● Two Exercises on
using the five error
codes
● How to write a
narrative paragraph
with six steps of peer
feedback process
● Worksheet on the
five error codes
● Checklist for
revision
● Written selfreflection

● Teaching the six
stages of peer
feedback process
● A narrative
paragraph writing
will be adopted in
PF training.
● Dividing 15
students into a group
of three using grade
as a criterion
● Homework on five
types of error
corrections
Week 2:
3hours
8 January 2018

● Emphasizing the six
steps of peer feedback
process
● Teaching how to
write a narrative
paragraph
● Whole-class
practice of peer
feedback activity

● Stage 1-2
Explaining each step
of PF process in
composing students’
written tasks.
● The components
of a narrative
paragraph writing
- Introduction

● Doing an exercise
on using the five types
of error correction
● One topic of a
narrative paragraph
writing.
● Checklist for
revision

- Topic Sentence
- Major/ Minor
supported
details
- Conclusion
-Coherence
-Unity

● Written selfreflection
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Period
(5 times/
12hours)

Activities

Contents

Tools/ Materials

-Transition/
Connectors
- Chronological
order
- Spatial order
Week 3:
● Emphasizing the six
3hours
steps of peer feedback
11 January 2018 process
● Whole-class
Practice of peer
feedback activity

Stage 3 -4
● Continued peer
group discussion
● Teaching and
explaining
grammatical
mistakes which
students always
make.
● Focusing on local
and global aspects
● Writing one more
topic of a narrative
paragraph writing

● Doing an exercise
on using the five types
of error correction
● Checklist for
revision
● Written selfreflection

Week 4:
● Emphasizing the 6
2hours
steps of peer feedback
15 January 2018 process
● Whole-class
Practice of peer
feedback activity

Stage 5-6
● Continued peer
group discussion
● Teaching and
explaining
grammatical
mistakes which
students always
make.
● Focusing on local
and global aspects

● Doing an exercise
on the five types of
error correction
● Checklist for
revision
● Written selfreflection

Week 5: 2
● Conclusion
hours
17 January 2018

● Concluding on
how to write a
narrative paragraph
● Revising the PF
process

● Written selfreflection
● A semi-structured
interview

3.8.2 Data Collection Procedure
In the study, the session for the pilot study was taught by the researcher,
and the materials which were adopted in the pilot study are the same as the experimental
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group. Nevertheless, in the pilot study, the researcher selected only narrative genre to
teach the students and to conduct the peer feedback process on. This class met twice a
week. It totaled approximately five times and covered 12 hours. Both groups were taught
the six steps of the writing process; 1) Preparation 2) Drafting 3) Evaluation 4)
Interactive-back feedback 5) Reviewing and 6) Revising. The same revision guidelines
and other materials were used in the training. All students received peer feedback
guidelines, and they were designated into a group of three. Students worked on their
own using the revision guidelines.
An in-depth interview regarding peer feedback was carried out in Thai,
and then translated into English by the researcher. Importantly, the researcher had to
properly arrange the schedule for the pilot study to avoid the effect of intervening
variables from the actual classes such as tiredness which might be a factor which
affected the students’ performance while conducting peer feedback discussion. In the
schedule, the first and the last class lasted 2 hours each, and the others lasted 3 hours
each.
With regard to the teaching and learning process, students produced their
written work by using the six steps of peer feedback. However, the problematic aspects
of peer feedback took place during the peer feedback discussion in the second topic.
Three students did not complete the process of revision within the time given, this might
be because they were absent from class in the second period and lacked practice for the
peer feedback activity. Apart from the PF process, the second class emphasized on doing
the exercises of correcting the grammatical mistakes by adopting the five types of error
correction
3.8.3 Results of the Pilot Study
From students’ overall written reflections, the results revealed that peer
discussion can be adopted to effectively support the teaching and learning of EFL
writing. This would be adapted to the lesson plan in the main study.
● It was obvious that the students received the advantages in adopting peer feedback
activity such as appreciating the writing process, developing affective strategy,
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enhancing critical thinking skills and reinforcing social interaction ability. Furthermore,
the process of peer feedback raises awareness because students were expected to
identify the grammatical mistakes by adopting the peer feedback checklists and the
worksheets of the five type of error corrections in peers’ written tasks. In addition, this
helped them find a proper solution for a particular mistake. Many of the students
mentioned that they learned to avoid and to reduce making the same mistakes in their
future tasks.
● The writing process and peer discussion were employed so that students are able to
develop their writing skills via the drafts; however, they are not confident and still
expressed their concerns of how peer feedback could impact their friendship. However,
an interaction in a discussion made them exchange the ideas / share their thoughts and
this mainly made them practice the critical thinking skills.
● Designing a group of three to balance their strengths and weaknesses was considered
as the crucial factors in conducting peer feedback. Nevertheless, many students
commented schedules for conducting a peer feedback activity with longer time. This
made them spend time on revising their works and make more progress because some
students said their fatigue affected their performance. This may be because peer group
activity was a new learning pedagogy that students thought that they need more time to
familiarize with.
● Though the guidelines for revision were clear, they suggested that the teachers
provide more examples of the compound and complex sentences and emphasized on the
exercise of practicing on the peer feedback materials use. In addition, some said that
using the picture in teaching made them enjoy the writing class.
● It was beneficial for students that the teacher let them write self-reflection at the end
of the class. This made them able to remember the six steps of conducting peer
feedback activity, and they could learn about their strengths and weaknesses to improve
their tasks.
● When some students in a group skipped classes, conducting a peer feedback
discussion was not complete. Having one or two peer to correct the written drafts was
limited, expressing the ideas was less, so they had to meet outside class to do this.
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● Students learned to control their emotion in judging peers’ grammatical mistakes.
This practiced them on the affective strategy during the peer feedback discussion.
Nevertheless, they were quite worried that when they criticized their peers’ written
drafts, it might not be received positively.
● Peer feedback interaction encouraged students to practice the social interaction skills
and understand each peer’ English abilities and learned about a group work.
According to the findings of students’ overall written reflection, students
had both positive and negative views towards adopting peer feedback. With regards to
the positive issues, students mentioned that peer feedback activity was useful and
helpful for students before submitting their tasks to the teacher. Besides, some students
viewed that it was more convenient to ask for peers’ suggestions and felt at ease.
Regarding the negative issues, three students with high proficiency level
mentioned that the peer group activity was not helpful for them because their roles were
only feedback providers while claiming that poor student obtained the benefits most
from conducting peer feedback activity.
As noted earlier, the objectives of conducting the pilot study were to train
students in providing the supportive feedback in developing their writing and to practice
students’ effectiveness of conducting peer feedback discussion. After using peer
feedback activity, students suggested that more sources of references be given during
peer feedback discussion. However, although they were requested to bring the
dictionary to class, the teacher also prepared worksheets and grammar books. In doing
so, time limitation might have prevented them from employing these sources during
peer interaction.
Another issue which students suggested was that the teacher should
divide students for a peer group activity with same ability of English writing so that all
members in each group could equally benefit from the peer group activity. Some
students also mentioned that they hesitate to offer their comments to the students with
higher proficiency level, since they thought that they did not have sufficient knowledge
of English grammar to critique the better students’ written drafts.
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In addition, some students remarked in class that the teacher should teach
the parts of speech and do exercises on the topic; but owing to the limited time, the
teacher had to let them study the parts of speech by themselves. The teacher considered
that students were the third-year students with an intermediate level who passed the
writing course I, so it was unnecessary for the teacher to teach this in details.
Furthermore, the relationship in group work might be a factor which
affects peer feedback discussion. Two students found that it was quite hard to provide
honest feedback on their peers’ works, for they preferred to avoid any conflict or
arguments. Although there were just two students mentioning this, the teacher would
consider this issue when forming groups in the main study.
With respect to forming a peer feedback group activity (1984 as cited in
Parris, 1989), a group of three students is not acceptable, for one group peer member
may be isolated. Nevertheless, in the context of the pilot study, the findings revealed
that conducting peer discussion with a group of three was effective to complete the
activity in time. More importantly, it was confirmed that a group of three was effective
for students to work well together. A student mentioned that
“a group of three for conducting peer feedback interaction is good and
suitable for me, if the group member were absent from class or come to class late, the
rest cannot do the peer feedback activity.”
Student 4
3.8.4 Modifying the Teaching of Writing Process into the Main
Study
The pilot study was divided into two phases. Phase 1 regards
modification of teaching of the writing skills into the main study. It consisted of writing
process and development of lesson plans including the teaching materials. For the
writing process, there were six stages of peer feedback process which students adopted
in doing peer group activity. Changes in this aspect were associated to teaching
classrooms and time allocation. Another aspect was to adapt lesson plan with the use of
peer feedback materials. Students studied the genres of descriptive and narrative
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paragraph writing. For instance, extra class was arranged for revision on parts of speech
with more references, components of the paragraph writing, the selected topics with
grammar use, adding samples and exercises in each genre, putting an emphasis on
HOCs and LOCs which was adapted into a form of the peer checklists and
demonstrating the peer group discussion to the students through the video session of
peer feedback.
Eventually, Phase 2 involved monitoring students’ progress in their
writing, and the overall finding that students improved their writing competence,
appreciated the peer feedback process and hold their positive attitudes towards peer
feedback in L2 writing as demonstrated in Figure 3.3

Figure 3.3: Modifying the Teaching of Writing Process into the Main Study
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Conclusions and Implications
As noted earlier, the peer feedback training was mainly needed for
students to understand the concept about how to conduct peer feedback group and how
to correct their friends’ written tasks. The teacher had to carefully train students of the
steps in the peer feedback process and make sure that all of them understand how to
conduct peer feedback activity. Importantly, to prevent the factors of fatigue and
absenteeism, the teacher had to be aware of the class setting. For the inter-rater
reliability, an intensive training on what and how to give the scores to students’
paragraph writing and how to identify their roles while doing peer discussion is needed.

3.9 Instructional Procedures in the Main Study
The findings of the pilot study were applied to the writing and peer
feedback process in the main study. In the writing course, students had studied
descriptive and narrative writing for approximately 11 weeks. Information is described
in details in Table 3.6, which shows the lesson plans of the main study.
Table 3.6: Lesson Plan in the Main Study
Lesson Plan in Main Study
Once a week on the first month (3 hrs /class)
Phase I
Peer Training
Weeks 1-3

Students have
to learn about
6 stages of
peer feedback

-

-

-

-

Pre-test of writing (3 hours)
The researcher talked about
the objectives of the research
on peer feedback discussion
with writing process
Inform the objectives of peer
feedback, including Min’s 4
procedure steps of peer group
discussion
Explain the assessors’ and the
assessees’ roles with the
question used in a peer group
discussion
Give the checklists with the
content and mechanics
language and error code
worksheets with the
explanations to students

Week 1:
(18 January 2018)
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Lesson Plan in Main Study
Once a week on the first month (3 hrs /class)
-

-

Show one group of the
students which conducted peer
feedback discussion in the
pilot study as a sample
In class, divide 21 students
into a group of three, seven
groups in total, and requested
that they sit in the same group
until the term ends.
Let students study more peer
feedback worksheets and
checklists as a homework
using the five types of error
codes.
To make sure that all
students understand the
peer feedback process,
students are asked to write
reflection
at the end of the class.

Continued Peer Feedback Training
- Before the class starts, all of the
students are asked to practice
grammar with emphasis on the
parts of speech
- Revision on using the five types
of error codes with the peer
feedback checklists and peer
feedback worksheets.
- Students are asked to do two
exercises of how to correct their
peers’ written tasks by using the
five types of error codes.
- Emphasizing the peer feedback
process
- Introduction to narrative
paragraph writing, and students
are
asked to write a narrative
paragraph from the picture.
- In class, students follow the six

Week 2:
(25 January 2018)
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Lesson Plan in Main Study
Once a week on the first month (3 hrs /class)

-

-

-

-

-

steps of the peer feedback process
in producing their first written
drafts.
Finally, the researcher shows the
same video to ensure students
have clear understanding on how
to conduct peer group discussion.
All groups of the students are
asked to do the peer feedback
activities with limited time in the
first written drafts, and after that
they edit them as the second draft
Students are asked to bring their
second written draft in the
following week
Students are asked to revise their
works from their peers’
corrections.
At the end of the class, students
expressed their ideas by doing
self-reflection worksheets
regarding the six steps of the peer
feedback process

Continued Peer Feedback Training
- Before the class begins, the
researcher gives students a chance
to express the ideas of peer
feedback process and let them
practice grammar and emphasize
on the five types of error codes.
- Peer group discussion on the
second drafts is conducted and
then they re-write them as the
final drafts.
- The researcher randomly picks
some students’ written tasks to
revise and explain the
grammatical mistakes.
- Then, students are asked to write

Week 3:
1 February 2018
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Lesson Plan in Main Study
Once a week on the first month (3 hrs /class)

-

-

-

-

-

-

Phase II
Focusing on
narrative and
descriptive
writing peer
group activity
Weeks 4-10

-

-

Stages 1-6

-

a topic of My Bad Dream using
the peer feedback process
Students are asked to conduct
peer feedback discussion using
the peer feedback checklists
and the five types of error codes,
this peer feedback process lasts
about 1.30 hrs. Then, they revise
them as the second written drafts
Students are asked to write selfreflections on each step of the
peer feedback process at the end
of the class.
Students are asked to bring their
second written drafts in the
following week
Students are asked to revise their
works from their peers’
corrections.
Students express their ideas
through self-reflection
Before the class starts, students
Week 4:
practice grammar exercises and
8 February 2018
the use of the five types of error
codes
Each group is requested to do peer
discussion on the second drafts in
the topic of “My interesting
experience”. as the final drafts
The teacher repeats grammar
points which most students
always tend to make mistakes.
Then, the teacher gives a new
topic “My Bad Dream”
Students start their written works
using the six steps of PF process
Students are asked to conduct
peer feedback discussion
All students are asked to bring
their works in the following week
After doing peer group activity,
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Lesson Plan in Main Study
Once a week on the first month (3 hrs /class)
Stages 3-6
-

-

-

-

-

Stages 3-6

-

-

Stages 1-6

-

-

students are asked to express their Week 5:
ideas by writing self- reflections.
15 February 2018
Before the class starts, students
practice grammar exercises and
the use of the five types of error
codes
Each group is requested to do peer
group discussion on the second
drafts in the topic of “My Bad
dream” as the second round
The teacher repeats grammar
points which most students tend
to make mistakes.
Then, the teacher gives a new
topic “My Bad Experience” by
describing from the picture.
Students are asked to conduct
peer feedback discussion
At the end of the class, students
are asked to express their ideas by
writing self- reflections.
Before the class starts, students
are asked to practice grammar
exercises and the use of the five
types of error codes
Students are asked to write “My
Bad Dream” as the third round,
and continue writing “My First
Day at YRU” using the peer
feedback process
Then, they are asked to conduct
the six stages of the peer feedback
activity
The teacher concludes the how to
write narrative paragraph.
Students are requested to reflect
their ideas on peer feedback.

Descriptive writing
- Students are asked to practice

Week 6:
22 February 2018

Week 7:
1 March, 2018
(10.00 – 14.00)
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Lesson Plan in Main Study
Once a week on the first month (3 hrs /class)

-

-

-

-

-

-

Stages 1-6
-

Stages 1-2

-

-

-

grammar exercises which are
mainly focused on compound and
complex sentences. It totals up 50
items, and the teacher carefully
explains each one.
The teacher teaches how to write
a descriptive paragraph, including
transitions/ connectors.
Emphasis of the peer feedback
checklists and more samples of
the five types of error corrections
are given.
The teacher gives students an
example of a descriptive
paragraph, and students are asked
to find the grammatical mistakes
using the five types of error
correction.
Two samples of descriptive
paragraph writing about animals,
people, places etc. are provided.
Students are asked to compose the
written task as the group activity
to ensure students’ understandings
from the picture in describing
people
Then, they are asked to do the
peer feedback activity.
Before the class starts, students
Week 8:
are asked to practice grammar
8 March, 2018
exercises and the use of the five
types of error codes
Each student is asked to produce a
piece of writing in the topic of
“My Family” and do the peer
feedback activity.
Students are asked to write selfreflections.
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Lesson Plan in Main Study
Once a week on the first month (3 hrs /class)
Stages 3-6

-

Stages 1-2
Stage 3-6
-

Stages 3-6

-

-

Phase III
Assessing after
incorporating
peer feedback
Week 11

-

Before the class starts, students
are asked to practice grammar
exercises focusing on compound
and complex sentences and the
use of the five types of error
corrections
All groups are asked to continue
“My Family” as the second drafts
with peer feedback discussion
The teachers randomly pick some
students’ written drafts to explain
the grammatical mistakes.
Each group is asked to compose a
descriptive paragraph from the
pictures.
All students are asked to write
“My Interesting Tourist Place”
and conduct a peer group
discussion.
At the end of the class, written
self-reflections was used to let
students express the six steps of
peer feedback activity

Week 9:
15 March, 2018

All groups are asked to continue
peer discussion on the second
draft and the third draft
The teacher concludes on both
descriptive and narrative
paragraph writing

Week 10:
22 March, 2018

Evaluation of Learner Training
Post-test of Narrative writing
In-depth interview
The peer feedback questionnaire

Week 11:
29 March, 2018
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3.10 Roles of the Teacher and the Students
3.10.1 The Teacher’s Roles
For peer feedback process, there were three roles in which the teacher had
to engage when students conducted peer feedback. Firstly, when students cannot reach
consensus or have a serious argument during peer group discussion, the role of the
teacher is to participate in peer activity as a facilitator to help them settle on that point
and to make peer activity run well. The teacher is a person whom students can rely on.
Harmony and sincerity are crucial, for students could reveal their personal feelings and
thoughts to the teacher. In contrast, if students do not trust the teacher or have an anxiety
in learning, of course the teacher cannot reflect on how they truly feel or what they
genuinely think. However, Philp et al., (2014, p. 3) noted that peer interaction is a
communicative activity carried out between learners; there is minimal or no
participations from the teacher. Therefore, the teacher does not take parts in the peer
activity while students are discussing except when they are having a serious argument.
The teacher’s role was to examine the students’ final drafts by using the five error codes
and written commentary.
Secondly, the teacher as a trainer trains students to understand how to
conduct peer feedback and use the peer worksheets step by step to make students realize
of their own roles in doing peer discussion.
Lastly, the teacher serves as an observer to students’ behaviors and
classroom environments to triangulate other data tools related to students’ writing
abilities, attitudes and patterns of interaction. Importantly, examining peer feedback is a
good indicator for the teachers to evaluate students’ learning and assess how effective
their teaching has been. This is so beneficial for the teacher to adapt their teaching to
meet students’ learning needs. Thus, the roles of the teacher are extremely needed to
reach the goal in doing a peer activity.
3.10.2 The Students’ Roles
In the study, before conducting peer discussion, students will be trained
how to conduct peer activity. The objectives of peer review training are that students can
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understand the steps of conducting peer activity and realize of their own roles. One
student can be both an assessor and an assessee in one topic of writing. All students have
to produce three drafts with three peer group discussions. Assessor’s role is determined
as a type of learner’s role in peer assessment where learner evaluate peer’s work and
provide feedback while Assessee’s role is inferred as a type of learner’s role in peer
assessment where learners obtain peer feedback, and learners’ roles simultaneously have
an opportunity to offer an interactive back feedback to assessors. Moreover, as a selfreflector, students can manage and monitor their own learning by writing reflections on
the use of peer feedback related to improving their writing abilities.
3.11 Data Analysis
3.11.1 Data Analysis for the First Research Question: What are the
effects of peer feedback on students’ writing ability?
Research question 1 investigates the effects of peer feedback on
students’ writing improvement. To elaborate, the comparison between pre and post-tests
of writing is adopted to report on students’ overall writing quality. For further analysis,
the students’ grammatical accuracy is measured by utilizing the classification of five
error categories: mechanics, vocabulary, language use, content, and organization.
Significantly, a dependent sample t-test was calculated to test the hypothesis, and to
measure the magnitude of a treatment effect, the Eta squared effect size was used to
calculate through G* Power program. The calculation of the effect size of incorporating
peer feedback in L2 writing was suggested by Cohen’ s d which stated the magnitude of
the effect in developing their student’ writing. In the ES interpretation, it was set
according to Cohen (1988). Cohen’s d values and the interpretation for the magnitude of
the effect were noted as d < 0.2 that was considered a ‘small’ effect size, 0.2 < 0.5
represented a ‘medium’ effect size, and d > 0.8 a ‘large’ effect size. For students’ written
reflections, the second coder and the researcher read all of their written-reflections, and
then created the concepts by using the keywords and phrases in interpreting of data
analysis.
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3.11.2 Data Analysis for the Second Research Question: What are
students’ patterns of interaction on peer feedback in English writing?
Research question 2 addresses the transcriptions of peer dialogues from
two drafts of a narrative writing separated into episodes and coded. The researcher and a
second coder described each distinct pattern of interaction. Besides, a video stimulated
recall interviews allowed the researcher to examine how participants experienced peer
feedback process. In this way, the researcher gains a more comprehensive understanding
of how students experience pair dynamics in peer sessions. The video-recordings of the
semi-structured interviews are fully transcribed and translated where appropriate.
Thematic content analysis was used, and two groups of six students were asked to do the
interview to investigate their patterns of interaction on peer feedback.
3.11.3 Data Analysis for the Third Research Question: What are
students’ attitudes towards peer feedback training?”
Research question 3 investigates students’ attitudes towards
incorporating peer feedback. The questionnaires cover four domains of the writing
process, affective strategy, critical thinking skills, and social interaction ability.
Significantly, a dependent sample t-test was adopted in analysing the data. The 5- point
Likert Scale questions were tabulated to find the mean scores and the SD, and then the
mean scores and the SD of all domains were computed and compared with other
responses. Moreover, thematic content was used on the reflections of students’ responses
to gain more insights of the data. In data analysis, the second coder and the researcher
read all of them, and then created the concepts by using the keywords and phrases in the
interpretation of data.
3.12 Mixed-Methods Data Analysis
The steps were associated to the mixed - methods research. Embedded
design are to analyse the primary data, the secondary data as well as further mixedmethods analysis to define in what way the secondary data support or augment the
primary data (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011). In the current study, after the quantitative
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and qualitative data were analysed, the emerged themes from the embedded data were
compared to support or augment the findings. After that, to determine whether the data
sets were placed in convergence or in augmentation, the quantified emerged themes
were compared to an increase of the level of students’ writing improvement on both the
quantitative and qualitative findings.
To conclude, this chapter has illustrated the research design, research
process, research tools and their content validity and reliability, and data analysis as
summarized in Table 3.7 below.
Table 3.7: Data Analysis
Research Questions

Research Instruments

Data Analysis

●The Pre-post-test of
writing

●Dependent samples t-test
●Effect size

writing ability?

●Written-reflection
Content Validity (IOC)
= 0.70

●Thematic content analysis

2. What are students’

●A video stimulated
recall interview
- A Video recording of
peer feedback sessions

●Peer Feedback Transcripts
●Thematic content analysis

1. What are the effects of
peer feedback on students’

patterns of interaction on
peer feedback in English
writing?

- Semi-structured
interview on patterns of
interaction on peer
feedback (IOC = 0.87
with 8 open-ended
questions)

3. What are students’

●The questionnaires on
students’ attitudes
towards peer feedback
(IOC = 0.78)

●Dependent samples t-test

●The open-ended
questions were validated
at 0.89

●Thematic content analysis

attitudes towards peer
feedback training?
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3.13 Research Procedure
The research procedure for this study which includes the
preliminary, the pilot, and the main study is illustrated in Figure 3.4

Figure 3.4 Research Procedure
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CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS

Chapter IV reports the findings of the quantitative and qualitative
data analysis, and it is organized into two major parts, the quantitative data findings
and qualitative data findings. In the first part, the results from the pre- and post-test
of writing that were completed by the students are reported. The objective of the test
was the measurement of their ability to write in order to respond to the first research
question. Following this, a questionnaire related to peer feedback was answered by
the students so that their attitudes regarding peer feedback could be explored as a
means to respond to the second research question.
In the second part, the findings from the qualitative data that were
obtained from the content analysis of students’ written-reflections and the semistructured interviews of patterns of interaction, in addition to, the questionnaire’s
open-ended questions on peer feedback, were discussed in order to answer all three
of the research questions. In particular, the convergence and augmentation of the
quantitative and qualitative data findings are described, and this strengthens the
research findings.
4.1 The Results of the First Research Question
The data obtained from the pre- and post-test of writing are presented
quantitatively for the response to the first research question and the testing of the
hypothesis. Tabulation of the effect size was conducted so that the magnitude of the
impacts of the process of peer feedback on the development of the writing ability of
the students could be determined through a comparison of the scores from the pretest and post-test.
Achievement of the first research objective, which was: To examine
the effects of peer feedback on students’ writing abilities and its effect size, was done
by the testing of the hypothesis by the tabulation of the dependent samples t-test.
‘Students’ writing skills significantly increased after the treatment (p = 0.05).’
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4.1.1 The results of Students’ Writing Test
The results indicated that the scores from the writing post-test of
the students were significantly higher than those of the pre-test following the
completion of the peer feedback session (t = 25.89, p < 0.05), which can be seen in
Table 4.1. Thus, the hypothesis was accepted.
Table 4.1 Statistical testing of the means of the pre-test and post-test of writing
Writing
N Mean SD
Level
Mean
t
df
Sig.
Test
Gain
(Onetailed)
Pre-test
21 69.19 2.60
Fair to Poor
5.14 25.89 20
.00
Post-test

21

74.33

2.62

Good to
Average

Examination of the statistically significant differences between the
average scores that the students received on the writing pre- and post-tests and the
dependent samples t-test results demonstrated that the mean scores of the students on
the post-test of writing were M = 74.33, SD = 2.62, which is considered to be a
‘Good to average’ level. This was a significant improvement over the mean scores of
the pre-test, which were M = 69.19, SD = 2.60, which indicated a ‘Fair to poor’
level having a significant difference at p = 0.00.
To further answer the first research objective, the effect size (ES)
was calculated by G* Power which is a free power analysis software for statistical
tests developed by Erdfelder, Faul and Buchner (1996). G* Power analysis is defined
as d value which means the magnitude of the effect. In the ES interpretation, it was
set according to Cohen (1988). It was noted that the values of Cohen’s d and the
magnitude of the effect interpretation at d < 0.2 is regarded as a ‘small’ effect size,
whereas 0.2 < 0.5 signifies a ‘medium’ effect size, and d > 0.8 is considered a ‘large’
effect size.
In this research, the values of Cohen’s d were applied to the
measurement of the magnitude of the effect size, and 1.97 was found to be the value
of eta squared, which implies a large effect (Cohen, 1988; as cited in Pallant, 2001).
Therefore, this indicates that the effect size was large with a significant difference in
the scores of the writing performance of students prior to and following the use of
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peer feedback. Moreover, this suggests that peer feedback functioned as a predictor
of the improvement of the students’ English writing ability.
Investigation of the English writing of the students with regard to the
five categories of errors comparing the pre-test and post-test of writing was
performed by adopting the dependent samples t-test for the calculation of each of the
mean scores, as can be seen in Table 4.2.
Table 4.2 Statistical comparison of the writing scores based on each writing
rubric category

As seen in Table 4.2, it is shown by the results that in the five aspects
of error types, statistically significant differences at p = 0.00 were found. The mean
scores of the students for each of the pre-test and post-test of writing aspects were as
follows: ‘Mechanics’ (M = 3.48, SD = 0.51: M = 4.00, SD = 0.31),‘Language use’
(M = 16.86, SD = 1.27: M = 18.00, SD = 1.18), ‘Vocabulary’ (M = 14.33, SD =
0.57: M = 15.10, SD = 0.70), ‘Organization’ (M = 14.24, SD = 0.88: M = 15.05, SD
= 0.97), and ‘Content’ (M = 20.29, SD = 1.23: M = 22.10, SD = 1.22).
This can be elaborated by stating that in the writing pre-test, the
students achieved a level of writing efficiency of ‘Fair to poor’ in the aspects of
mechanics, language use and content. Following the sessions of peer feedback, the
writing skills of the students improved in the post-test to reach the “Good to
average” level. Furthermore, with regard to the aspects of vocabulary usage and
content in the writing pre-test, the knowledge of the students was already at the
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‘Good to average’ level. However, although the level of vocabulary usage and the
organization that the students produced in the writing post-test were still at the same
level, it was indicated that there was an increase in the mean scores of the students in
both of these aspects. In summary, subsequent to the peer feedback sessions, there
was significant improvement in each of the error aspects of the students’ English
writing in the post-test of writing.
● Students’ writing in the pretest of the five aspects
For all of the error aspects, in the writing pre-test, the students were
shown to have a low level of writing proficiency considered ‘Fair to Poor’ with a
need to improve the mechanics, language use and content. 1) In ‘Mechanics’, the
students made frequent mistakes in capitalization, paragraphing and spelling along
with poor handwriting, which made the meaning of the sentences confusing. 2) In
‘Language use’, the students had problems in the area concerned with construction of
simple, compound and complex sentences, and they also made frequent significant
errors involving agreement, run-on sentences, use of tense, word order, and use of
the parts of speech, particularly the pronouns and prepositions. 3) In ‘Content’, the
students showed limited knowledge of English by using few major and minor
supporting details in their writing, and the topics are inadequately developed.
Furthermore, in terms of organization and vocabulary, it was illustrated by the
findings that the students’ knowledge of basic English vocabulary use and
organization was at the ‘Good to Average’ level. 4) Regarding ‘Vocabulary’, there
was appropriate vocabulary, but the texts were still found to contain errors involving
word choice and idioms. 5) For ‘Organization’, the main ideas were usually clear;
however, there was a lack of sufficient supporting details. In contrast, the students
were able to produce texts with logical development and sequencing.
● Students’ writing improvement in the post-test of the five aspects
In the writing post-test, it was seen that the students improved their
writing skills in all error aspects. It was shown by the results that the students were
able to improve their writing proficiency level with regard to the use of mechanics,
language and content to reach the ‘Good to Average’ level following the teaching
course. 1) For Mechanics, the students produced the written assignments with a
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reduction in capitalization, spelling, paragraphing, and punctuation errors, the
sentences were quite comprehensible, and their handwriting was much improved. 2)
Regarding Language use, the students demonstrated increased ability to construct
both compound and complex sentences. The number of errors of agreement were
minimized and the use of tenses and word choice was also improved. Particularly,
they were more aware of the correct usage of prepositions, pronouns, and articles,
and there was a decrease in errors when completing sentences, although fragments
and run-on sentences were still occasionally seen in their writing. 3) In terms of
Content, the students developed the ideas more logically and were able to produce
longer texts within the allotted time. Moreover, the details directly supported the
main ideas. In the aspect of vocabulary and organization, the students developed
their writing abilities in these areas to the ‘Good to Average’ level from the writing
pretest that was presented earlier. This clearly demonstrates that the students were
able to improve their use of vocabulary after the sessions. 4) In Vocabulary, an
increased diversity of vocabulary was applied, especially with regard to the
antonyms and synonyms in order to avoid repeated use of the identical words. Also,
the meaning of the sentences was clear and understandable, and the decrease in word
choice errors was notable. 5) With regard to Organization, the main ideas were
clearly expressed, and their organization and development of the logical structuring
were better than that on the writing pretest. Furthermore, the effect size was found to
be 1.97, which is considered as a magnitude that is ‘large’, having significant
potential to enhance the L2 writing proficiency of the students.
In this research, the investigation of the students’ English writing
competence applied the adoption of narrative paragraph writing for the pre- and posttests. The criteria for the evaluation comprises five major components of writing:
mechanics, the use of language, vocabulary, organization and content according to
the scoring profile of Jacobs et al. (1981; cited in Haswell, 2005), with each writing
component divided into four rating levels including Very poor, Fair to poor, Good to
average, and Very good to excellent.
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4.1.2 The Results of Written-Reflections
The distribution of the worksheets for the written-reflections to the
students was done following a peer group activity each week. For the present study,
the last time of doing their written reflections were collected in order to analyzing
data.
Based on the nine guided questions of written-reflections, the
students were assigned to consider the process of writing and peer feedback with
regard to the stages of 1) preparation, 2) drafting, 3) evaluation, 4) interactive
feedback, 5) review and 6) revision, 7) the advantages of feedback from peers, 8) the
disadvantages of feedback from peers, and 9) the recommendations that they
regarded as being essential or unneeded in the feedback from their writing class peer
group (Appendix L).
Through coding, categorization and data reduction, four major
themes emerged; accordingly, students’ writing improvement through peer feedback
process is derived from themes as followings:

Theme 1: The Writing and Peer Feedback Process
Theme 1 consists of 4 sub-themes:
Sub-theme 1: Writing Process
Categories:
1) Preparation: Generating the ideas in a mind map
2) Drafting: Conveying their thoughts in a form of drafts
3) Evaluation: Doing a peer group discussion focusing on assessors
4) Interactive-back feedback: Asking for clarification of the errors from assessors
5) Reviewing: Putting an emphasis on self-assessment
6) Revising: Rewriting as a new draft
Sub-theme 2: Students’ Roles in Doing Peer Group Feedback
Categories:
Assessors’ roles: 1) Offering feedback to peers with an active role, 2) Giving a
chance to peers in explaining the mistakes, and 3) Giving proper feedback such as
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clarifications, suggestions, identification, explanations
Assessees’ roles: 1) Receiving peers’ comments as the guidance, 2) Debating
immediately when they do not accept the ideas, and 3) Asking for clarifications on
grammatical mistakes from peers
Sub-theme 3: Conducting Peer Feedback
Categories:
1) Forming a group of 3 students, 2) Reading out loud, 3) Taking notes, 4) Writing
down impression of paragraph writing, and 5) Discussing among peer group member
Sub-theme 4: Peer Feedback Materials & References
Categories:
1) Peer feedback checklists, 2) Worksheets on 5 types of errors, 3) Self-reflection
worksheets, and 4) Handouts and dictionary
Theme 2: Developing Students’ Affective Strategy
Categories:
1) Enjoying interaction
2) Increasing motivation
3) Building confidence
4) Being challenging
5) Reducing embarrassment
6) Decreasing anxiety
Theme 3: Increasing Students’ Critical Thinking Skills
Categories:
1) Reflective thinking
2) Critical thinking
3) Exchanging and sharing ideas
4) Expressing ideas
Theme 4: Students’ Beliefs and Changes of their Writing Improvement
Categories:
1) Developing their writing skills based on the writing process
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2) Enhancing social interaction ability related to a collaborative learning
3) Supporting a student-centered method associated to learner autonomy
The qualitative findings from the students’ written reflections are
illustrated in accordance with the four emerged themes as well as the sub-themes and
their categories along with the frequency and the percentages. The calculation of
each of the themes was performed as a percentage of the total frequency, as seen in
Table 4.3-4.6.
Table 4.3 Theme 1: The Writing and Peer Feedback Process
Frequency
totally
533

Percentage

363

68.10%

116

31.96%

1) Preparation
Generating the ideas with a mind map

21

18.10%

2) Drafting
Conveying their thoughts in a form of drafts

21

18.10%

3) Evaluation
Doing a peer group discussion focusing on
assessors

21

18.10%

4) Interactive-back feedback
Asking for clarifications of the errors from
assessors

17

14.66%

5) Reviewing
Putting an emphasis on Self-assessment

15

12.94%

6) Revising
Rewriting as a new draft

21

18.10%

100%

Theme 1
The Writing and Peer Feedback Process
Sub-theme 1: Writing Process
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Sub-theme 2: Students’ Roles in Doing Peer
Group Feedback

48

13.22%

1) Offering feedback to peers with an active role

14

29.17%

2) Giving a chance to peers in explaining the
mistakes

16

33.33%

3) Giving proper feedback such as clarifications,
suggestions, identification, and explanations

18

37.50%

56

15.43%

1) Receiving peers’ comments as the guidance

16

28.58%

2) Debating immediately when they do not
accept the ideas

19

33.92%

3) Asking for clarifications on the grammatical
mistakes from peers

21

37.50%

74

20.39%

1) Forming a group of 3 students

12

16.22%

2) Reading out loud

14

18.92%

3) Taking notes

15

20.27%

4) Writing down impression of paragraph writing

16

21.62%

5) Discussing among peer group members

17

22.97%

69

19.00%

1) Peer feedback checklists

21

30.43%

2) Worksheets on 5 types of errors

18

26.09%

3) Self-reflection worksheet

18

26.09%

4) Handouts and dictionary

12

17.39%

Assessors’ roles

Assessees’ roles

Sub-theme 3: Conducting Peer Feedback

Sub-theme 4: Peer Feedback Materials &
References
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As shown in Table 4.3, the results indicate that the process of peer
feedback allowed the students to achieve more effective development of their
writing.
In Theme 1, the overall findings were related to the processes of
writing and peer feedback, including the four sub-themes indicated that the writing
process was appreciated by the students, who understood the roles of the students,
used peer activity and the peer feedback materials and references with four subthemes at the rate of 68.10%.
Regarding the first sub-theme, the six stages were used by the
students in the conducting peer feedback (31.96%) for the preparation (18.10%),
drafting (18.10%), evaluation (18.10%), interactive-back feedback (14.66),
reviewing (12.94%) and revising (18.10%) during the composition of the writing
tasks.
Categories 1-6
“I think that the writing process helped me develop my written
tasks, and the 6 stages of peer feedback made me learn how to write and to conduct
peer feedback step by step. Certainly, working with other people was a beneficial
way to improve my writing.”
Student 16
“I perceived the peer feedback process, and I was able to remember
the six stages of peer feedback, which are preparing, drafting, evaluation,
interactive-back feedback, review and revision. I believe that the processes of peer
feedback and the writing strategies assisted me with the creation of my writing,
especially in the stage of preparation which consisted of 3 components, generating
ideas as a mind map, focusing on the goal by picking some words to write and using
the correct tense of the genre. I think this stage made me challenge because I had to
think and write my thoughts and did it with limited time”.
Student 5
The second sub-theme focus on the students’ roles in doing peer
feedback. Two roles were assumed by all of the students, which were both as a
feedback provider, known as an assessor and a receiver of the feedback, known as an
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assessee (13.22%). For the assessors, they had to offer feedback to peers with an
active role (29.17%) and gave a chance to peers in explaining the mistakes (33.33%).
Moreover, they had to give proper feedback such as clarifications, suggestions,
identification, explanations (37.50%). With regard to the roles of those being
assessed, they received peers’ comments as the guideline (28.58), they were able to
immediately debate when they did not accept the ideas (33.92%) and they could ask
for clarification on the grammatical mistakes from peers (37.50%).
Categories
(Assessors’ roles; 1,2,3), (Assessees’ roles; 1,2)
“The roles of students when giving peer feedback encouraged me to
participate in the activity, and for my duties I had to read a lot to provide feedback
or clarify the mistakes to peers as a feedback giver, whereas I had to show my
enthusiasm to receive feedback from peer critiquing and debating when peers
refused my ideas as a feedback receiver.”
Student 21
The third sub-theme involved conducting peer feedback (20.39%) by
correctly forming a group of three students (16.22%), reading out loud (18.92%),
taking notes, (20.27%), writing down impression of paragraph writing (21.62%) and
discussing among peer group members (22.97%).
Categories 1-5
“In my point of view, three was a good size in doing peer feedback.
Learning the peer feedback procedure helped me learn how to work as a group, to
read out loud, to take some notes, to pay more attention to writing down on peers’
written drafts and to inform to peers respectively, and this helped our peer group
discussion run smoothly”
Student 15
Eventually, the fourth sub-theme focused on the peer feedback
materials and references (19.00%). Students could adopt the peer feedback materials
and references more effectively. For example, they used the peer feedback checklists
(30.43%), the worksheets on 5 types of errors (26.09%), self-written reflections
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worksheets (26.09%) and the handouts and dictionary (17.39%) in clarifying peers’
tasks.
Categories 1-4
“The peer feedback materials consisted of worksheet on 5 types of
errors, peer feedback checklists, written-reflections including using the dictionary
helped me learn how to correct peers’ work, especially in using the peer feedback
checklist it helped me practice evaluating the content and organization, this made me
understand what the writer wanted to tell and then emphasized the mechanics on the
grammar accuracy, the peer feedback checklists certainly helped me improve my
writing.”
Student 14
Table 4.4 Theme 2: Developing Students’ Affective Strategy
Theme 2

Frequency

Developing Students’ Affective Strategy

73

Percentage
100%
13.70%

1) Enjoying interaction

13

17.81%

2) Increasing motivation

18

24.66%

3) Building confidence

16

21.92%

4) Being challenging

10

13.70%

5) Reducing embarrassment

7

9.59%

6) Decreasing anxiety

9

12.32%

In Table 4.4, referring to students’ affective strategy in doing peer
feedback, it was revealed by the overall findings that the students experience positive
feelings during the peer feedback sessions (13.70%). Significantly, it indicates that
peer feedback helped students learn about affective strategy; namely, enjoying
interaction (17.81%), increasing motivation (24.66%), building confidence (21.92%),
being challenging (13.70%), reducing embarrassment (9.59%) and decreasing
anxiety (12.32%).
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Categories 1, 3
“There was improvement of my writing skills, and I had more
confidence to give feedback and to debate the comments of peers. In addition, my
group did not experience any problems when working, and working together was
always enjoyable for us.”
Student 5
Categories 2, 6
“A peer group activity motivated me in discussing to peers. I was
anxious about doing peer feedback because I had not experienced about it before;
however, when I practiced it more often, I was more skilled in peer feedback
procedure and using the peer feedback checklists”
Student 6
Categories 4, 5
“I felt challenging to provide feedback to peers because I was not
certain that peers would trust me or not, but in the activity, I had fun with studying
English writing in the ways of interacting to them, this helped reduce my
embarrassment in learning writing”
Student 18
Table 4.5 Theme 3: Increasing Students’ Critical Thinking Skills
Theme 3

Frequency

Increasing Students’ Critical Thinking Skills

64

Percentage
100%
12.00%

1) Reflective thinking

19

29.70%

2) Critical thinking

17

26.56%

3) Sharing and exchange of ideas

15

23.43%

4) Expressing ideas

13

20.31%
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As can be seen in Table 4.5, regarding the critical thinking skills of the
students, it was revealed by the overall findings that the critical thinking of the
students was developed (12.00%). This means that the students were able to improve
their reflective thinking (29.70%), critically thinking (26.56%), sharing and
exchanging ideas (23.43%) and expressing ideas (20.31%) among peer group
discussion. As mentioned previously, the practice of peer feedback enhanced their
ability to think critically through the process of giving peers supportive feedback.
Categories 1, 3
“The peer feedback process allowed group members to exchange and
sharing the ideas, my ideas was logically and critically developed via discussing.
Moreover, I can develop my reflective thinking from reading and learning peers’
written tasks”
Student 8
Categories, 2, 3, 4
“Peer feedback process provide me with more chances to express my
ideas to peers; moreover, exchanging and sharing ideas helped support me to
critically think in composing my written drafts”.
Student 15
Table 4.6 Theme 4: Students’ Beliefs and Changes of their Writing
Improvement
Theme 4
Students’ Beliefs and Changes of their Writing
Improvement

Frequency
33

Percentage
100%
6.20%

1) Developing their writing skills based on
the writing process

13

39.40%

2) Enhancing social interactive ability related
to a collaborative learning

11

33.33%

3) Supporting a student-centred method
associated to learner autonomy

9

27.27%

117

Regarding students’ beliefs and changes of their writing improvement,
which was Theme 4, it was revealed by the overall findings that students believe that
their writing performance was improved as a result of the peer feedback (6.20%).
Furthermore, it was also indicated that they developed their writing skills based on
the writing process (39.40), and their social interaction skills were enhanced, which
led to learning collaboratively (33.33%). In particular, peer feedback supported
student-centered classrooms which associate to learner autonomy (27.27%).
Categories 1-3
“Peer feedback process helped me see the strength and weakness on my
own tasks; my writing was improved from learning the writing strategy and peer
feedback; the focus of the peer feedback was on the importance of the students’ roles,
and the regular interaction with peers helped with reinforcement of social skills in
my view.”
Student 19
As noted above, students’ overall written-reflections, which consist of
the sub-themes, their categories, the frequency and the percentages, can be seen in
Table 4.7
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Table 4.7 Summary of Students’ Written-Reflection towards Peer Feedback
Theme 1: The Writing and Peer Feedback Process

Frequency Count Totally

● Students’ Roles in Doing Peer Group Feedback
● Writing Process

Assessors’ roles

= 533 (100%)
● Conducting
Peer Feedback

31.96%

Totally = 48

13.22%

Totally = 56

15.43%

Totally = 74

20.39%

-Preparation: Generating the
ideas in a mind map
-Drafting: Conveying their
thoughts in a form of drafts
-Evaluation: Doing a peer group
discussion focusing on assessors
-Interactive-back feedback:
Asking for clarification of the
errors from assessors
-Reviewing: Putting an
emphasis on Self-assessment
-Revising: Rewriting as a new
draft

18.10%

- Offering feedback
to peers with an
active role
- Giving a chance to
peers in explaining
the mistakes
- Giving proper
Feedback such as
clarifications,
suggestions,
identification,
explanations

29.17%

- Receiving peers’
comments as the
guidance
- Debating
immediately
when they do not
accept the ideas
- Asking for
clarifications on
the grammatical
mistakes from
peers

28.58%

- Forming a group
of 3 students
- Reading out loud
- Taking notes
- Writing down
impression of
paragraph writing
- Discussing
among peer group
members

16.22%

18.10 %
14.66 %

12.94 %
18.10 %

33.33%

37.50%

33.92%

37.50%

18.92%
20.27%
21.62%

22.97%

Theme 2: Developing Students’ Affective Strategy
- Enjoying
interaction

17.81%

-Increasing
motivation

29.70%

24.66%

-Building
confidence

21.92%

-Being
challenging

13.70%

Developing their writing skills based on
the writing process

- Peer feedback
checklists
- Worksheets on 5
types of errors
- Self-reflection
worksheets
- Handouts,
Dictionary

19.00%
30.43%
26.09%
26.09%
17.39%

-Reducing
embarrassment

- Critically thinking

39.40%

9.59%

-Decreasing
anxiety

12.32%

64= (12.00%)
26.56%

- Sharing and exchange of ideas

Theme 4: Students’ Beliefs and Changes of their Writing Improvement
-

Totally = 69

73 = (13.70%)

Theme 3: Increasing Students’ Critical Thinking Skills
- Reflective thinking

● Peer Feedback
Materials & References

Assessees’ roles

Totally = 116

18.10%

363 = (68.10%)

-

23.43%

- Expressing ideas

20.31%

33 = (6.20%)
Enhancing social interactive ability
related to a collaborative learning

33.33%

- Supporting a student-centered
method associated to learner autonomy

27.27%
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From Table 4.7, four themes emerged from the students’ written
reflection, namely, 1) The writing and peer feedback process, 2) Developing
students’ affective strategy, 3) Increasing students’ critical thinking skill, and 4)
Students’ beliefs and changes of their writing improvement
The results related to Theme 1 indicate that a better understanding of
the processes of writing and peer feedback was gained by the students. This reveals
that most of the students reflected on their comprehension of the writing process by
using the sequence of the six stages, which include the preparation, drafting,
evaluation, interactive feedback, review and revision, in the creation of more
accurate and effective writing. The most important result was that the perceptions of
the students with regard to their roles as feedback providers, or the assessors, and as
the receivers of feedback, or the assessees, were realized, and they learned the
method of systematically conducting peer group activities and are now able to more
effectively and correctly adopt the materials and references of the peer feedback.
Based on Theme 2, doing peer-engaged activities helped students
develop their affective strategy. The majority of the students expressed that peer
feedback is essential to the process of teaching and learning for L2 writing due to the
adoption of peer feedback in writing classes giving them encouragement to become
increasingly motivated to learn. As evidenced above, motivation was agreed to be the
most favorable key factor which helped them in learning. Besides, students were
stimulated by the interests in what they learned while having positive feelings, such
as enjoying interaction, increasing motivation, boosting their confidence, feeling
challenging in working with peers, decreased anxiety and embarrassment in group
feedback.
Regarding Theme 3, peer feedback enhanced students’ critical
thinking skills while providing and receiving feedback. It was also mentioned by
most of the students that, by sharing and exchanging ideas and expressing their
opinions, they were able to improve their reflective thinking skills involving critical
ideas in the class. As noted, all of these helped elevate the level of students’ critical
thinking ability and eventually allowed them to become critical thinkers.
Theme 4 is concerned with the process of peer feedback, which
helped to form the beliefs and changes of the students and led to improvements in
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their writing. Clearly, the majority of the students stated that they were are able to
develop their ability to write through the systematic adoption of the writing process.
Furthermore, they believe that peer feedback provides an experience that is valuable
for social interaction as it results in effective reinforcement of their social skills
through the group work collaboration, specifically, with regard to the students’ roles
when giving peer feedback with a focus on student-centered approaches and the
promotion of learner autonomy.
Triangulation of the results related to the research objectives by the
converging of the quantitative and qualitative findings is described in the following
section.

4.1.3 Integration of the Mix-Methods Data Analysis between the
Convergence and the Augmentation of the Results
In this research, the mixed-methods research approach of embedded
design was applied for the interpretation of both the quantitative and qualitative data
through the comparison of their convergence. The interpretation of the findings takes
into account the development of students’ writing through incorporating peer
feedback process. In this section, the qualitative findings in four emerged themes are
interpreted grounded on the quantitative data between the writing test and written
reflections. The interpretation of the findings placed Theme 1 and 3 in convergence
to the results of the writing test, whereas Theme 2 and 4 were determined as an
augmentation. Additionally, four themes were absolutely discovered to be in
convergence in support to the results of the writing test.
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4.1.4 The Four Themes and the Findings from the Test of Writing
As previously mentioned, the results from the writing pre-test and
post-test showed that the students achieved significant improvement of their skills in
writing to the ‘Good to Average’ level following completion of the sessions for peer
feedback, and their previous level in the pre-test was ‘Fair to Poor’ (M = 74.33, SD =
2.62, and M = 69.19, SD = 2.60, respectively). Particularly, the improvements of
their writing were mainly found in the aspects of content, organization, language use,
vocabulary and mechanics.
The explanation of the convergence of the results is provided by the
interpretation of the emerged themes, which is based on the writing rubric categories.
The achievements of the students in their writing were directly due to the writing
process. Students’ understandings of peer feedback were implanted by an intensive
peer training. Of course, writing strategy is imperative for the writing teachers on
how to effectively design the lesson plan for the students. The crucial issues that they
inevitably concerned about were their contextual knowledge related to cultural
background and language use before the teaching of writing.
1)Convergence of the Theme 1 and 3 and the Results of the Writing
Test
The themes which were placed in convergence with the writing test
were Theme 1 and Theme 3. In Theme 1, ‘The Writing and Peer Feedback Process’,
the following can be derived:
Overall, Students appreciated the writing process, understood their
roles, were able to conduct peer feedback and utilize the peer feedback materials and
references with four sub-themes at the rate of 68.10%.
In the first sub-theme, the findings revealed that students
comprehended how to adopt the six stages of peer feedback process (31.96%),
including preparing (18.10%), drafting (18.10%), evaluation (18.10%), interactiveback feedback (14.66), reviewing (12.94%) and revising (18.10%), in the completion
of the tasks.
The second sub-theme, which is related to the students’ roles
(13.22%) in providing peer feedback, was 29.17%. Each of the student had two roles,
providing feedback as an assessor and receiving feedback as an assessee (33.33%),
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giving peers the opportunity to discuss the errors while encouraging their classmates
in the activity and providing feedback along with clarifications, suggestions,
identifications and explanations about the details (37.50%).
Peer feedback activity emphasized assessees’ roles (15.43%). Their
duties were receiving peers’ comments (28.58). However, when they rejected peer
feedback (33.92%), they could promptly ask for peers’ clarification and explanation
on the grammatical mistakes from peers (37.50%).
Based on the third sub-theme in doing peer feedback (20.39%),
forming a group of 3 students in the peer-involved activity was well-organized
(16.22%), and they could follow the procedure of the peer group activity step by step
such as reading out loud (18.92%), taking notes (20.27%), writing down impressions
of writing paragraphs (21.62%) and discussing among peer group members
(22.97%).
Lastly, in the fourth sub-theme involving the peer feedback materials
and references (19.00%), students could more effectively and correctly apply the
materials and references from the peer feedback, for example, peer feedback
checklists (30.43%), the worksheets on 5 types of errors (26.09%), self- reflections
worksheets (26.09%) and the handouts and dictionary (17.39%).
It was revealed by the findings that the students gained a more indepth grasp of the strategy of writing as an entire process involving the stages of
preparation, drafting, evaluation, interactive-back feedback, reviewing, and revising.
Moreover, they reflected that their roles as students are crucial for providing and
receiving feedback. In particular, conducting a group peer activity was systematically
arranged, and adopting the peer feedback materials, such as the checklists of the peer
feedback and the coding of the five error aspects, were understood more clearly
during the assessment of their writing tasks. In reality, the students had studied this
course of writing before; however, after receiving training on the ways to more
effectively conduct peer feedback, they rapidly gained an understanding and were
able to conduct more effective peer group activities. Moreover, it can be suggested
that the writing strategy and the process of peer feedback were appreciated by those
students who completed the training in providing peer feedback. Consequently, the
results of Theme 1 were in convergence in line with the results of the writing test.
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Regarding Theme 3, increasing student’s critical thinking skill were
elevated after they completed the writing class. Overall, the findings reported that
providing feedback by peers reinforced their critical thinking abilities (12.00%).
Additionally, they indicate that the peer feedback contributed to the development of
their reflective thinking (29.70%), critically thinking (26.56%), sharing and
exchanging ideas (23.43) and expressing ideas (20.31%) during the discussions of
the peer groups. As previously mentioned, the practice of constructive peer feedback
offered by classmates facilitated their capability for critical thinking.
It is suggested by the results that the peer feedback provides useful and
helpful benefits for the students in terms of the improvement of their writing,
particularly in the evaluation and interactive feedback stages, where students are
given more opportunity to criticize their written tasks. Expressing and sharing ideas
among peer group members increased the higher level of their critical thinking skills;
moreover, the meta-cognitive strategy was activated. All of their thoughts were
critically refined through written reflections, and their ideas were more logically
sequenced. As a consequence, the findings of Theme 3 were put in convergence
corresponded to the findings of the writing test.
2) Augmentation of the Theme 2 and Theme 4 to the Results of the
Writing Test
Theme 2 and Theme 4 were both determined as an augmentation to
the writing test. These provided more insights into the findings of qualitative data
which were supported the evaluation criteria on the writing rubric.
In Theme 2, students could develop their affective strategy through
conducting peer feedback. The findings were not placed in convergence because no
frequency that was based on the writing rubric aspects of content, language usage,
mechanics, organization, and vocabulary was found. Nevertheless, the findings were
related to the collaborative learning concepts of peer group discussions, and this is
pivotal in supporting the findings of their writing post-test. Specifically, from the
findings of written reflections, they immensely believed that doing peer group
feedback could augment the development of the writing test.
In Theme 4, according to the reflections they wrote, it can be
concluded that peer feedback is an effective method for the improvement of student
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writing. Most of the students also stated that they believe that this method can lead to
changes in their writing that result in improvement. As for the theoretical and
pedagogical applications in the context of L2 writing, students believe that
developing their writing ability was based on the writing process that the teachers
adopted in an appropriate way and that was focused on a student-centered classroom.
Besides, it was also believed that peer feedback is directly associated to social
dimension through a collaborative learning, and students were able to become more
autonomous learners. The findings were not related to the aspects on the writing
rubric; instead, they were related to the theoretical issues involved with the use of
peer feedback within the context of L2 writing, for example the theories of
collaborative learning, the process writing theory, and the sociocultural theory. Thus,
the incorporation of peer feedback in the instruction of L2 writing has strongly
confirmed numerous theories that support the idea that peer feedback offers
outstanding benefits for the development of the writing skills of students. That is to
say that its potentials to the development of students’ writing ability is an
augmentation to peer feedback use.
To conclude, theme 1 and theme 3 were put in convergence while
theme 2 and theme 4 were considered an augmentation to the findings of the
students’ writing test as illustrated in Figure 4.1
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- preparation, drafting,
evaluation, interactiveback feedback,
reviewing and revising
- Assessors’ roles and
assessees’ roles
- Forming a group of 3
student, Reading out
loud, Taking notes,
Writing down
impression of paragraph
writing, Discussing
among peer group
members
- Peer feedback
checklists, Worksheets
on 5 types of errors,
Self-reflection
worksheets, handouts
and dictionary

Figure 4.1: Summary of the Interpretation of the Results
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4.2 The Results of the Second Research Question
4.2.1 Patterns of Student Interactions on Peer Feedback for
English Writing
The peer feedback sessions were recorded and transcribed with the
use of transcription symbols (see Appendix H). Consequently, the transcripts were
separated into episodes similar to other studies undertaken in this research area
(Zheng, 2012; Roberson, 2014). As mentioned in the section explaining the
objectives of this study, two groups of six students were selected for the
identification of the patterns of interaction in the dialogue during the conducting of a
peer feedback session on the topic of narrative writing in the subject of “My Bad
Dream”. The subsequent four interaction patterns were obtained and analysis of the
coded examples of the excerpts was performed. Each of the patterns is related to
equality and mutuality, which were emphasized by a deeper discussion of each
stance’s features. Based on these four patterns, the results showed that the writing
skills of the students were improved by the patterns of collaboration and
expert/novice. A total of 48 patterns involving the assessors and the assessees were
identified from the six pairs, as seen in Table 4.8
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Table 4.8 Patterns of Interaction Roles from the Transcripts of Two Sessions
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As displayed in Table 4.8, the results show that the writing of the
students was improved within the collaborative and expert/novice patterns, and they
also indicate that the student pairs with varying levels of proficiency were
participating in the different interaction patterns. According to the framework of
Storch (2002), all of the six pairs fit within the interaction patterns. Based on the
analysis of the patterns of interaction, the most common patterns among the four
from the two sessions were the collaborative (45.83%), the expert/novice (41.66%),
the dominant/passive (10.41%), and the dominant/dominant (2.08%). From the six
pairs, five of them were eventually corresponding with the collaborative and
expert/novice patterns. In contrast, the fourth pair was primarily dominated by
student writer A, which indicated the dominant/passive pattern, while the other
partner’s stance was that of expert/novice.
In addition, an increasing tendency to emphasize grammatical
accuracy occurred, which was considered as the most important factor for the
revision according to the peer discussions in the dialogues. Significantly, in the
approach of the writing process, the students were given the opportunity to
concentrate on the important aspects of the texts; furthermore, the recursive peer
feedback process was very necessary for the development of the students’ writing
and editing abilities. As a result, this may be rejected when engaged in peer group
discussions, which often expect students to apply grammatical accuracy when
reviewing their writing outputs. Nonetheless, although the proficiency differences of
the students might force them into certain categories of patterns, it clearly
demonstrates that this did not have an impact on the relationships formed during the
peer interaction. Examples of the four excerpts during the discussions of the assigned
tasks of the peers are illustrated as follows:
Excerpt 1. Collaborative pattern
Peer B: I want to say that ‘there was a thief’.
Peer C: Is this sentence correct?
Peer A: Check about using the noun ending. Is this correct? Were a thief.
Peer B: [5] Yes, it’s a noun.
Peer A: Is this a noun? Peer C… What do you think about it? Um … if I place
‘thief’ behind the verb, will be ‘were a thief?’
Peer C: Really?
Peer B: Should it be a plural noun?
Peer A: Of course, you need to put “s”.
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Peer B: Um … (satisfied).
Peer A: If it’s a singular noun, it will be ‘was a thief”. This position should place
‘s’ and use ‘were’.
Peer C: That’s right!
Peer A: How about “thief”? Do I have to put “s”? I need you to check this word
in the dictionary.
Peer B: Ok! I have to examine the rules for the plural noun.
Peer A: I’m not sure; it may change “f” into “ves”.
Peer B: Yeah! I found it.

In the excerpt above, it is revealed by the results that a collaborative
interaction pattern was adopted by the students. The alternative opinions were
discussed as they solved any problems by attempting to determine a resolution. As
seen in the dialogue, the students discussed the grammatical structure that includes a
noun, the subject + verb agreement, and the plural noun ending. Regarding use of a
noun, they are primarily focused on this part of speech by considering the word
“thief”. Following this, they discussed the word and added to each other’s
suggestions for the use of subject + verb agreement with singular and plural nouns by
editing the sentence in terms of verb “was/were”. Furthermore, they expressed
critical views in the adoption of constructive feedback in response to the suggestions
of Peer A. In the characteristics and areas of focus in their comments, it is
demonstrated that the students actively produced a revision-oriented comment on the
explanation of ‘Of course, you need to put (s)’ for plural nouns. Due to having higher
proficiency, Peer A performed the function of a student teacher, but she also engaged
Peer B in a collaborative positive discussion. This caused Peer B to confidently
express her own opinions in an effort to react to the comments of Peer A by
participating in the activity by asking the question, ‘Should it be a plural noun?’ and
learning from each other while they display positive emotions. However, although
the manner in which the feedback was provided was similar to a teaching style due to
the questions that were asked in order to improve Peer B’s knowledge of English, the
sound of her voice and her use of language were presented in a positive way to
appropriately cause Peer B to accept her advice and join in the discussion of this peer
group. In the end, they were able to reach an agreement and resolve the problems
related to this difficult area of English grammar.
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Excerpt 2: Dominant-dominant pattern
Peer B: Ok. For the first step, ((did you remember the teacher always
emphasizes))
about “the main idea” in the paragraph structure?
Peer A: Here! A single sentence.
Peer C: No!
Peer B: No! It’s not correct. It’s not the main idea. The main idea must be
written
as a single sentence, but this is not a sentence; just a fragment.
Peer A: … (unsatisfied).

In Excerpt 2, a discussion in which an argument occurs in the
dominant-dominant pattern is illustrated. As seen in the peer dialogue, the way to
present the main idea of a paragraph was the topic. It is obvious that each student
adopts their own view when providing the feedback from the assessors to the
assessee. Moreover, in the discussion between Peer B and Peer C, they immediately
rejected Peer A’s comments without considering the ideas, while Peer B made an
effort to take control of the process of the work and made a reference to the
information that she had received from the teacher. In addition, Peer C swiftly
rejected Peer A’s comment without any explanation. In response, Peer A refused to
accept the peer feedback by objecting to her suggestion. Subsequently, Peer B
forcefully disagreed once more and pointed out her error. In addition, Peer A also
rejected the feedback as could be seen by her expression of negative emotions. With
regard to the composition of a paragraph’s main idea, each one seemed confident in
their own answers although there is some amount of dispute. This also demonstrates
one of the aspects of dominance in the behavior of the students as seen by their
negative reactions similar to those that Zheng (2012) reported. All of the three
students added to the confusion without any effort to solve the problem or
willingness to come to an agreement. Furthermore, there was a limited amount of
negotiation among them, and Peer A reacted with silence and also displayed a
negative facial expression. Thus, this interaction pattern was characterized by a
moderate to high level of equality and a low to moderate level of mutuality.
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Excerpt 3: Dominant-passive pattern
Peer A: In addition, why did you put “to” and a comma (,)?
Peer B: [I’m wrong; I misunderstood.]
Peer A: Yes.
Peer C: (laugh)
Peer B: Also, there’s no need to add “to”.
Peer A: Yeah! I will cut off “to”.
Peer C: Your handwriting must be elaborate, so the reviewer will not feel
confused when giving feedback.

The dominant-passive interaction is illustrated in Excerpt 3. In the
peer discussion, the students place emphasis on the use of connectors and transitions
when composing the text without mentioning any details. Furthermore, one
problematic point that they mention is the handwriting of the writer. In the peer
discussion, Peer A demonstrated her knowledge of applying transitions and
connectors by providing the correct answer. Based on the statements of Peer A and
Peer C, they did not pay much attention to the views of Peer B with regard to the
peer responses, and they in turn showed their strong skills, whereas Peer B did not
contribute very much to the writing. Moreover, Peer B chose to accept their
suggestions for correcting the mistakes, but the manner in which the feedback was
given by Peer A and Peer C did not result in Peer B feeling grateful for their
feedback provided in the discussion; thus, it appeared that she experienced more
negativity when listening to their comments regarding her handwriting.

Excerpt 4: Expert/novice pattern
Peer A: Ok! Peer B after I read your text, I really liked it very much because it
sounds very interesting.
Peer C: Yes, I agree with Peer A. It’s very good. Um … the support is like the
main
idea.
Peer A: Anyway, what a pity! Peer B forgot to write the main idea of the text.
Peer C: Yes.
Peer B: How about this one?

132

Peer A: “I had both a good and bad dream in my life.” Well! A single sentence …
If you mention this sentence as the main idea, remember you should
underline it. The main idea of the sentence must be clear.
Peer C: Well! It should be written as the single sentence, not a compound or
complex sentence if you are not sure of the grammar.
Peer B: Well! Alright.
Peer A: How about this sentence? [5] Peer B, do you know what’s wrong with it?
[5] You forgot to place the plural (s) after ‘dream’.
Peer B: Yeah.

In Excerpt 4, the expert-novice interaction is presented. In this
discussion, Peer A played the role of the director of the writing task, whereas Peer B
took the role of the novice in this pattern of interaction. Therefore, the way that the
peer interaction was marked by significant mutuality, but low equality can be seen.
In the peer feedback, Peer A and Peer C offered their positive comments to Peer B on
her writing. “I really like it very much because it sounds very interesting, Yes, I
agree with Peer A. It’s very good,” they state respectively. This functioned as their
invitation for Peer B to become involved in the session by expressing their positive
views. Prior to the offering of feedback, she requested that they give their ideas
regarding the way to compose the main idea in a grammatically correct sentence so
as to review her current knowledge of the structure of a paragraph. During the
discussion, Peer A addressed Peer B several times in order to encourage her to
respond or express an opinion. This demonstrated that it was her intention to provide
beneficial comments to Peer B; similarly, Peer C complimented the creation of the
text’s main idea. In their discourse, Peer B did not interact much with the others;
however, she showed that she appreciated their feedback with appropriate positive
facial expressions, and she was willing to correct the errors in accordance with the
peer response.
Several segments of the written drafts of the students from the two
sessions held between the first and the third written drafts illustrate the improvement
of their writing skills (Appendix M), and examples of the dialogues of the peers
regarding peer discussion are included (Appendix N).
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4.2.2 The Results of the Interviews on the Students’ Patterns of
Interaction
Regarding the interviews, triangulation was applied to increase the
validity and reliability of the results. Furthermore, from the findings of the data
analysis, there was the extraction of five major themes, which are 1) categories of
feedback given, 2) expectations of feedback, 3) use of voice and language, 4) factors
related to participation in the activities, and 5) the attitudes of students toward peer
feedback in L2 writing (see Appendix I).
Through coding, categorization and data reduction, there were five
themes that emerged in the data collection; therefore, students’ improvement in
writing through peer feedback process is derived from themes as followings:
Theme 1: Given Types of Feedback
Theme 1 consists of 3 sub-themes including its categories
Direct feedback, indirect feedback and Oral feedback as sub-themes
Sub-theme 1: Direct feedback:
Categories: 1) content 2) organization 3) vocabulary; word choice 4) language use;
article, prepositions, tenses, pronoun, and 5) mechanics; spelling, punctuation,
capitalization, paragraphing
Sub-theme 2: Indirect feedback
Categories: underlines, symbols, hints and circles
Sub-theme 3: Oral feedback:
Categories: the compliments and recommendations
Theme 2: Feedback Expectations
Sub-theme 1: Direct feedback
Categories:
1) Specific grammatical areas
2) Clear written commentary
Sub-theme 2: Oral feedback
1) Checking the specific grammar errors
2) Using the examples on peer correction
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Theme 3: Voice and language use
Categories:
1) Gaining the benefits from mixing students’ efficiency differences
2) Being confused with peers’ language use in clarifying the errors, Pattani-Malay
language (Dialect) was sometimes adopted for the explicit explanations
3) Positive reactions in interaction
4) Distrusting on peer correction decreased
Theme 4: Factors of the Peer-Involved Activity
Categories:
1) Being challenging in comparing their ability to peers
2) Requiring their English writing improvement
3) Taking much responsibility for the roles of the students as a feedback giver and a
feedback receiver
4) Learning motivation in writing
Theme 5: Students’ views towards peer feedback in L2 writing
Categories:
1) Developing students’ writing ability
2) Practicing students’ critical thinking skills
3) Working collaboratively
4) Boosting more confidence in writing and providing feedback
5) Perceiving writing and peer feedback process
6) Focusing on an intensive peer training
7) Implementing peer feedback in pedagogy
As noted earlier, five themes were extracted, including categories of
given types of peer feedback, feedback expectations, voice and language use, factors
of the peer-involved activity and students’ views towards peer feedback in L2
writing, and the interviewing on students’ patterns of interactions elicited quantified
qualitative findings. Each theme was calculated as the percentage from totally
frequency which are presented in Table 4.9-4.13.
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Table 4.9 Theme 1: Dynamic Patterns of Interaction on Peer Feedback
Frequency
(totally 148)

Percentage

Theme 1: Given Types of Peer Feedback

51

100%
34.46

Sub-theme 1: Direct feedback

24

47.06%

1) Content

4

16.67%

2) Organization

6

25.00%

3) Vocabulary; word choice

4

16.67%

4) Language use; article, preposition, tenses,
pronoun

5

20.83%

5) Mechanics; spelling, punctuation,
capitalization and paragraphing

5

20.83%

18

35.29%

1) Underline

5

27.78%

2) Symbols

6

33.33%

3) Hints

3

16.67%

4) Circles

4

22.22%

9

17.65%

1) Compliments

4

44.45%

2) Recommendations

5

55.55%

Sub-theme 2: Indirect feedback

Sub-theme 3: Oral feedback

As seen in Table 4.9, the findings show that the students have a
positive attitude toward the adoption of peer feedback for the improvement of their
writing ability in both the collaborative and the expert/novice stances. From the data
analysis, three sub-themes were extracted, including direct feedback, indirect
feedback and oral feedback.
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1) Given Types of Peer Feedback
Out of the five themes that were extracted from the data analysis,
the first one is focused on the types of feedback given during conducting peer
feedback (34.46%). It was indicated by the results that there are three types of
feedback that were given in the duration of peer group discussion; for instance, direct
feedback was at (47.06%) including that on content (16.67%), organization (25%),
vocabulary; word choice (16.67%), language use; article; preposition, tenses,
pronoun (20.83%) and then mechanics; spelling, punctuation, capitalization,
paragraphing (20.83%).
Subsequently, they also obtained indirect feedback (35.29%)
including the use of underlines (27.78%), coding by adopting symbols (33.33%),
hints (16.67%), circles (22.22%) on the grammatical mistakes and eventually, oral
feedback was at (17.65%) in line with their compliments (44.45%), and
recommendations (55.55%). Some of the examples from a student with high
proficiency level who is in the dominant/passive patter are shown below.
Categories in Indirect Feedback
“In my opinion, I sometimes felt that I could not depend on the peer
feedback, as I needed them to focus on the details of the specific grammatical errors.
The categories of feedback that were given included underlines, hints, circles and
symbols. Yes, I agree that the peer group discussions helped me to have a variety of
additional ideas, but I need clear and beneficial assessment, so I prefer the
comments of the teachers.”
Student C in group 2
Categories in Direct & Oral feedback
“In doing peer feedback, I adopted 5 types of errors worksheets in
evaluating peers’ tasks and I sometimes offer the recommendations to peers. In my
perspective, I believe that the peer feedback is most helpful for the students with a
low level of accuracy in organizing my paragraph writing”
Student C in group 2
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Table 4.10 Theme 2: Feedback Expectations
Theme 2
Feedback Expectations

Frequency

Percentage

20

13.51%

11

55.00%

1) Specific grammatical areas

6

54.55%

2) Clear written commentary

5

45.45%

9

45.00%

1) Checking the specific grammar errors

5

55.55%

2) Using the examples on peer correction

4

44.45%

Sub-theme 1: Direct feedback

Sub-theme 2: Oral feedback

As seen in 4.10, the second theme focuses on feedback
expectations. it was revealed by the overall results that the students expect useful and
accurate comments in the direct feedback from their peers at (55%) which relates to
more specific grammatical areas (54.55%) including clear written comments
(45.45%), and they oral feedback averaged at (45%), and they were involved in
checking the specific grammatical errors (55.55%) and using the examples (44.45%).
As a result, one student who has strong English language skills and was in the
dominant/dominant pattern of interaction and mentioned:
Categories in Direct & Oral feedback
“When I received the feedback from my peers, I was reluctant to be
involved in the peer response. Anyway, I feel that the peer feedback was beneficial
and useful for me because I had overlooked many of the mistakes that were spotted
by my peers, but I needed more grammar accuracy with using the examples from
peers.”
Student A in group 2
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Table 4.11 Theme 3: Voice and Language Use
Theme 3
Voice and Language Use

Frequency

Percentage

22

14.86%

1) Gaining the benefits from mixing
Students’ English proficiency level

6

27.27%

2) Being confused with peers’ language use
in clarifying the errors, Pattani-Malay
language (Dialect) was sometimes adopted
for the explicit explanations

6

27.27%

3) Positive reactions in interaction

5

22.73%

4) Distrusting on peer correction decreased

5

22.73%

As seen in 4.11, the average of the overall findings in the third
theme was at (14.86%). The students pointed out that the use of voice and language
impacted the interaction patterns in the peer feedback. In addition, it was indicated
by the results that the students received beneficial assistance from the peer group
feedback with a mix of different levels of student ability at (27.27%). Importantly, in
clarify the errors Pattani-Malay language was adopted for the explicit explanations
(27.27%). Positive reaction encouraged them to have an interactional enjoyment
(22.73%), and finally when they finished peer feedback session, their distrusting on
peer correction decreased (22.73%). One student with a high level of English
proficiency who was in the expert/novice pattern of interaction stated:
Categories 2, 3
“In my opinion, the peer feedback assisted me with learning how to
offer the beneficial feedback to peers and to improve my own writing outputs. Of
course, I prepared myself for providing feedback with a well-prepared teaching style.
However, I spoke the Pattani-Malay language (L1) when defining several word
meanings, particularly when talking to the members of the peer group. Also, I feel
that positive reactions are preferred during the interactions, and most importantly, I
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always reflect upon my actions in order to identify my weaknesses and strengths by
participating in the peer group feedback.”
Student C in group 2
A learner with a low level of proficiency who experienced the expert/novice
interaction pattern stated:
Categories 1, 4
“For me, peer feedback is something new, and this encourages me
to participate in the peer-involved activities. I received the benefits from working
with others and receiving feedback from a heterogeneous group, and in particular, I
was given the correct answers by the peers, which meant that in turn, I was less
hesitant to offer feedback regarding the grammatical errors in the tasks of my peers.
Also, I had few opportunities to present my opinion; however, the practice of having
peer feedback each week motivated me to offer more comments.”
Student B in group 2

Table 4.12 Theme 4: Factors of the Peer-Involved Activity
Theme 4
Factors of the Peer-Involved Activity

Frequency

Percentage

17

11.49%

4

23.53%

2) Requiring their English writing
improvement

6

35.29%

3) Taking much responsibility for the roles of
the students as a feedback giver and a
feedback receiver

4

23.53%

4) Learning motivation in writing

3

17.65%

1) Being challenging in comparing their
ability to peers
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In terms of the factors involving participation in peer feedback
included in Theme 4 in Table 4.12, the overall findings showed that the crucial
factors encouraged students to join the peer-engaged activity (11.49%). This
indicates that the students would like to achieve improvement of their writing ability
from the feedback process that is provided by their peers (35.29%). Besides, they felt
challenged with their ability compared to peers (23.53%), and the students’ roles
created their greater responsibilities by providing and receiving feedback (23.53%),
and they think that peer feedback motivated them in learning (17.65%).
Categories 3, 4
“For me, after the teacher assigned the topic to me, the writing
process suddenly occurred in my mind. I needed to brainstorm ideas for the mind
mapping and convey the meaning into my drafts. Particularly, discussion with peers
helped me with the creative development of my ideas, and the students played a role
in motivating me to

participate in peer-engaged activities by accepting major responsibilities as a
provider and receiver of feedback.”
Student A in group 1
Categories 1, 2, 4
“Peer feedback stimulated me to the activity, as this was my first
time participating in peer group activities to study writing, and I felt challenging of
my knowledge compared with peers because I needed feedback to improve my
writing. Certainly, peer feedback made me confident in writing.
Student A in group 2
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Table 4.13 Theme 5: Students’ Views towards Peer Feedback in L2 Writing
Theme 5
Students’ Views towards Peer Feedback in L2
Writing

Frequency

Percentage

38

25.68%

1) Developing students’ writing ability

6

15.79%

2) Practicing students’ critical thinking skills

6

15.79%

3) Working collaboratively

5

13.16%

4) Boosting more confidence in writing and
providing feedback

5

13.16%

5) Perceiving writing and peer feedback process

4

10.52%

6) Focusing on an intensive peer training

6

15.79%

7) Implementing peer feedback in pedagogy

6

15.79%

The focus of Theme 5 is on students’ views toward peer feedback in
L2 writing class in Table 4.13. Overall, it was presented by the results that the
students hold positive views regarding the utilization of peer feedback (25.68%). The
findings indicated that peer feedback had the fruitful benefits in improving students’
writing ability (15.79%), and they practiced their critical thinking skills (15.79%),
worked collaboratively (13.16%), increased their confidence levels when presenting
feedback (13.16%), and had better understanding of the process writing approach
(10.52%). The significance of peer training was considered (15.79%). Furthermore,
as mentioned above 15.79% of the students agreed that peer feedback should be
implemented in pedagogy. With regard to this, a student with a high level of English
proficiency in the expert/novice pattern of interaction noted:
Categories 1-4, 6
“In my view, peer discussion has reinforced and increased my
ability to think critically, and most importantly, I have socially developed due to the
collaborative work. I have become more confident when it comes to writing, and the
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process of peer feedback helps me to reduce my dependence on the teacher. Also, I
have learned to find a resolution to linguistic problems by more effectively using selfassessment. The strategies that I gained from the peer feedback training sessions
were quite useful in the development of my writing.”
Student C in group 1
Categories 5, 7
“Peer feedback training was very crucial because it caused me to
have a better perception of the writing strategies and process of peer feedback. In my
opinion, the teachers should adopt peer feedback in classroom teaching, and
importantly peer feedback established a relaxing environment in learning as well.
Student B in group 2
As previously explained, the overall results of the qualitative data
from the patterns of interaction of the students includes five themes that were
extracted from the data analysis: categories of given types of peer feedback, feedback
expectations, voice and language use, factors of the peer-involved activity, students’
views towards peer feedback in L2 writing. These findings above are summarized in
Table 4.14
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Table 4.14 Summary of Students’ Patterns of Interaction on Peer Feedback
Theme 1
Given Types of Peer Feedback

Totally 51

34.46%

● Direct feedback
- Content
- Organization
- Vocabulary,
word choice
- Language use:
Articles,
preposition,
tenses,
pronoun
- Mechanics:
Spelling,
punctuation,
capitalization,
paragraphing

47.06%
16.67%
25.00%
16.67%

● Indirect feedback

35.29%

-

27.78%
33.33%
16.67%
22.22%

Underline
Symbols
Hints
Circles

20.83%

20.83%

● Oral feedback

17.65%

- Compliments
- Recommendations

44.45%
55.55%

Theme 2
Feedback Expectations
Totally 20
● Direct feedback
- Specific
grammatical
areas
- Clearly written
commentary

13.51%
55.00%
54.55%

Totally 22
- Gaining the benefits
from mixing students’
efficiency differences

45.00%
55.55%

- Using the examples
on peer correction

44.45%

Theme 4
Factors of the Peer-Involved
Activity

14.86%

Totally 17

11.49%

27.27%

- Being
challenging in
comparing their
ability to peers

23.53%

-Requiring their
English writing
improvement

35.29%

-Taking much
responsibility for
the roles of the
students as a
feedback giver
and a feedback
receiver

23.53%

-Learning
motivation in
writing

17.65%

45.45%

● Oral feedback
- Checking the
grammatical errors

*Frequency Count Totally = 148 / (100%)

Theme 3
Voice and Language Use

- Being confused with
peers’ language use
in clarifying the errors,
Pattani-Malay
language (Dialect) was
sometimes adopted
for the explicit
explanations

27.27%

-Positive reactions in
interaction

22.73%

- Distrusting on peer
correction decreased

22.73%

Theme 5
Students’ Views towards Peer
Feedback in L2 Writing
Totally 38

25.68%

-Developing students’
writing ability

15.79%

-Practicing students’
critical thinking skills

15.79%

-Working
collaboratively

13.16%

-Boosting more
confidence in writing
and providing feedback

13.16%

-Perceiving writing and
peer feedback process

10.52%

- Focusing on an
intensive peer training

15.79%

- Implementing peer
feedback in pedagogy

15.79%
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4.3 Results from the Third Research Question
For the answer to research question 3: “What are students’ attitudes
towards peer feedback training?”, the data analysis of the findings from the 5-point
Likert scale in the 36-item questionnaire was performed with descriptive statistics
and the paired samples t-test in order to find the mean scores and standard deviations
of the advantages and disadvantages of the peer feedback process.
4.3.1 The Results of the 5-Point Likert Scale in the 36-Item
Questionnaire
The results were revealed by the data analysis that the mean (M) is
4.09 and the standard deviation (SD) is 0.28. Thus, the average level of positive
attitudes towards the use of peer feedback is high according to the evaluation criteria
that defines the range from 3.51 to 4.50 as suggesting a high level for the positive
attitudes of students toward peer feedback.
An additional descriptive statistical analysis of each domain from
the questionnaire was performed in order to obtain more data. The results from this
analysis are displayed in Table 4.14 showing the levels of the positive attitudes
towards peer feedback (LPAPF) in the four domains.
Table 4.15 Mean of the Domains and the Levels of the Attitudes of Students
toward Incorporating Peer Feedback
Domain

N

Mean

SD

LPAPF

Understandings of the Writing Process

21

4.06

0.27

High

Learning about Affective Strategy

21

4.04

0.26

High

Developing Students’ Critical Thinking Skills

21

4.10

0.32

High

Enhancing Students’ Social Interaction Skills

21

4.16

0.28

High

As seen in Table 4.15, on average the students have a high level of
understanding of the writing process (M = 4.06, SD = 0.27). Furthermore, the
activities of peer feedback assist the students with learning about affective strategies
in group work (M = 4.04, SD = 0.26). Peer feedback also develop students’ critical
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thinking skills at the high level (M = 4.10, SD = 0.32). Furthermore, a peer group
discussion highly enhances students’ social interaction skills (M = 4.16, SD = 0.28).
Additionally, exploration of the mean of the statements within each domain is
worthwhile so that insights into the results can be gained. Tables 4.16 - 4.19 display
the means of each statement from the student questionnaire on peer feedback and the
interpretation with regard to the level of the positive attitudes toward peer feedback.
Table 4.16 Means of the Statements on “Writing Process”
Domain 1

Mean

SD

LPAPF

Writing Process

4.06

0.27

High

1. I have experienced about peer feedback
discussion.

3.90

0.54

High

2. I am able to systematically conduct peer group
discussions.

4.00

0.70

High

3. I have learned about the writing process
involved in the production of paragraph writing.

3.86

0.57

High

4. I am able to identify the details of the paragraph
structure in each genre.

4.10

0.62

High

5. I am able to understand the ways that the
paragraph structure is constructed in each genre.

4.05

0.38

High

6. I am able to more efficiently improve my
writing skills via participating in peer feedback
activities.

4.14

0.36

High

7. I am able to expand the length of the paragraph
writing.

4.29

0.56

High

8. I am able to improve my writing skills in terms
of the Content, Language & Mechanics.

4.05

038

High

9. I realize of students’ roles (Assessors &
Assessees) in conducting peer feedback
discussion.

4.14

0.36

High
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As seen in Table 4.16, on average, the students have a positive view
toward peer feedback at a high level (M = 4.06; SD = 0.27) within the domain of the
process of peer feedback. It is shown by the results that the highest mean score was
that of Item 7, the focus of which was on the improvement by the students in terms
of expanding the length of the paragraph writing (M = 4.29; SD = 0.56). This
denoted that the students had more effectively improved their writing abilities, and
the importance of the roles of students in providing and being given peer feedback
was highlighted in Items 6 and 9 (M = 4.14; SD = 0.36).
Additionally, the students were able to effectively learn about the
structure of paragraphs, such as identification of the various kinds of genres in Item 4
(M = 4.10; SD = 0.62) and the systematic conducting of peer discussion in Item 2 (M
= 4.00; SD = 0.70). Students were also able to understand the ways that paragraphs
can be constructed in each genre and improve their writing tasks in terms of the
mechanics and content as noted in Items 5 and 8 (M = 4.05; SD = 0.38). Most
significantly, following the sessions of peer feedback, the students gained beneficial
experience in improving their writing skills to a higher level, as mentioned in Item 1
(M = 3.90; SD = 0.54). Lastly, the understanding of the students concerned with
learning the strategies for writing had a high rating, as seen in Item 3 (M = 3.86; SD
= 0.57).
Table 4.17 Mean of the Statements on “Affective Strategies”
Domain 2

Mean

SD

LPAPF

Affective Strategies

4.04

0.26

High

10. I have lower levels of anxiety when providing
feedback on the work of my peers.

3.95

0.50

High

11. I have more confidence when criticizing the work
of my peers.

4.10

0.62

High

12. Peer group activities help me reduce my levels of
stress when studying writing.

4.05

0.67

High

13. My positive feelings assist me with coping with
anxiety and stress when providing peers with
feedback.

3.76

0.54

High
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14. When participating in peer feedback, I enjoy the
comments exchanged during the interactions.

4.05

0.38

High

15. When an argument occurs during discussions, I
am able to effectively control my emotions and
simultaneously listen to my peers. I do not primarily
force my own views upon others.

4.29

0.46

High

16. The roles of the students strongly encourage me
to participate in the activities of peer feedback.

4.05

0.50

High

17. As both the assessor and the assessee in peer
feedback discussions, I am able to handle my
emotions well.

4.05

0.38

High

18. When disagreeing with the opinions of peers and
unable to accept their editing or peer corrections, I
am able to provide a reasonable explanation to them
and also, effectively control my emotions.

4.10

0.30

High

In Table 4.17, the results are presented that illustrate that the students
have positive attitudes toward the implementation of peer feedback at an overall high
rating (M = 4.04; SD = 0.26) within the domain of affective strategies. The highest
rating was given to Item 15 (M = 4.29; SD = 0.46), which mentioned that during the
discussions of peer feedback when an argument occurs, the students are able to
control their emotions and continue the group work. They are not primarily focused
on their own opinions but accept the comments of their peers.
Moreover, the continual practice of engaging in peer feedback has
helped them strengthen their confidence when offering criticism of the work of their
peers. However, in cases where they completely disagree with their peers and do not
accept the editing of their errors, they are able to conduct reasonable negotiation with
each other. They have realized that the feedback from peers can help them gain skills
in coping with negative emotions as seen in Items 11 and 18 (M = 4.10; SD = 0.62;
M = 4.10; SD = 0.30). Furthermore, students mentioned that peer group activities can
alleviate stressfulness due to writing, and they enjoy the communication with their
peers. More significantly, they emphasized the importance of the roles of the
students, which encourages them to interact and facilitates their learning of the ways
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to manage their emotions during group work at a high level, as indicated in Items 12,
14, 16 and 17 (M = 4.05; SD = 0.67, M = 4.05; SD = 0.38, M = 4.05; SD = 0.50, and
M = 4.05; SD = 0.38), respectively. Additionally, the reduction of their anxiety when
providing feedback and having a positive attitude is an essential factor in enabling
the students to overcome the challenges when participating in peer feedback as
presented in Items 10 and 13 (M = 3.95; SD = 0.50 and M = 3.76; SD = 0.54),
respectively.
Table 4.18 Means of the Statements on “Critical Thinking Abilities”
Domain 3

Mean

SD

LPAPF

Critical Thinking Abilities

4.10

0.32

High

19. Peer feedback assists with the improvement of
my critical thinking abilities.

3.90

0.54

High

20. Critical thinking abilities increase the efficiency
of my criticism of the work of my peers.

3.86

0.65

High

21. Following the peer feedback sessions, I am able
to perform critical analysis and thinking as well as
increase my self-awareness.

4.05

0.50

High

22. During criticism of the work of my peers, my
critical thinking abilities are improved.

4.10

0.54

High

23. Skills in critical thinking are especially an
essential and required factor in helping me receive
the beneficial comments from my peers.

4.14

0.48

High

24. Sharing opinions and exchanging ideas helps me
more carefully evaluate the work of my peers work
as an assessor.

4.29

0.46

High

25. Both of the stages of evaluation and interactive
feedback help me to practice thinking critically.

4.29

0.46

High

26. When in the role of assessee, I am able to discuss
various opinions with my peers, which enhances my
practice of evaluation of the work of my peers.

4.24

0.44

High

27. Peer feedback provides numerous advantages and
benefits that can improve critical thinking abilities.

4.05

0.50

High
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As seen in Table 4.18, it is shown by the overall results that all the
items in the questionnaire were at the average of critical thinking skills (M = 4.1; SD
= 0.32), which is at a high level within the critical thinking abilities domain. Items 24
and 25 are the two highest ratings (M = 4.29; SD = 0.46). It is indicated by these
items that the expression and exchange of ideas helps the students evaluate the work
of their peers more carefully and facilitates the strengthening of their critical thinking
abilities during discussions, especially in the evaluation and interactive feedback
stages.
Following this, the next highest mean scores were determined to be
the roles of the assessee. In cases when the students reject the responses of their
peers, they are able to immediately have a discussion with them in order to request
their clarifications. This cooperative feedback allows them to practice evaluation of
the work of their peers, as seen in Item 26 (M = 4.24; SD = 0.44). In particular, the
students concurred that having critical thinking abilities is a necessity for obtaining
the accurate answers from their peers, as seen in Item 23 (M = 4.14; SD = 0.48). This
was in accordance with Item 22, which denoted that the students could improve their
critical thinking abilities that are applied to the critiquing of their work (M = 4.10;
SD = 0.54). Furthermore, the self-awareness of the students was increased by these
critical and analytical thinking abilities. As a result, peer feedback is considered to be
one of the most effective strategies to facilitate improvement of the critical thinking
abilities of the students, as shown in Items 21 and 27 (M = 4.05; SD = 0.50). Items
19 and 20 also addressed these issues in which the critical thinking abilities of the
students were improved through their peers’ critiques (M = 3. 90; SD = 0.54 and M =
3.86; SD = 0.65), respectively.
Table 4.19 Means of the Statements on “Social Interaction Abilities”
Domain 4

Mean

SD

LPAPF

Social Interaction Abilities

4.16

0.28

High

28. I can more effectively improve my writing skills
from the group work.

4.14

0.36

High

29. I gain knowledge about collaborative learning from
peer group activities.

3.95

0.67

High
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30. Discussions with peers increase my social
interaction abilities.

4.24

0.44

High

31. Interaction in peer feedback interaction allows me
to realize the importance of the roles of the giver and
receiver.

4.10

0.54

High

32. The roles of students make me realize the
importance of responsibilities to the group members.

4.14

0.36

High

33. Peer feedback is a social collaborative learning that
helps me learn about maintaining group work and
harmony.

4.10

0.54

High

34. Sharing the ideas to peers and listening to their
opinions support me the social interaction skills.

4.24

0.54

High

35. When an disagreement occurs during the
interactions, I can effectively control the situation so
as to efficiently conduct the peer group activities.

4.24

0.44

High

36. I realize the differences of individuals regarding
the aspects of their writing skills by participating peer
feedback.

4.29

0.56

High

As displayed in Table 4.19, the positive views toward the
implementation of peer feedback in the reinforcement of social interaction abilities
are held by the students at an overall high rating (M = 4.16; SD = 0.28). It is shown
by the findings that the peer feedback facilitated the enhancement of the social
dimension of the students as result of the interactions. The highest rated item was
Item 36, the focus of which was the differences between individuals in terms of their
writing skills (M =4.29; SD = 0.56). Furthermore, it was highlighted by the students
that interaction with peers, exchanging ideas, and listening to their views assisted
with the enhancement of their social interaction abilities while practicing finding
solutions to problems through group work, as indicated in Items 30, 34 and 35 (M =
4.24; SD = 0.44, M = 4.24; SD = 0.54, and M = 4.24, SD = 0.44), respectively.
Additionally, students stated that their ability in writing could be improved through
participation in peer activities, and most importantly, the roles of the students
enhanced their responsibilities to other group members, as identified in Items 28 and
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32 at (M = 4.14; SD = 0.36). It was stressed by the students that the students’ roles
during the peer feedback helped them understand the importance of acting as both a
feedback provider as well as a receiver of the feedback, and in cases where there is a
disagreement during discussions, they can attempt to resolve the difficulties so that
group cohesion is maintained and the peer group activities are harmonized, as seen in
Items 31 and 33 (M = 4.10; SD = 0.54). Lastly, it was also mentioned by the students
that they gained an improved understanding of social collaborative learning by
participating in the peer feedback activities, as evidenced by the high rating of Item
29 (M = 3.95; SD = 0.67).

4.3.2 The Results from the Open-Ended Questions in the
Questionnaire of Peer Feedback
Regarding the questionnaire on peer feedback, triangulation was
performed to increase the reliability and validity of the results of the study. The
findings indicate that the data analysis resulted in three major themes, which are 1)
Benefits of peer feedback; the writing process, affective strategies, and critical
thinking and social interaction abilities, 2) Obstacles in conducting peer feedback
such as absenteeism, time constraints, relationship of group members, the
atmosphere in peer interaction and 3) The implemented peer feedback in pedagogy.
Through coding, categorization and data reduction, three themes regarding the
attitudes of students toward the incorporation of peer feedback emerged (see
Appendix O). The sequencing of the three themes is as follows:
Theme 1: Benefits of Peer Feedback
Theme 1 includes 4 sub-themes with its categories
Sub-theme 1: Writing Process
Categories:
1) Perceiving the writing and peer feedback process, 2) Realizing of the peer
training, 3) taking much responsibilities on students ’roles, 4) Using the peer
feedback materials, and 5) Developing students’ writing in content and organization
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Sub-theme 2: Developing Students’ Affective Strategy
-Positive Feelings: 1) Enjoying interacting with peers, 2) Self-motivation, 3)
Building, confidence, 4) Being challenging, and 5) Reducing stress /anxiety when
compared to teacher feedback
- Negative Feelings: 1) Stress, 2) Anxiety, 3) No confidence, 4) No trust, and
5) Embarrassment
(These concerns were minimized by a constant practice of doing peer feedback)
Sub-theme 3: Increasing Students’ Critical Thinking Skills
Categories:
1) Expressing the ideas, 2) Exchanging the opinions, 3) Sharing ideas and finding a
solution, 4) Analyzing and thinking critically, and 5) Reflecting on the ideas
Sub-theme 4: Enhancing Students’ Social Interaction Ability
Categories:
1) Interacting with group members, 2) Controlling their emotion, 3) Developing their
voice and language use, and 4) Realizing of the individuals’ English proficiency
difference
Theme 2: Obstacles in Conducting Peer Feedback
Categories:
1) Absence from class, 2) Time constrains, 3) Relationship of group members, and 4)
The atmosphere in peer interaction
Theme 3: The Implemented Peer Feedback in Pedagogy
Categories:
1) Integrating peer feedback and teacher feedback in pedagogy, 2) Supporting a
student-centered approach, and 3) Adopting peer feedback activity in both inside and
outside writing classes
In summary, it was reported by the overall results that the students
hold the positive views of the utilization of peer feedback in L2 writing with regard

153

to the advantages of peer feedback, the disadvantages of peer feedback, and the
implementation of peer feedback in the educational programs, including the
frequency and percentage. Each theme was calculated as the percentage from totally
frequency as Table 4.20-4.22 illustrated below.
Table 4.20 Theme 1: Benefits of Peer Feedback
Frequency
totally
379
292

Percentage

62

21.23%

1) Perceiving the writing and peer feedback
process

14

22.59%

2) Realizing of the peer training

12

19.35%

3) Taking much responsibilities on students’
Roles

17

27.42%

4) Using the peer feedback materials

11

17.74%

5) Developing students’ writing in content and
organization

8

12.90%

59

20.21%

12

20.34%

2) Self-motivation

14

23.73%

3) Building confidence

11

18.64%

4) Being challenging

8

13.56%

5) Reducing stress/ anxiety when compared to
teacher feedback

14

23.73%

56

19.18%

Theme 1: Benefits of Peer Feedback
Sub-theme 1: Writing Process

Sub-theme 2: Developing Students’ Affective
Strategy
Positive Feelings
1) Enjoying interacting with peers

Negative Feelings
(minimized by a constant practice of doing peer
feedback)

100%
77.05%
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1) Stress

7

12.50%

2) Anxiety

10

17.86%

3) No confidence

16

28.57%

4) No trust

14

25.00%

5) Embarrassment

9

16.07%

(These concerns were minimized by a constant practice of doing peer feedback)
Sub-theme 3: Increasing Students’ Critical
Thinking Skills

62

21.23%

1) Expressing the ideas

11

17.74%

2) Exchanging the opinions

15

24.19%

3) Sharing ideas and finding a solution

12

19.36%

4) Analyzing and thinking critically

16

25.81%

5) Reflecting on the ideas

8

12.90%

Sub-theme 4: Enhancing Students’ Social
Interaction Ability
1) Interacting with group members

53

18.15%

16

30.19%

2) Controlling their emotion

14

26.42%

3) Developing their voice and language use

11

20.75%

4) Realizing of the individuals’ English
proficiency difference

12

22.64%

As seen in Table 4.20, Theme 1 is concerned with the benefits of
peer feedback in terms of four sub-themes: writing process, affective strategies,
critical thinking abilities and social interaction skills. Moreover, the overall results
reported that 77.05% of the students were able to improve their writing abilities by
participating in peer feedback, and this could be explained by the following:
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In the first sub-theme involving the writing process, the overall
results indicated that the students have an understanding of the process-based writing
(21.23%). It also reports that they have perceived writing and peer feedback process
(22.59%), and they placed emphasis on the peer training (19.35%), responsibilities
for their own learning (27.42%), the roles of the students materials for peer feedback
(17.74%), %), and improvement of the organization and content (12.90%).
Categories 1, 3, 5
“It’s my opinion that the process of writing and peer feedback helped
me to learn methods for completing my writing tasks step by step as well as how to
conduct peer feedback in a systematic manner. I am responsible for my working with
peers, and it is one of the best ways for students to improve their writing abilities,
particularly in terms of content and organization.”
Student 4
Categories 2, 4
“Peer feedback training was a key component in doing effective peer
feedback, I appreciated the writing strategy and learnt how to use the peer feedback
materials well, and importantly peer feedback process made me take much
responsibility in giving feedback to peers. I was like a teacher, so I prepared myself
by reading a lot.”
Student 10

Developing students’ affective strategy is the second sub-theme and is
divided into two factors, which are positive and negative feelings. It was indicated by
the overall results that the students have positive feelings toward the adoption of peer
feedback (20.21%). For example, it was mentioned by the students that their
interaction with peers was enjoyable (20.34%), and they were motivated to
participate in the activities (23.73%). Furthermore, the students felt quite challenged
with regard to their writing skills when compared to their peers (13.56%) and their
confidence level was boosted (18.64%) including reducing stress compared with
teacher feedback (23.73%). Nevertheless, the students stated that the continual
practice of conducting peer feedback resulted in the reduction of their negative
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emotions at the rate of (19.18%), which included stress (12.50%), anxiety (17.86%)
and embarrassment (16.07%) during their learning, which in turn, also helped to raise
their levels of self-confidence (28.57%) and their distrusting on peer correction
reduced (25.00%). As mentioned previously, practicing peer feedback is also an
effective teaching method for students in developing affective strategies.
Categories 1, 2, 3
“Peer feedback was new to me, and it was an interesting writing
activity to stimulated me to the peer group activity. At first, I disliked it, and later
practicing it regularly changed my views, I dared to express my ideas and had more
confidence in critiquing on peers’ written tasks.”
Student 5
Categories 1,3,4,5
“In my point of view, peer feedback decreased my writing anxiety,
interacting with peers reduced my stress and embarrassment as well. Also, the
continuous practice of participating in peer feedback made me feel challenging and
increased my confidence.”
Student 7
The third sub-theme is concerned with the critical thinking abilities of
the students, in which the overall results indicated that the students improved their
critical thinking abilities in the peer group discussions (21.23%). They were in
agreement that the peer feedback was beneficial to them in the practice of their
expressions (17.74%), the exchange of their opinions (24.19%), the sharing of ideas
and the resolution of problems (19.36%), the increase of their analytical and critical
thinking (25.81%), and the reflection on their views (12.90%). As stated above, peer
feedback is an activity involving problem-solving, which facilitates the enhancement
of their critical thinking abilities.
Categories 1-5
“I developed my writing skills by discussing to peers, exchanging and
sharing information to one another helped me generate my ideas better. Of cause, I
feel free to express what I want to criticize to improve my tasks, peers’ comments
supplemented many ideas to make my story more interesting, and reflecting from
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peers supported me to learnt about my strength and weakness in the subsequent
tasks”
Student 20
With respect to social interaction ability as the fourth sub-theme, the
overall findings pointed out that students accepted that providing feedback by peers
helped reinforce their social interaction skills (18.15%). This indicates that peer
interaction helps to promote students’ abilities in social interaction (30.19%), and
more importantly, they gained an understanding of the ways to efficiently control
their negative feelings through collaborative group work (26.42%). Additionally,
they stated that they had acquired knowledge of negotiation and compromising with
the appropriate use of voice and language (20.75%). More importantly, realizing of
individuals’ English writing proficiency was crucial in peer group discussion
(22.64%). Thus, it can be concluded that peer feedback is a beneficial experience that
contributes to social interaction.
Categories 1, 3
“My social interaction abilities were enhanced by interaction with
peers, I found it to be a good way to work together with them, and peer feedback
made me learn how to appropriately negotiate to peers and to maintain group
harmony. It was fun to work with peers”.
Student 2
Categories 2, 3, 4
“I learnt how to control my emotion through a peer group activity;
moreover, working as a group made know how to use and language to achieve my
goal, I also thought that realizing individuals’ proficiency difference was important
to make group feedback run smoothly.
Student 11
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Table 4.21 Theme 2: Obstacles in Conducting Peer Feedback
Frequency

Percentage

47

12.40%

1) Absence from class

12

25.53%

2) Time constraints

19

40.42%

3) Relationship of group members

9

19.15%

4) The atmosphere in peer interaction

7

14.90%

Theme 2
Obstacles in Conducting Peer Feedback

As seen in Table 4.21, the second theme referred to the obstacles that
have an impact on conducting peer feedback. From the results, it was found that the
overall average for the findings was at (12.40%) of the students, who were faced
with the obstacles when providing feedback as well as receiving it, such as
absenteeism (25.53%), the time limitations (40.42%), relationships of the group
members (19.15%), and the atmosphere of the peer interaction (14.90%), which all
had an impact on their offering and receiving feedback. Although these are several of
the obstacles that can occur in the use of peer feedback, as was concluded previously,
peer feedback is beneficial for students in improving their writing.
Categories 1
“In my group, I had a problem in the peer feedback training because
one of my group peer members did not come to class, so doing peer group feedback
was not complete. Importantly, I had to explain it again, and it wasted time for me to
have a new start. However, every class went well because no one cut class. It was
good
Student 6
Categories 2, 3, 4
“My group had the problems in conducting peer feedback because we
were not close, so the atmosphere was poor. Moreover, time was limited on giving
and receiving feedback. Anyway, doing peer feedback every week made us learn
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together. This made us adjust ourselves and led to our better performance in the
future writing tasks”
Student 19
Table 4.22 Theme 3: The Implemented Peer Feedback in Pedagogy
Frequency

Percentage

40

10.55%

1) Integrating peer feedback and teacher
feedback in pedagogy

14

35.00%

2) Supporting a student-centred approach

16

40.00%

3) Adopting peer feedback activity in both
inside and outside writing classes

10

25.00%

Theme 3
The Implemented Peer Feedback in Pedagogy

As seen in Table 4.22, the final theme is related with the implementing
of peer feedback in L2 writing (10.55%). Based on the results, it was indicated that
peer feedback should be integrated in pedagogy (35.00%). Importantly, it was also
highlighted as a practical and suitable activity in support of the student-centeredness
approach (40.00%), which should be adopted in both inside and outside writing
classes (25.00%).
Categories 1-3
“Peer feedback is a good teaching method which placed an emphasis
on the role of the students in class, it was good if peer feedback was used in the
actual class to integrate with teacher feedback or sometimes applied in the outside
class of writing because it was beneficial to students in developing their writing”.
Student 18
In summary, as a result of the data analysis of the findings from the
questionnaire on peer feedback, three themes emerged as follows: 1) benefits of peer
feedback, 2) obstacles in conducting peer feedback, and 3) the implemented peer
feedback in pedagogy, which are outlined in detail in Table 4.23.
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Table 4.23 Summary of Students’ Attitudes toward Incorporating Peer Feedback in L2 Writing Class
Theme 1: Benefits of Peer Feedback

Frequency Count Totally 379 = 100%

292 = 77.05%

● Developing Students’ Affective Strategy
● Writing Process

Positive Feelings

● Increasing Students’
Critical Thinking Skills

Negative Feelings

Totally = 62

21.23%

Totally = 59

20.21%

Totally = 56

19.18%

- Perceiving the
Writing and peer
feedback process
- Realizing of peer
training
- Taking
responsibility on
students ’roles
- Using the peer
feedback
materials
- Developing
students’ writing in
content and
organization

22.59%

- Enjoying
interacting with
peers
- Self-motivation
- Building
confidence
- Being challenging
- Reducing stress/
anxiety when
compared to
teacher feedback

20.34%

- Stress
- Anxiety
- No confidence
- No trust
- Embarrassment

12.50%
17.86%
28.57%
25.00%
16.07%

19.35%
27.42%

17.74%
12.90%

23.73%
18.64%
13.56%
23.73%

(These concerns
were minimized
by a constant
practice of doing
peer feedback)

Totally = 53
- Expressing the
ideas
- Exchanging the
opinions
- Sharing ideas
and finding a
solution
- Analyzing and
thinking
critically
- Reflecting on
the ideas

21.23%

Totally = 53

18.15%

17.74%

- Interacting
with group
members
- Controlling
their emotion
- Developing
their voice and
language use
- Realizing of
the individuals’
English
proficiency
difference

30.19%

24.19%
19.36%
25.81%

12.90%

Theme 2: Obstacles in Conducting Peer Feedback
-Absence from class

25.53%

40.42%

-Relationship of group
members

19.15%

-The atmosphere in peer interaction

Theme 3: The Implemented Peer Feedback in Pedagogy

Notes: 1)

35%

20.75%

22.64%

2)

14.90%

40 = 10.55%

-Supporting a student-centered approach

= Students’ positive feelings increased

26.42%

47 = 12.40%

-Time constraints

-Integrating peer feedback and teacher
feedback in pedagogy

● Enhancing Students’
Social Interaction Ability

40%

-Adopting peer feedback activity in both
inside and outside writing classes

= Students’ negative feelings decreased after peer feedback session

25%
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The results from Theme 1 indicated that the students received a large amount
of advantages from the use of peer feedback following the end of the writing course.
It can be concluded that the majority of the students gained an understanding of
process-based writing and the practice of peer feedback. In so doing, students could
develop their affective strategy which were divided into 2 issues in this study. They
had their positive feelings in peer group feedback. However, although some negative
feelings took place at the earlier stage, conducting peer feedback continuously helped
decrease these factors. Moreover, the higher level of students’ critical thinking ability
raised; similarly, interacting with peers helped supplement their social skills.
The findings in Theme 2 revealed that students confronted the
obstacles while discussing. It was found that student reflected upon their obstacles in
the duration of conducting a peer-engaged activity such as absenteeism, time
limitations, relationship of peer group members as well as the atmosphere in
interaction.
In Theme 3 regarded the implemented peer feedback in pedagogic
curriculum, the students stated that there should be integration of peer feedback into
the writing courses, which was supported by the teachers’ comments. Therefore, it is
accepted that the practice of peer feedback is an effective teaching approach in
relation to the student-centered classroom. Moreover, they stressed that peer
feedback should also be applied to the inside-outside classrooms to enrich their
knowledge in developing their writing ability.
As a result, for the triangulation of the results from the questionnaire
on peer feedback, the convergence of the quantitative and qualitative results is
described as follows.
4.3.3 Integration of Analyzing Mixed-Methods Research between
Convergence and Augmentation of the Findings
A mixed-method research method using an embedded experimental
design was employed for the exploration of the attitudes of the students toward the
practice of peer feedback by utilizing the quantitative data from a Five-point Likert
Scale questionnaire with 36 items and the qualitative data obtained by the six openended interview questions. This allowed the researcher to achieve a deeper
comprehension through an investigation of a qualitative strand’s role within this
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research study using a mixed-methods approach (Creswell, 2011). From this process,
the three themes were extracted by the interpretation of the data grounded in the
quantitative results of the 36 statements from the questionnaire and the six openended interview questions. The interpretation of the findings revealed that in Theme
1, the first sub-theme and the third sub-theme were put in convergence concurred to
the findings of the 36 items, while the second and fourth sub-themes were placed in
an augmentation of Themes 2 and 3.
4.3.4 The Three Themes and Results of the Questionnaire of Peer
Feedback
The results of the 36-item questionnaire indicated that the students
have positive views toward the implementation of peer feedback in writing classes at
a high level in the four domains of perceiving the writing process (M = 4.06, SD =
0.27), developing students’ affective strategy (M = 4.04, SD = 0.26), increasing
students’ critical thinking skills (M = 4.10, SD = 0.32), and enhancing students’
social interaction abilities (M = 4.16, SD = 0.28) respectively.
In order to explain the convergence of the findings, the emerged
themes are interpreted based on the categories of the questionnaire with 36
statements. These themes are related to the writing process, affective strategies, and
critical thinking abilities and social interaction skills.
1) Convergence of Theme 1; the first sub-theme and the third subtheme, Theme 2 and Theme 3 and Results of the Questionnaire of Peer
Feedback Use
Based on the interpretation, the themes that were put in
convergence with the 36-item questionnaire of peer feedback use were the first subtheme and the third sub-theme, Theme 2 and Theme 3, and overall, the results of the
Peer Feedback questionnaire revealed that the students hold positive attitudes with a
high level. This denotes that the students gained a large number of advantages from
the utilization of peer feedback in L2 writing courses. This was directly related to the
writing and peer feedback processes, which include the teaching of writing process
(21.23%). It was emphasized by the students that the most important component for
them to gain knowledge of how to appropriately give constructive feedback to peers

163

is through peer training (19.35%), and they appreciated the writing and peer
feedback process (22.59%). Moreover, the roles of the students emphasized on their
responsibilities (27.42%).
Additionally, in the aspects of content and organization, the
assumption that the majority of the students significantly improved their writing
abilities was proven. However, in order to provide effective peer feedback, they must
put an emphasis on adopting the peer feedback materials (17.74%). Following this,
the third sub-theme is concerned with the improvement of the critical thinking
abilities of the students during the peer discussions (21.23%). The results indicated
that the students are able to strengthen their critical thinking skills through the
expression of their ideas (17.74%), exchanging their opinions to one another
(24.19%), sharing ideas in an attempt to get new knowledge (19.36%), analytically
and critically thinking (25.81%). Moreover, their written reflection helped develop
their thoughts related to increasing reflective skills (12.90%) as noted by the
students. Therefore, the processes of writing and peer feedback were appreciated by
the students, and they were able to improve their abilities in learning, especially in
their critical thinking ability to improve the compositions. By having positive
attitudes toward the integration of peer feedback in L2 writing classes, they
facilitated their acceptance of the writing strategies and process of peer feedback as
well as an increase in their critical thinking abilities in the sessions of critiquing the
tasks of peers. This is strongly concurred to the findings of the questionnaire of peer
feedback in Domain 1 and Domain 3 as well.
2) Augmentation of Theme 1; the Second Sub-Theme, the Fourth
Sub-Theme; Theme 2 and Theme 3 to the Results of the questionnaire of peer
feedback
Theme 1; the Second Sub-Theme, the Fourth Sub-Theme; Theme 2
and Theme 3 were determined as an augmentation to the 36-item questionnaire of
peer feedback.
Regarding the second sub-theme in Theme 1, the majority of the
students could get rid of the problems while doing peer feedback process through
affective strategy. This domain was divided into 2 aspects; positive feelings
(20.21%) and negative feelings (19.18%). For the first one, they hold their positive
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feelings while providing feedback to peers. Learning motivation were activated in
participating in the activity (23.73%). Students’ negative feelings, on the other hand,
root from the fact of that they have never experienced peer feedback before.
Therefore, at the earlier stages, the writing teachers have to carefully design the
teaching and learning process in relation to students’ peer training. After a writing
class through peer feedback use, the students stated that at the start of participating in
the peer-involved activities, they experienced negative feelings due to not having
confidence in the comments of their peers (28.57%). Furthermore, they mentioned
that they did not trust peers (25.00%), and importantly their writing anxiety was
increased (17.86%) along with the embarrassment (16.07%). More importantly, they
felt stressed to provide feedback because they did not know whether their responses
were right or not. However, these concerns were minimized through a continuous
practice of peer group discussion.
Regarding students’ social interactive skills as the fourth sub-theme,
the overall findings revealed that peer feedback can reinforce students’ skills of
social interaction (18.15%). Peer feedback provided students with the worthwhile
experiences by means of interacting with group members (30.19%), controlling their
feelings in interaction (26.42%), improving their voice and language use, realizing
the individual English proficiency differences (22.64%).
The findings mentioned above do not involve complete convergence
with the findings of the 36 statements of the questionnaire of peer feedback use.
Nevertheless, they were directly associated with the conceptual and theoretical issues
related to the peer feedback research in the context of L2 writing, in which peerengaged activities allowed the students to improve their written work and increase
the level of their critical thinking abilities and social interaction skills. Consequently,
the results of the six open-ended questions on the use of peer feedback in L2 writing
class are regarded as an augmentation to the improvement of the writing of the
students, and these will be discussed in the next section.
With respect to Theme 2 as the obstacles that students confronted
during the peer-involved activity, the students faced several obstacles during the
conducting of peer group feedback, for example absence from class (25.53%),
limitations of time (40.42%), the relationships of the group (19.15%), and the
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atmosphere in peer interaction (14.90%).
Practicing peer feedback every week helps they get used to the peer
feedback materials use and to conduct peer group feedback as a system. Although the
emerged themes did not directly involve the findings of the questionnaire, they
accepted that getting rid of these concerns enabled them to conduct peer feedback
more effectively. The group peer feedback activity made students become more
responsible in attending class, establishing friendly and collaborative environment in
communicating. The results obtained the qualitative data and the six open-ended
questions on peer feedback were determined to be an augmentation to the
improvements of the abilities of the students in the four domains, which include the
writing process, affective strategies, abilities in critical thinking, and skills in social
interaction. The explanation of these results is provided in the following section.
Regarding Theme 3 as the implemented peer feedback in pedagogy
(10.55%), the findings illustrated that most students reflected that the roles of the
students placed an emphasis on a student-centeredness approach (40.00%), and they
reported that there should be an integration of the peer feedback into the writing
classes in addition to the feedback from teachers (35.00%). Furthermore, several of
the students also stated that peer feedback should be adopted both inside and outside
the classrooms of the writing courses (25.00%), as it has the potential to improve
their writing skills. As noted earlier, the findings led to the significance of
developing students’ other skills associated with the strategies for writing and the
process of peer feedback, affective strategies, abilities in critical thinking, and skills
of social interaction.
As claimed above, all the aforementioned themes were considered to
be in convergence to concur to the results of four domains in the questionnaire of
peer feedback as illustrated in Figure 4.2
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Figure 4.2 Summary of the Interpretation of the Results
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4.4 Conclusion of Chapter
The results of the analysis of the qualitative and quantitative data for
the response to the research objectives and research questions were reported in this
chapter. The first research objective concerns the investigation of peer feedback with
regard to improvement of the writing skills of the students in the L2 writing classes.
The findings reported that the students’ written performance can be developed
through peer feedback use after completing peer feedback sessions. The results from
the pre- and post-tests of writing suggest that the students were able to improve their
writing abilities in the post-test (p = 0.00) in the level of Good to Average (Mean =
74.33, SD = 2.62 while the pre-test was in the level of Fair to Poor (Mean = 69.19,
SD = 2.60). In terms of the five aspects of errors, which are ‘mechanics, language
use, vocabulary, organization and content’, there was a significant increase of the
mean scores of the students in each aspect following the sessions of peer feedback,
and the magnitude of the effect from the use of peer feedback is large. This suggests
that the peer feedback process has the potential to facilitate the improvement of the
students’ writing skills.
From thematic content analysis of students’ overall writtenreflections, four themes extracted from the data were 1) Understanding about the
writing and peer feedback process; the writing process, students’ roles, conducting a
peer group activity and the use of the peer feedback materials with the references. 2)
developing their affective strategy 3) enhancing their critical thinking skills and 4)
their beliefs and changes for writing improvement. As noted above, all of these
supported students to get more scores in the posttest of writing.
The second research objective was to explore students’ patterns of
interaction on peer feedback use in L2 writing class. The results revealed that
students can develop their written tasks in the collaborative and expert/novice
stances. Besides, the students’ English proficiency level hardly influence the
development of their writing skills, and the finding of qualitative data from the semistructured interview elicited five themes: 1)given typed of feedback, 2) feedback
expectations, 3) voice and language use, 4) the factors of the peer-involved activity
and 5) students’ viewpoints towards the use of peer feedback. Students with lower
and higher English proficiency level eventually improved their writing ability
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moving into the collaborative and expert/novice patterns based on Storch’ s (2002)
scheme.
The third research objective was to investigate the attitudes of the
students towards the use of peer feedback in L2 writing classes. The overall results
indicate that the viewpoints of the students are positive toward the conducting of
peer-involved activities that received a high rating in the four domains of the writing
process, affective strategies, abilities in critical thinking, and skills in social
interaction ability following the completion of the sessions of peer feedback.
Using the six open-ended questions from the questionnaire on peer
feedback for the thematic analysis of the data, a number of themes emerged from the
interpretation, which included the advantages of peer feedback; the processes of
writing and affective strategies, the ability of critical thinking in addition to social
interaction skills, the obstacles that hinder the implementation of peer feedback, and
the implementation of peer feedback in education. As a result, the students’ writing
can be improved via adopting peer feedback after doing a peer group activity every
week. A summary of the three objectives of this research is presented in Table 4.24
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Table 4.24 Summary of the Results
Research Objectives

The Quantitative Findings

1) To examine the effects of
peer feedback on students’
writing abilities and its
effect size

Following the peer feedback sessions,
students were able to improve their writing
abilities in the writing post-test (p = 0.00)
in the level of “Good to Average” (M =
74.33, SD = 2.62 while the pre-test was in
the level of “Fair to Poor” (M = 69.19,
SD = 2.60).

The Qualitative Findings

From thematic content analysis of students’ overall
written reflections, four themes extracted from data
were
1) Comprehension of the processes of writing and
peer feedback, including the writing process, the roles
of students, the procedure of peer group feedback,
and the use of checklists in peer feedback
2) developing students’ affective strategy; enjoying
Based on 5 aspects of errors, ‘mechanics,
interaction, increasing motivation, building
language use, vocabulary, organization
confidence, being challenging, reducing
and content’, the mean scores of the
embarrassment and decreasing anxiety
students in each aspect were increased
3) enhancing students’ critical thinking skills;
significantly following completion of the
reflecting thinking, critically thinking, exchanging
peer feedback sessions.
and sharing the ideas and expressing the ideas
4) Students’ beliefs and changes in their writing
Calculation of the value of eta squared was improvement; developing their writing via the writing
1.97, which denoted the large magnitude
process, exchanging social interaction skills and
of the effect. This indicates that peer
supporting a student-centered method. As noted
feedback has beneficial value for students above, all supported students to get more scores in the
in the development of their writing ability. writing posttest.
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2) To explore students’
patterns of interaction on
peer feedback in English
writing

3) To investigate students’
attitudes towards peer
feedback training

The Qualitative Findings
It was shown by the results that the students are able to improve their writing tasks in the
collaborative and expert/novice stances. Additionally, the level of English proficiency of the
students had little influence on developing their writing ability. Also, from the results of the
qualitative data obtained from the semi-structured interviews, five themes were extracted: 1)
categories of feedback given, 2) expectations of the feedback, 3) voice and language use, 4) the
factors influencing peer-involved activities and 5) students’ views toward the use of peer feedback.
Students having lower and higher levels of English proficiency eventually improved their writing
skills and moved into the collaborative and expert/novice patterns based on the scheme of Storch
(2002).
Quantitative Results

Qualitative Findings

The overall results indicate that the
students have a positive view toward the
conducting of peer-involved activities at a
high rate in four domains: the writing
process, affective strategies, critical
thinking skills and social interaction
abilities after completing the peer feedback
sessions.

Based on the six open-ended questions in the
questionnaire regarding peer feedback, thematic
analysis of the data was performed. The results
showed that there were themes that emerged from the
interpretation, which are the advantages gained from
peer feedback; the process of writing, developing
their affective strategy, increasing their critical
thinking abilities and their social interaction skills,
the obstacles to the implementation of peer feedback
as well as the application of peer feedback in
education. Consequently, the writing of the students
was improved via the adoption of peer feedback after
conducting a peer group activity each week.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This chapter includes three parts, starting with a summary of the research,
the problem statement, the objectives of the research, the population and sample, the
research design, the research instruments, the procedures for data collection and data
analysis, and the findings of the research. The second section includes the discussion and
the implications, and the third section summarizes the recommendations from the study.
5.1 Research Summary
5.1.1 Problem Statement
For process-based L2 writing classes, peer feedback is considered to be an
essential delivery system for advice and comments as well as an approach that
effectively facilitates teachers who are involved with helping students improve their
writing skills (Rollinson, 2005). Numerous studies have confirmed the beneficial effects
of peer feedback on development in the contexts of ESL/EFL writing and the language
acquisition of students (Hyland & Hyland, 2006). Recently, the application of peer
feedback practices in the context of L2 writing in educational environments has become
a popular field of research, and it has been determined that peer feedback, in which
learners participate in dialogues about the standards and their performance, serves as an
interactive learning process (Liu & Carless, 2006). The significant potential of peer
feedback has been highlighted; for example, it can assist with decreasing the anxiety of
students that is caused by writing, improve their sense of audience, and increase their
language fluency (Stanley, 1992). Furthermore, the improvement of the writing of
students can be achieved using peer correction (Hyland, 2000), and participating in the
group work improves the self-motivation and self-confidence of the students in learning.
Moreover, it can also help students to enhance their analytical and critical thinking skills
and awareness regarding effective writing strategies as a means of providing
constructive criticism and useful comments. The student readers will make an effort to
take into account their peers’ level of ability when offering explanations and
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clarifications. Thus, the commentary on and revision of their writing gives students
additional opportunities to develop the evaluation criteria for acting as a critical reader
(Rollinson, 2005). Moreover, the metacognitive awareness of the students can be
stimulated because it also motivates learner autonomy (Mendonca & Johnson, 1994). In
particular, the social interaction skills of the students are improved following the peer
interaction.
Nonetheless, a number of studies have identified the disadvantageous
factors of conducting peer feedback, such as the length of time needed for the activity
and the elaborate process that requires extensive training and long courses, and these
studies also placed emphasis on the quality of the feedback that is provided and received
in comparison to feedback from teachers (Leki, 1991; Ferris, 2003; Gielen et al., 2010,
as cited in Bosboom et al., 2014). Moreover, several studies highlighted the potential of
peer feedback as an educational approach that has been proven to be able to effectively
develop the writing ability of the students in L2 writing courses (Corbin, 2012). The
educational system in Thailand has long been focused on teacher-centered methods,
which are mainly dominated by the roles of the instructors. This approach results in the
usual rote-learning style of teaching and a strict process in the classroom. For the
maximizing of the learning motivation of the students, peer feedback is regarded as one
way that has the potential to be adopted for the improvement of the students’ writing
skills. Consequently, it is the researcher’s view that an important role in the motivation
of the students’ participation in L2 writing is played by peer feedback as a result of its
beneficial contribution to the development of their writing.
Therefore, the patterns of interaction of the students during the use of
peer feedback are explored in this research, and the objective is to investigate the
attitudes of the students toward peer feedback implementation in the L2 writing with a
sample of 21 Thai university students. The important expectation is that this research
study will provide expanded insights into their perspectives on peer feedback in L2
writing classes. Therefore, the research question is focused on the attitudes of the
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students regarding the utilization of peer feedback in the improvement of their ability to
write.
5.1.2 Research Objectives
The aim of this study is to accomplish the objectives as follows:
1. To examine the effects of peer feedback on students’ writing abilities
and its effect size
2. To explore students’ patterns of interaction on peer feedback in English
writing
3. To investigate students’ attitudes towards peer feedback training
5.1.3 Population and Subjects of the Study
This research study was conducted in the 2017 academic year. The sample
population included 21 third-year university students who were majoring in English in
an undergraduate program in Thailand’s three southernmost provinces bordering
Malaysia. The twenty-one students were asked to be involved in peer feedback sessions
for their writing class. As they had previously studied English courses for two years,
including subjects such as English Structure I, English Structure II, Writing 1 and
Writing 2, it was implied that all of the participants possessed sufficient proficiency in
English writing to be able to provide peer feedback. With regard to the background of
the students, all of them were Muslims and graduated of private religious schools.
Significantly, their native language is Pattani-Malay, which is a dialect of the Thai
Muslims spoken in this region. The government of Thailand requires that all of public
schools and universities must use the Thai language as the medium of instruction.
However, in situations where the students were unable to explain the meaning of the
words, phrases or sentences that was intended to their classmates, use of the L1 dialect
of the students during the providing of feedback was allowed.
5.1.4 Design of the Research
A mixed-method research approach using an embedded experimental
design was applied to this research, in which the qualitative data was embedded within

174

the quantitative data in order to achieve a more expansive role of a qualitative strand in
the mixed-methods research (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011). To measure students’
writing competence, their pre-posttest of writing was quantitatively adopted to determine
whether students make an improvement on their writing after the treatment, and
following this, their written reflections were qualitatively applied to gain a more
comprehensive understanding of the implementation of the process of peer feedback in a
writing course for the duration of the study. Afterwards, the questionnaire of peer
feedback was distributed to the participants in an effort to gain further insights into the
viewpoints of the students regarding the incorporation of peer feedback in writing
classes. Moreover, the observation notes of the teachers were collected to reach a better
understanding of the perceptions of the students in order to strengthen the results of the
research. Specifically, in this embedded design, the qualitative findings were employed
to triangulate the quantitative findings.
5.1.5 Research Instruments
1) Test of the Writing
Narrative paragraph writing was employed in this study for the pretest and
post-test to examine the English writing proficiency of the students. There are five major
components in the evaluation criteria, consisting of mechanics, language use,
vocabulary, organization and content, which were derived from the scoring profile of
Jacobs et al. (1981; as cited by Haswell, 2005) with the writing components each being
divided into four levels of rating: “Very poor, Fair to poor, Good to average, and Very
good to excellent”. In the tests, the students were assigned to compose a narrative
paragraph on the topic of “An Interesting Day Last Summer” with a length of
approximately 180 to 200 words. The time limit was 90 minutes, and the use of
dictionaries during the exam was permitted.
The scores for writing were awarded by two raters and then comparison
and analysis by use of a normal distribution, correlation coefficient and t-test were
performed. The correlations among the grading by the two raters of the students’ quality
of writing for the pre- and post-test scores were revealed by the data analysis. The
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calculation of Spearman’s Rho correlation coefficient resulted in 0.85 and 0.87,
respectively.
2) Written Self-Reflections
In order to obtain insights into the utilization of peer feedback in the
development of the writing skills of students, self-reflections were written to examine
the lessons that they had learned while participating in the peer group discussions. The
use of reflective thinking as a critical expression is being applied more frequently due to
its usefulness in the professional development of teachers as a significant factor in the
reflective approach in language teaching (Mann & Walsh, 2017). This concept was
applied with the students, who function as teachers by providing peers with feedback,
and for the researcher to enhance the performance of teachers through this research. The
worksheets for the written self-reflection were assigned to the students so that they could
reflect upon their use of peer feedback. In addition, three main sections containing nine
questions were also included. The objective of Section I was to investigate the
understanding of the students regarding the writing process, and they were assigned to
write about the six stages of peer feedback and focused on the details of each one. The
aim of Section II was the exploration of the advantages and disadvantages of peer
feedback for the students, while Section III was concerned with any additional
recommendations from the students about peer feedback. The time duration of writing
the reflection was for 20-30 minutes.
For the written self-reflections, utilization of thematic content analysis was
conducted, and the content validity was found to be 0.70. The reliability and inter-rater
reliability were measured, and the Pearson’s correlation coefficient was noted as 0.85.
3) The Questionnaire on Peer Feedback
The questionnaire on peer feedback included three parts: Part I asked for
the personal information of the students. Part II was concerned with four domains
consisting of the 36 items; which were the writing process, affective strategies, critical
thinking skills, and social interaction ability. Part III comprised six open-ended
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questions that explored the views of the students regarding the benefits and drawbacks
resulting from peer feedback. The evaluation criteria was a five-point Likert scale in
which the levels were “strongly agree, agree, neither agree nor disagree, disagree and
strongly disagree”. This was employed to evaluate the positive attitudes of the students
toward peer feedback by using the numbers 5, 4, 3, 2, and 1 with statements marked
“strongly agree” weighed as 5 and the statements marked “strongly disagree” weighed
as 1 in completing the questionnaire of peer feedback.
The validation of the content was calculated at a rate of 0.78 based on the
IOC of the 36 items. Part III contained six open-ended questions on peer feedback
having the content validity at 0.89, while the intra-inter reliability was shown to have a
high rating, and the Spearman’s Rho correlation coefficient was tabulated at 0.88. In
addition, Cronbach’s Alpha test was applied to confirm the reliability of the
questionnaire, which indicated that it was 0.94, which is a high level that is considered
acceptable.
4) A Video Stimulated Recall Interview
An interview using video stimulated recall was conducted in order to
respond to the second research objective. Three research tools comprised the data
sources, which were the video recordings, a semi-structured interview, and the written
drafts. These were conducted after the sessions of peer feedback for the examination of
the patterns of interaction during the peer group discussions. In this way, the participants
watched the video recordings of peer feedback sessions on their writing performance
along with the researcher. Furthermore, the perceptions of the students toward the peer
feedback were explored by requesting six students to participate in the interview
regarding the process and benefits of the incorporation of peer feedback in writing
courses. The researcher recorded and transcribed this interview.
The content validity was 0.87 for the eight interview questions, and the
Spearman’s Rho correlation coefficient was used to tabulate the inter-rater reliability,
which was determined to be 0.94.
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5.1.6 The Procedures of Data Collection
Prior to the start of the class, approximately three weeks of peer training
was provided. The students were trained to conduct the processes of writing strategies
and the peer feedback more effectively as well as the providing and receiving of the
feedback. During the next eight weeks, it was required that they produce their written
drafts through the conducting of peer group feedback, and it was requested the two
groups of students participate in the video stimulated recall interview in order to reflect
upon what they learned following the session of peer feedback.
5.1.6.1 Training on peer feedback
Prior to the start of peer sessions, the teachers need to be focused on the
methods that will more effectively train students to be able to provide beneficial
feedback to their classmates. In this study, the four-step concept of Min (2005) and the
peer training of Lam (2010) were applied. Moreover, the lesson plan was implemented
in accordance with the study’s objectives. In particular, there were three stages involved
with the peer training that covered the first three weeks of the writing course (as
mentioned with regard to the peer feedback training in Chapter 2).
5.1.7 Analysis of the Data
The analysis of the data based on the objectives of the research can be
summarized as follows:
Regarding the first objective of the research, the calculation of a dependent
sample t-test was performed for the testing of the hypothesis, and also the magnitude of
the treatment effect was measured by calculation of the Eta squared effect size through
the G* Power program. The comparison of the mean and SD of the scores from the preand post-test of writing was conducted in order to determine if a major improvement in
the writing abilities of the students was achieved, whereas the computation of the data
from the questionnaire was done to find the mean scores and SD. Afterwards, the
computations of the mean scores and SD of each domain were performed and these were
then interpreted in analyzing the data.
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For the qualitative results of the first and third objectives of the
research, thematic content analysis was conducted on the qualitative data of the overall
written self-reflections and the six open-ended questions for the interpretation of the data
analysis. Coding and categorization of the results were done so that the frequency could
be calculated. The observational notes of the teacher were used to elicit the viewpoints
of the students toward the incorporation of peer feedback with the aim of refining the
results of the qualitative data.
The second objective of the research was answered by selection of two
groups of students having mixed levels of proficiency and the identification of their
patterns of interaction during peer feedback discussions. Following this, the two raters
read and coded the transcripts of the peer feedback, using the transcriptions symbols
from the patterns of interaction of Storch for the calculation of the frequency. This
means that, after reading the transcripts, the researcher made a note of those segments
that were considered as important for an expanded comprehension of the ways that
students shared control regarding the direction of the tasks of their peers. Students’
dialogues were identified through the coding of the transcripts for the language relatedepisodes (LREs) by the second coder and the researcher. The transcripts of the students’
discussions were analyzed to provide insights into their experience of the patterns of
interaction that they were engaged in. Furthermore, for the semi-structured interview,
thematic content analysis was adopted for the interpretation of the data analysis based on
the qualitative data analysis methods of Creswell (2011). Significantly, this script of the
interview was thematically analyzed for the investigation of the strategies of the students
for their response to the writing of their peers as well as their attitudes regarding that
which they had experienced during the peer feedback. In each topic, students were
requested to conduct peer feedback for three sessions; however, in this study the first
and third one was used to compare their performance on providing and receiving
feedback to peers.
In addition, as a mixed-methods design, the interpretation of the
qualitative findings based on the quantitative results from the writing test was
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performed, and the questionnaire on peer feedback was employed to identify the
convergence, divergence, or augmentation of the data sets.

5.1.8 Findings
The findings were summarized based on the research objectives.
1) Students’ writing ability significantly raised after completing peer
feedback session (p=0.00). It also indicates that students’ written improvement can be
achieved through providing and receiving feedback by peers. That means students made
progress from the level of “Fair to poor; Mean = 69.19, SD = 2.60” to “Good to
average; Mean = 74.33, SD = 2.62”. Likewise, the effect size is determined as large (d=
1.97) which indicates that the peer activity is worthwhile for students in improving their
writing skills.
In reference to students’ written reflections, the results indicated that they
improved their ability to write by participating in peer feedback. The four major themes
that were extracted via data analysis focused on the learning strategies for writing and
the writing process, affective strategies, skills in critical thinking, and their beliefs and
changes for the improvement of their writing performance. To determine the
convergence or augmentation of the data sets, the four emerged themes were concordant
to the quantitative findings from students’ pre-posttest of writing. Additionally, the
comparison revealed that the Theme 1, 3 and 4 were placed into convergence to the
findings of the pre-posttest of writing, whereas, Theme 2 was considered as
augmentation. Obviously, all of the four themes were found in the convergence to the
findings of the questionnaire of peer feedback. Still, divergence was not discovered
among the data sets.
2) The results indicated that the English proficiency level of the students
had little influence on their writing and language related-episodes (LREs). Moreover, it
shows that the writing performance of the students was developed within the context of
the patterns that were identified as collaborative and expert/novice stances. Specifically,
in this research study, the extraction of five major themes from the data was conducted,
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which were 1) Categories of given types of feedback, 2) feedback expectations, 3) voice
and language use, 4) factors in peer-involved activities, and 5) students’ views towards
conducting peer feedback. Importantly, students reflected upon the types of feedback
that they have obtained most and the feedback expectations that they should get in their
subsequent written tasks. Furthermore, their voice and language use are pivotal for them
to learn how to appropriately interact with peers to conduct a group cohesion and
harmony. In addition, the factors have an impact on conducting the peer-engaged
activity; for example, students feel challenged to develop their writing skills through a
new writing activity, and it helps encourage them to be in charge of their own duties on
providing qualified feedback to peer in the way of having well-prepared performance in
the future tasks. Eventually, it was confirmed by the students that there is a great deal of
potential for peer feedback to improve their abilities in writing, increasing the level of
their critical thinking abilities, fostering social interaction skills, especially in working
collaboratively, and creating their own confidence in writing. More importantly, the
process of peer feedback allows students to gain a more extensive understanding of the
system of writing strategies and the ways to more effectively conduct peer feedback. In
terms of the effectiveness of peer feedback, the primary component that students must
focus on for the improvement of their writing is peer training. In addition, most of the
students assert that peer feedback should be applied in L2 writing classes.
3) It was indicated by the overall results that students have positive attitudes
toward the use of peer feedback in writing classes. It can be clearly seen that the students
developed their writing skills to a higher level with regard to the writing process (M =
4.06, SD = 0.27), affective strategies (M = 4.04, SD = 0.26), critical thinking abilities
(M = 4.10, SD = 0.32), and social interaction skills (M = 4.16, 0.28).
Based on the convergence or augmentation of the data sets, the three
emerged themes were compared to the quantitative findings from 36 statements of the
peer feedback questionnaire. Importantly, the comparison displayed that the Theme 1
was placed into convergence to the findings of the peer feedback questionnaire while
Theme 2 was stated as augmentation. Apparently, all three themes were also shown in
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the convergence to the findings of the questionnaire of peer feedback; however,
divergence was not found in interpreting the data analysis.

5.2 Discussion of the Results
The discussion of the results is related to the three objectives of the research
in order to elicit the implications for using the concept of the practice of peer feedback
in writing classes.
5.2.1 Discussion on the First Research Objective
1. To examine the effects of peer feedback on students’ writing abilities
and its effect size
Based on the quantitative data, it was shown by the results that the mean
scores received by the students on the writing post-test significantly increased from the
level of ‘Fair to Poor’ to the ‘Good to Average’ level following the completion of the
peer sessions. Moreover, the overall results for the writing rubric aspects indicated that
regarding the mean value for the scores of Mechanics, Language use, Vocabulary,
Organization, and Content, when the pretest and post-test writing scores were
compared, there was a significant difference with the significance at (p = < 0.05). This
reveals that the students made progress in terms of their ability to write by reducing the
number of errors, which is in correspondence to the study of Tudor (1996), who reported
that learners were able to develop their writing skills by using the corrections from
peers, and this finding also agrees with that of Corbin (2012), who reported the
statistically significant differences between the writing pre- and post-test mean scores.
This shows that students are able to improve their writing through the practice of peer
feedback. This may be owing to the following reason:
5.2.1.1 Peer Feedback Training
The first explanation regarding the reason that the students developed
their writing skills is the peer feedback training regarded as essential for writing teachers
with planning the guidelines for teaching the students in a writing course, whereas
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students appreciated peer feedback process and the peer feedback material use, and this
was also in agreement with Kunwongse’s (2013), Nguyen’s (2016), and Khalil’s (2018)
study, which noted the significance of the peer training as a key component to make
students conduct effective peer feedback and raise their writing quality. In so doing, it is
necessary that the teachers train the students on how to effectively conduct peer
feedback and instruct them in providing constructive feedback via asking of questions
for clarifications and giving suggestions on peers’ written tasks. Consequently, the
students must be explicitly taught and trained in the process. The results indicate that the
writing and peer feedback processes were perceived by the students, who also made
more effective use of the materials for peer feedback, including the references, and took
on more responsibility in their roles. Furthermore, it was found that the main factor that
allows them to develop their writing is the peer feedback training, which helps them to
appreciate the practice of writing and peer feedback in the context of the process-based
writing. Furthermore, it was asserted by the previous research that peer feedback
training has the potential to develop their writing (e.g., Hansen & Liu, 2005, Min, 2005,
Lam, 2010). Moreover, this was in agreement with the research of Nguyen (2016), in
which it was reported that peer training has an effect on the utilization of peer feedback
in the revision of written compositions and increases the quality of their writing. As can
be seen, it is necessary for students to receive effective training on the ways to give
peers the constructive feedback. Therefore, successful peer feedback is a result of the
influence of providing well-managed training. Moreover, one student with a moderate
level of English ability stated:
“For me, the peer feedback was something new, and I thought that it would
be quite difficult because I did not have any previous experience with peer feedback.
However, I was able to perform it well. Conducting effective peer feedback after peer
training is especially essential as it gives the participants the chance to learn about the
strategies for the entire writing and peer feedback process, the students’ roles, the use of
the checklists for peer feedback and the correction of the tasks of peers by using of the
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correction symbols. I was able to perceive the process of writing and peer feedback due
to the peer training.”
Student 1
Student 1 highlighted that the peer training is a key component which
helps her learn how to conduct peer feedback more effectively, although from the start
she was concerned about it because she had no experience in the writing strategy and
peer feedback process. Importantly, the peer training helps her perceive peer feedback as
the whole process from the start to eventually learn how to use the peer checklists
effectively.
5.2.1.2 Practicing Peer Feedback Regularly
A constant practice of conducting peer feedback was a crucial factor
that results in an increase of the students’ writing scores after a completion of peer
feedback session. This conformed to Lee’s (1977), as cited in Kunwongse’s (2013)
study, which reported that incorporating peer feedback in a lesson as a regularly activity
made students familiar with doing peer group and applied the peer feedback materials
effectively. Therefore, with a continuous practice of conducting peer feedback, it is
highly possible that student would be more skilled in peer feedback procedure and the
peer feedback materials use.
Significantly, this finding indicates that continuously practicing the
conducting of peer feedback helps decrease their obstacles: 1) The students’ roles in the
peer activities create their own responsibilities regarding effective ways to practice peer
feedback. 2) Participating in peer group activity each week strengthened students’
learning strategies, and they became more familiar with applying the materials for peer
feedback in the correction of the errors in their writing. 3) Conducting feedback by
working in groups can establish a closer relationship among the peer group members,
which results in the confidence to give honest feedback on the tasks of peers. 4) The
proper use of language and voice can create a collaborative atmosphere for the practice
of peer discussion. Moreover, it was conducted among peer group members more
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effectively when positive feeling and facial expressions were used in providing and
receiving feedback. Therefore, it should be highlighted that the students were able to
manage these difficulties through the regular practice of peer feedback as demonstrated
in the qualitative results. As a result, students’ writing scores increased in the post-test.
“Practicing peer feedback every week helps me a better understanding
of conducting peer feedback and learnt how to use the peer feedback materials
effectively. The more I learnt the more I enjoy interacting with peers.”
Student 14
“Peer feedback was a new experience for me, and I enjoyed
communicating with my peers. Importantly, peer feedback taught me learn the way of
working together. I think that it was challenging because I had never experienced the
practice of peer feedback before, so doing peer group activity regularly helped me give
useful feedback to peers’ tasks.”
Student 12
From the first start, Students 14 and 15 noted that they had no
experiences about peer feedback before, they felt worried. However, a continuous
practice of doing peer feedback was the key factor which make them familiar with peer
feedback procedure and the use of peer feedback materials. Afterwards, the more they
did peer feedback, the more they had a better understanding of peer feedback process.
5.2.1.3 Learning Motivation
Peer feedback is a tool that can effectively motivate the students in a
writing course. That meant, the use of motivating teaching materials made students
enthusiastic in the ways of exposing their thoughts, exchanging and sharing ideas and
stimulating them to a problem-solving activity. Students enjoyed the process. This is one
of the reasons to relate to the high positive outcomes. This is in line with the findings of
Nguyen (2016), in which it was noted that the motivation of the students’ learning can
be activated by peer feedback. Moreover, it enhances self-motivation for engagement in
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the peer activities. In this study, students utterly weighted to motivation in involving
them to peer group discussion, and they felt challenged regarding their knowledge of
English in comparison to peers in an effort to improve their written tasks. Furthermore,
peer feedback helps with the reduction of their feelings of embarrassment, which
subsequently strengthens their confidence in providing of critiques to peers, and it
conformed to Ferris (1995) and Lei (2017), who stated that the reading of texts written
by peers on similar writing tasks encourages students to activate their motivation and
reinforced their skills in critical thinking. Moreover, this was also supported by the
research of Khalil (2018), in which it was proved that students were stimulated by peer
feedback to scrutinize the written performance of peers, and this engaged them to take
personal responsibility in peer groups as well as improved their self-confidence during
discussions with peers. In addition, motivation had a close relationship with autonomy
because motivation was influenced by inner drive or interest in English learning, and
this led to enthusiasm to learner autonomy, and the benefits of utilizing peer feedback
was giving more autonomy to students as Rollinson (2005) noted. In this regard, two
students having low levels of English proficiency commented:
“Peer feedback was a new process to me, and I did not like writing.
However, I was encouraged by the peer feedback to participate in the activities.
Conducting weekly peer feedback caused me to relax and become familiar with the use
of the materials for peer feedback. Pressure reduced; on the other hand, I have more
confidence to express the ideas and to critique peers’ tasks”
Student 8
Peer feedback stimulated her in the activity after practicing peer
feedback every week, she also emphasized that she could effectively adopt the peer
feedback material use, and importantly peer feedback decreased her pressure in writing,
which in turn she boosted confidence in criticizing peers’ tasks
“In my opinion, I lacked confidence when providing feedback because
my use of English grammar was poor. I was especially not confident to check for their
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errors, but I was able to learn how to give peers constructive feedback on their tasks and
to convey the meaning to them. Most importantly, the routine practice of participating in
peer feedback allowed me to dare to provide criticism of their compositions. I feel that I
was stimulated by peer feedback to engage in the activity. As a result, I enjoyed the
written compositions more and more.”
Student 14
Student 14 noted that she lacked confidence in providing feedback and
conveying qualified feedback to peers’ work. Still, she was more confident after
practicing peer feedback continuously. Group compositions motivated her in criticizing
peers’ work, and her understandings of doing peer feedback made her enjoy the writing
class.
One student with a high level of English proficiency mentioned:
“It was the first time I had ever experienced participation in peer
feedback. I found it to be challenging, but it encouraged me during the activity. The
important thing was that whether I was good or poor in English, I wanted to discuss my
work with my peers. Also, my confidence in writing was continuously strengthened from
conducting the peer group feedback, and I became more skilled in the adoption of the
peer feedback materials for giving feedback. I enjoyed an interaction with my peers.”
Student 12
Student 12 asserted that the peer group feedback was beneficial and
useful to the improvement of her writing, though it was the first time for her in learning
through doing peer feedback. Moreover, she perceived the peer feedback materials use,
built more confidence and enjoyed an interactional comment. Doing peer group
discussion helped her evaluate her writing ability comparing to peers’ work, and peer
feedback motivated her to do peer discussion. It implies that she was more skillful in
peer feedback use in improving her subsequent writing tasks.
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5.2.1.4 Being responsible for their own duties
Responsibility was important for students in doing a peer group
activity. Students improved their writing performance, this was related to their
responsibility on their roles as both assessors and assessees in giving and receiving
feedback. They accepted that peer feedback took them with loads of responsibilities
through working in groups because they had to work on duties in sharing information
and taking efforts to achieve tasks. Every peer group member had to prepare themselves
by reading in advance to offer qualified comments. Additionally, their responsibilities in
peer group feedback were pivotal to make them successful in doing peer feedback, and
this also conformed to the study of Rollinson (2005), who asserted that the students’
roles in the practice of peer feedback causes students to take on greater responsibilities
as a provider of feedback and a receiver of feedback. The results indicated that the
majority of the students enjoyed group work and had greater acceptance of and interest
in the use of peer feedback. Furthermore, the responsibilities in working in small groups
create an environment of collaboration that reduces anxiety and stress and enhances the
involvement of the students (Morra & Romano, 2008); moreover, conducting peer
feedback gives students the opportunity to receive comments from additional individuals
and also, provides the reviewers the chance to practice and improve various language
skills (Lundstorm & Baker, 2009). Nevertheless, in order to realize this, teachers should
be aware of the size of the group and the method of conducting peer feedback with
regard to the relationships among the peer group members. In order for the students to
accept responsibility for their own educational development, it is important that they
believe that they are able to achieve success in conducting peer group activities. To
conduct peer feedback more effectively, learners with intrinsic motivation can establish
learning goals, which leads to further willingness to be responsible for the outcomes of
their learning. Similarly, peer feedback is considered as both a cooperative and a
collaborative type of learning, which facilitates learners to improve their intrinsic
physical and mental motivation in development by exchanging knowledge and joining
efforts to successfully complete their tasks, as well as building trust in their peers and
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taking responsibility for their roles during participation in the activities (Olsen & Kagan,
1992; Oxford, 1997; Frey & Fisher, 2010; Williams & Williams, 2012, as cited in
Kunwonges, 2013). In addition, several answers that support the results of the writing
post-test are as follows.
“Students’ roles in conducting peer feedback took me with much
responsibilities in the peer-involved activity, and I had to read in advance to give
effective feedback to peer as a feedback provider in clarifying peers’ written tasks, and I
had to show my active reaction to obtain feedback from peer critiquing.”
Student 10
“In conducting peer feedback, I had to prepare myself in offering
feedback in the ways of reading a lot and searching information in advance to peers’
tasks, responsibility in working into groups was important that made a peer group run
smoothly.”
Student 6
Students 10 and 6 highlighted that peer feedback process emphasized
the roles of the students, especially in taking responsibilities in providing feedback to
peers’ work by paying attention to reading a lot and searching more information to have
a better performance in the subsequent writing tasks, and they had to show their
enthusiasm during discussing and learned how to carry on peer feedback more
effectively.
5.2.1.5 Increasing Students’ Critical Thinking Ability
The final factor that is associated with increasing the writing efficiency
of the students was the improvement of their skills in critical thinking. Their critical
thinking is enhanced by becoming involved in the group work as a result of the sharing
and exchange of ideas with each other, and then, there is the critical and analytical
refinement of these ideas via peer discussion. As mentioned previously, receiving the
various ideas from peers assisted them with strengthening their thinking skills, by the
sharing of their knowledge and experience with the members of the group. These critical
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thinking abilities in turn improved their capability to assess their writing and to revise in
a more critical manner, and they were able to think more logically and composed longer
texts within the time limitation. Thus, it is clear that learners are able to make impressive
progress regarding the organization and content of the writing test, which corresponds
with the work of Min (2005), Cai (2011) and Shehadeh (2011), who all reported that the
L2 writing of learners can be improved, especially with relation to the elements of the
organization and content through critiques by peers. In contrast, the results from Storch
(2005) and Cho and Schunn (2007) indicated that learners can progress significantly in
grammatical accuracy and lexical complexity by putting aside the content and
organization of the text. However, in the current research, a student having a moderate
level of competence in English expressed a positive view:
“In my view, more chances for the expression and sharing of ideas
were provided by peer feedback. Moreover, the discussion of different experiences
allowed me to gain new knowledge about English. Furthermore, discussions among
classmates assisted me with thinking critically, and I was encouraged by peer feedback
to participate in problem-solving activities. As a result, I can think logically and
cautiously when conveying information in my written tasks.”
Student 17
Peer feedback increased students’ critical thinking ability, and the
process of peer feedback stimulated her to express and shared ideas and exchanged the
experiences among peer members. Importantly, peer discussion helped her have a
critical and logical ideas in creating her composition. It implied that she appreciated
stage 2 in delivering their intended messages in a form of the writing draft by elaborately
generating, focusing and structuring from the preparing stage.
Moreover, receiving feedback from peers helps students learn methods
to more efficiently develop grammatical structures and the use of punctuation and tense
in their writing tasks, which permits them develop their use of language and learn new
vocabulary, especially the synonyms and antonyms that make their written compositions
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more interesting. Also, they learned how to identify and avoided their errors, for
example, article use, capitalization, and spelling, in order to develop the application of
the mechanics. Clearly, receiving feedback from peers assists them with the production
of paragraph writing with fewer errors. Moreover, this is also in line with the studies of
Edge (1989) and Makino (1993), in which it was stated that the students realized their
repeated errors that occur frequently by reviewing them with peers in an effort to
produce improved writing outcomes. However, regarding the surface and text-based
changes, the results of this research demonstrate that most of the learners correct the
errors associated with surface changes but not the changes in meaning that introduce
new information into their compositions. Concerning this, a student who has a high level
of English ability stated:
“Sometimes, I thought that I could not trust the peer evaluation, and I
wanted them to concentrate on the details of specific grammatical errors. Anyway, I was
able to accept that I could gain a wider variety of ideas from peer group discussion, but
I needed the clear feedback. Therefore, I preferred the comments from the teachers.”
Student 19
Student 19 was confident in writing. She was in the dominant pattern
because she did not rely on peer correction. She needed the detailed suggestion and the
specific grammatical mistakes from peers. However, she accepted that interacting with
peers helped her develop her ideas. She needed clear and constructive feedback from
peers, so she noted that she favored teacher feedback rather than peer correction.
In the activities with peer groups, the assessor’s role is similar to that
of the student teachers during the practicing of how to offer beneficial feedback on
peers’ compositions. When conducting peer feedback, they can exchange their roles as a
provider of feedback and a receiver of feedback. Writing the self-reflections following a
continuous practice of conducting peer feedback regarding the methods of reviewing the
experiences involving writing and the process of peer feedback, identifying their
weaknesses and strengths in their own compositions, developing the performance of
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their writing and listening to the reflections of peers facilitate their effective practice of
the entire writing process, and they will be able to concentrate on the details mentioned
by peers to more effectively develop their writing abilities in the future courses. As a
result, critical reflective thinking has become an essential element on the professional
development of teachers, which is also in line with the finding of Mann and Walsh
(2017: 11) that “professional development is fundamentally a social process”. This
means that the practice of reflective thinking in the context of peer feedback in groups is
able to facilitate their improved teaching performance through the review of past
experiences, extensive reading, improvement of writing and planning well-prepared
lessons in the role of student teachers. This indicates that the application of reflective
thinking from peers helps them to identify their weaknesses and strengths through the
written reflections to improve their writing compositions in the future. Furthermore, peer
feedback is a method that is effective in facilitating learners in learning cooperatively,
creation of confidence, expansion of interaction, reinforcement of critical thinking, and
constructively participating in the activities (Bolling, 1994). A student that has a
moderate level of English proficiency mentioned:
“I believe that the students’ roles helped me to learn how to give
feedback on peers’ compositions and to improve my own writing performance. Of
course, I prepared for providing feedback with a well-prepared teaching plan. Also, I
continually reflected on my performance to determine if I had improved in what I had
done, and receiving the reflections of peers also assisted me with realizing my strengths
and weaknesses.”
Student 8
Written-reflections from peers helps her learn about her strengths and
weaknesses in writing. Peer feedback process focuses on students’ roles in giving the
constructive and supportive feedback to peers, and importantly this made her prepare by
reading a lot to correct peers’ work.
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5.2.2 Discussion on the Second Research Objective
2. To explore students’ patterns of interaction on peer feedback in
English writing
The results demonstrate that the pairs of learners with varying levels of
proficiency were involved in the different interaction patterns. All of the six pairs were
fit within the patterns of interaction based on the framework of Storch (2002).
According to the analysis of the patterns of interaction, the most common pattern among
all four patterns was identified as the collaborative (45.83%), which was followed by the
expert/novice (41.66%), the dominant/passive (10.41%), and the dominant/dominant
(2.08%) from two sessions. Five out of the six pairs eventually corresponded to either
the collaborative or expert/novice patterns. Nevertheless, in the fourth pair, student
writer A was determined to be in the dominant/passive pattern, whereas her partner was
located in the expert/novice stance.
In addition, it was indicated that the level of proficiency decisively
determined the learners’ performance when offering feedback. It also reveals that the
individual students were involved with the task in different ways due to having
reinterpreted the tasks based on their own knowledge from the prior peer feedback
sessions during similar events in which they have participated. Besides, the study
reported that the effects of peer feedback have an impact on their behaviors, and it
emphasized the perspectives in which learners are engaged during the partnership, and
more importantly, the relationship was formed on the basis of what was needed and
expected of the event. Their participation was motivated by their goals.
Nevertheless, although the differences in their proficiency may led to
certain kinds of patterns, these were not determined by the differences. The perception
of individual student of their own proficiency and that of their partners influenced the
patterns of interaction between them. It was made clear by the stimulated recall
interviews that the perceived proficiency of the pairs did not always match their actual
proficiency, for example, in group 1, Student B who have low proficiency worked with
Student A with intermediate proficiency level. The findings show that student A found
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that Student B tried to participate in the activity by collaborating with her in an attempt
to solve the problem and reach consensus, she had contribution in interacting with
positive facial reaction during discussing as a student reader. Moreover, this was in
agreement with the research of Roberson (2014), who demonstrated that the dialogues
among the five pairs of learners were related to the patterns that were identified and their
second compositional drafts. In addition, this indicated that the both the collaborative
and expert/novice patterns resulted in improved writing development; Furthermore, it
confirmed the study of Liu and Hansen (2002), who found that collaborative work
among members of peer groups assisted learners with the acquisition of knowledge, both
for linguistics and for their writing abilities.
The results from the interview about their interaction patterns during
peer feedback concerned with their writing development showed that their interpersonal
skills involved with the collaborative and expert/novice patterns were increased.
Besides, the participants in this research who formed a collaborative pattern of
interaction were determined as working together and sharing responsibilities was
highlighted. The answers provided by peers through the complimentary process were
appreciated by the students who formed an expert/novice pattern of interaction. The
expert was responsible for providing their assistance while the novice eagerly attempted
to learn from the experts and took part in the activity.
Another important point that Storch (2004) stated is that learners in the
collaborative or expert-novice stances utilized learning motivation and had a tendency to
‘seek to increase their understanding or competence’ (p. 474), while the motives of
students in the dominant/passive and the dominant/dominant patterns were focused on
productivity instead of the learning process, and they also had a tendency to ‘seek
positive judgments on their performance’ (p. 474). Moreover, it was found in similar
studies that the collaborative and expert/novice patterns were highly beneficial to the
writing ability of students in the context of peer feedback (Storch, 2002; Zheng, 2012; as
cited in Yu & Lee, 2016).
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In addition, the students who collaborated in the dominant/dominant
and dominant/passive patterns were of the view that little value is provided by
collaborative learning. Students were frequently motivated by an urge to quickly finish
the tasks rather than a desire to learn from their partners. It was revealed that passive
participants hardly participated in the problem-solving activity. They were just the
audience and had a few contributions in the peer-involved activity. They did not
appreciate peer assistance; although, they followed peer correction as evidenced in
student group 2 on peers’ dialogues between students C and B with higher-lower
proficiency level.
To summarize, the learners were able to efficiently conduct peer
feedback by changing their roles between the two sessions, and significantly, the overall
results coincided with the scheme of Storch (2002) despite there being differences in
proficiency within each pair. To clearly illustrate, in cases where a pair of learners with
one that is more proficient and one that is less proficient, the learners were engaged in
the activity with the aim of solving the language problems, which results in either the
expert/novice, the dominant/dominant, or the dominant/passive interaction patterns due
to their differences in proficiency. Additionally, it shows that the lower and higher
proficiency learners can be given more opportunities to collaboratively learn and work
together. Furthermore, four of the students expressed a preference to work with partners
who can actively express opinions, share ideas, and exchange experiences during
discussions. Moreover, the collaborative pattern of interaction is regarded as a social
dimension that can improve the social and intellectual aspects of the students, and the
results demonstrated that the differences in proficiency of the learners were not a
significant factor that influenced the qualities of the peer interaction rather than being
collaboratively constructed by the students. The relationships that the students developed
and the roles that they implemented had an effect on the peer group interactions among
the members.
The written drafts of the peers were analyzed, which indicated that all
learners initially concentrated on the paragraph structures with regard to the organization
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and content when they corrected the work of peers, including several examples of peer
discussion concerned with grammar use, for example, articles, prepositions, punctuation
and tenses. In addition, the results demonstrated that the majority of the assessees
interestingly observed the negotiations for additional feedback on grammar accuracy to
be provided by their peers. This suggests that the students considered the use of
paragraph structure for revision due to the fact that they had paid excessive attention to
providing the use of grammatical accuracy. Thus, due to time limitations of offering
feedback on grammar correction, giving feedback was limited in conducting peer group
discussion.
In investigating students’ patterns of interaction on peer feedback, the
video stimulated recall interview was used to provide insight into students’
understanding of patterns interactions. The results indicated that students hold their
positive viewpoints toward conducting peer feedback in L2 writing class in the patterns
of collaborative and expert/novice interaction. Five themes were extracted from the
interpretation of the data analysis with regard to the categories of given types of
feedback, feedback expectations, voice and language use, the factors in peer-involved
activities, and students’ views toward doing peer feedback in L2 writing classes.
5.2.2.1. Given Types of Feedback
The first theme from the five that resulted from the data is concerned
with the categories of the feedback that learners were given during the peer group
feedback sessions. From the results, three categories of feedback were found: direct,
indirect, and oral. This indicates that the students emphasized the global aspects instead
of local ones in terms of concentrating on the organization and content. Nevertheless,
based on the surface and text-based changes, these aspects indicated that many learners
corrected the grammatical errors associated with the surface changes but not those of
meaning, which could introduce new details into their compositions, for example the
mechanics. Furthermore, when feedback is provided by peers, the focus is on the
development of the ideas and organization of the texts of the students and receiving
positive comments and beneficial recommendations from their peers that can motivate
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them to develop their written compositions. This was also in agreement with Sawaya
and Yokyama (2013), whose findings showed that the writing abilities of students were
able to be developed in the areas of the organization and content via peer correction.
Specifically, a student with moderate proficiency that was in the collaborative stance
stated:
“In my opinion, I was provided with more opportunities to express
opinions, to share ideas, to offer feedback, to negotiate meaning, and to collaborate on
the final written compositions. Furthermore, discussion with peers assisted me with
thinking critically in order to convey the information into my assigned writing. In the
challenging area of grammar, I mostly gained common comments from my peers, and
most importantly, the compliments from peers encouraged me to subsequently produce
improved written outcomes.”
Student B in Group 1
Peer feedback process stimulated students 1 to the peer-engaged
activity, and she learned how to deliver messages through a collaborative learning.
Discussing with peers supported her to think critically. Besides, the compliments or
praise created her encouragement in developing their tasks; however, a detailed
recommendation on grammar accuracy was needed as student B noted.
5.2.2.2 Feedback Expectations
Regarding the second theme of feedback expectations, the overall
results indicated that learners expect the feedback to provide more meaningful and
accurate advice from peers in more specific areas of grammar by offering clear
comments. Moreover, the writing competence of the students can be improved in the
areas of content and organization; nevertheless, the grammatical accuracy when
receiving advice from peers is still needed (Berger, 1999; as cited in Lei, 2017). In this
regard, one student with a high level of English ability in the dominant/dominant pattern
stated:
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“I think that I did not trust peer correction, and I wanted more details
about specific grammatical errors. However, I accepted that peer discussion assisted me
with gaining more ideas, but I wanted clear feedback, and I expected to receive
immediate feedback during the discussions. Therefore, I preferred the feedback from the
teacher.”
Student B in Group 2
Checking the tasks by peers should be put on more specific
grammatical errors, she distrusted peer feedback; however, she did not refuse that
discussing with peers help her generate a variety of ideas, peers’ comments had to be
clear and instant to encourage her to the activity. It also implied that she needed
teachers’ assistance immediately when peers could not clarify the mistakes on her tasks.
5.2.2.3 Voice and Language Use
In the results related to the third theme, it was reported that the learners
emphasized that the use of voice and language had an effect on the patterns of
interaction during doing peer feedback. The results indicated that the students have a
positive view of the peer feedback. This indicates that heterogeneous group feedback
assisted the students with the development of their writing. Nonetheless, in the
correction of their peers’ writing, they occasionally spoke the Pattani-Malay language
when clarifying the errors with an effort to allow peers to more clearly understand.
Moreover, having positive reactions is pivotal in the achievement of successfully
conducting peer group feedback. More specifically, participating in peer-involved
activities increases their confidence when commenting on the compositions of peers,
which enhances the credibility of students with regard to their peers’ trust. Additionally,
Grabe and Kaplan (1996, p. 379) noted that peer-involved activities improved the
students ‘learning together’, and peer discussion allows students to learn ways to use
language when responding to writing. Moreover, adoption of the first language in an L2
classroom encourages students to work on writing compositions collaboratively during
challenging cognitive activities due to the L1 being regarded as a necessary cognitive
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tool for the comprehension of L2 learning process (Anton & Dicamilla, 1998; as cited in
Swain & Watanabe, 2013). Furthermore, Storch and Aldosari (2013) found that learners
were encouraged by peer interaction to concentrate on the use of language in cases
where the more proficient and less proficient students worked together. The L1 can be
employed by the higher proficiency student in order to give information about the
meanings of the words for the weak learners. As previously mentioned, mixed
proficiency differences may provide benefits to the students with lower proficiency
when they participate in all patterns with the exception of the dominant/passive stance.
Two students having differences in proficiency expressed their opinions as follows.
The student having a high level of English proficiency in the expert/novice pattern
commented:
“I believe that the peer feedback process assisted me with learning
ways to provide beneficial feedback on the tasks of peers and to develop my writing
performance. Naturally, I prepared myself for the providing of feedback with a well-plan
teaching preparation. Nevertheless, I used the Pattani-Malay language (L1),
particularly when explaining several word meanings to peer group members. In
addition, I observed that positive reactions are necessary during interactions, and
especially, I usually reflect upon my actions to identify my strengths and weaknesses
during exchanging feedback in peer groups.”
Student C in Group 2
From student C views, using the dialect was crucial in conveying their
intended meaning to make the audience have a clearer understanding. Importantly, the
positive reactions in interacting to peers was important in carrying out in group
feedback, and written reflections from peers made her see her strengths and weaknesses
to have a better performance in the next tasks. A student with a low level of proficiency
who utilized the expert/novice patterns stated:
“Peer feedback was a new method, and I was motivated to participate
in the peer-involved activities. It was beneficial for me to collaboratively work using
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heterogeneous group feedback, and most importantly, I received the accurate answers
from peers, and subsequently, I was hesitant to give advice about the grammatical
errors in peers’ writing. Similarly, I had little opportunity to express my ideas;
nevertheless, constantly conducting of feedback practice motivated me to provide more
suggestions.”
Student B in Group 2
Heterogeneous group feedback is beneficial for conducting peer
feedback even for the low proficiency students. This assisted student B to have high
contribution in providing more ideas from a continuous practice of doing group
feedback, and importantly her confidence was increased in the way of expressing what
she had thought to the higher proficiency students.
5.2.2.4 Factors in the Peer-Involved Activity
Regarding the crucial factors for participation in peer group activities,
the overall results of the four subthemes illustrated the significant factors that motivated
learners to conduct peer feedback. The results showed that students felt that
improvement of their compositions with peers was challenging, and it was of major
importance that they improved their writing skills. The roles of the learners resulted in
their responsibilities when conducting the group feedback and critiquing their peers’
writing. In particular, it is considered to be a new writing activity, which encourages the
students in conducting peer feedback. This corresponds with the findings of the study of
Alharbi (2018), which reported that the enhancement of the learners’ language learning,
including grammar and writing, was assisted by peer interaction due to the students’
roles as both a feedback provider and receiver. This suggests that they accept the
majority of their duties during the peer group feedback by providing supportive and
constructive feedback. More significantly, peer interaction is considered to be a type of
collaborative and cooperative learning that assists learners with the development of
intrinsic physical and mental motivation by the sharing of information and their efforts
to produce the outcomes, the improvement of trust between their peers, and the
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performance of their duties responsibly in participating in the peer-engaged activities
(Olsen & Kagan, 1992; Oxford, 1997; Palmer, 2007; Frey & Fisher, 2010; Williams &
Williams, 2012; as cited in Kunwongse, 2013). Thus, the perceptions of the students
regarding peer evaluation has an influence on their academic behavior and methods of
learning. For example, student with an intermediate level of proficiency that occupied
the collaborative stance reported:
“In my view, when I was assigned the topic by the teacher, the writing
process suddenly occurred in my mind. I was able to generate a variety of ideas such as
mind-mapping and the messages I would include in my written compositions. In
particular, discussions among my group helped me to creatively developed my ideas,
and the students’ roles motivated me to engage in the peer activities by accepting the
important responsibilities as a feedback provider and receiver.”
Student A in Group 1
Peer feedback was a very useful activity for Student A. She obtained a
great deal of benefits of peer feedback in improving their writing skills, and she
appreciated the writing strategy and peer feedback process. Moreover, it created her
critical thinking skills, stimulated her to the peer-engaged activity.
5.2.2.5 Students’ views towards Doing Peer Feedback in L2
Writing Classes
The final theme was concerned with the students’ views on the peer
feedback. Overall, based on the results, it was found that the students have positive
attitudes regarding peer feedback use. The results indicate that peer feedback had a
significant potential to improve the written tasks of learners by reinforcement of their
critical thinking skills, more collaborative participation in group work, an increase in
their confidence level when providing feedback, and an improved understanding of the
processes of writing and peer feedback. They also stressed the importance of peer
feedback training for the achievement of successfully doing peer group activities, and
most of the learners were in agreement regarding implemented peer feedback in writing
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classes. These findings were similar to that of Khalil’ s (2018) study, which indicated
that peer feedback had the potential to increase self-motivation and improved selfconfidence during discussions. In addition, after being well-trained in peer feedback,
they can develop their performance (Min, 2005; Lam, 2010; Kunwongse, 2013; Nguyen;
2016). One student with a high level of English proficiency in the expert/novice
interaction pattern mentioned:
“It’s my opinion that peer discussion allowed me to enhance my
critical thinking skills, and the fact was also important that I was able to improve
socially through the collaborative work. I grew more confident when writing, and the
process of peer feedback process assisted me with becoming less reliant on the teacher.
Also, I learned to apply self-assessment to more effectively resolve problems in language
use. From the peer feedback training, I gained tactics that were useful in improving my
writing.”
Student C in Group 1
Discussing with peers encouraged student C’s critical thinking skills
and made her appreciate the collaborative learning. This advocated a student-centered
approach. Working in group helped her learn how to solve the linguistic problems in the
ways of learning together and self-assessment from peer feedback process, and
specifically it is noted that the peer training was the core of conducting effective peer
group feedback that led to their writing improvement.
In conclusion, the findings revealed that students could improve their
writing through a collaborative or expert/novice instance in providing and receiving
feedback. Moreover, the factors which contributed to the students’ writings confounded
variables such as mixing students’ English proficiency, feedback expectations, writing
ability, voice and language use, collaborative learning, and these results endorsed the
former studies e.g. Storch’s (2002) study and Roberson’s (2014) study. Another result
was that most students had good attitudes on peer feedback use, and this study indicated
that the students’ writing improvement was related to the collaborative and
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expert/novice stances. Nevertheless, although the results on the patterns of interaction
illustrated the advantages of the collaborative and expert/novice patterns as opposed to
the dominant/dominant and dominant/passive interaction patterns, there have been few
research studies that have done in this area, and thus, the results may not be suitable for
generalization to the contexts of L2 writing. Importantly, the research conducted on this
issue concentrated on the identification of the stances that lead to development of the
written performance of the students.
5.2.3 Discussion on the Third Research Objective
3. To investigate students’ attitudes towards peer feedback training
This research utilized the qualitative data obtained through the six openended questions and the quantitative data from the means of the five-point Likert scale
questionnaire in an effort to gain a more extensive understanding by examining the role
of a qualitative strand in a mixed methods research approach (Creswell, 2011). The
results from the analysis of the collected data indicated that the learners hold their
positive views regarding providing feedback to peers by indicating a high rating in all
four domains, which include the writing process, the affective strategies, the critical
thinking abilities, and social interaction abilities following the sessions of peer feedback.
5.2.3.1 Writing Process
Students appreciated the valuable experiences involving the adoption of
the writing process in the production of their writing. In addition, the results indicated
that the students comprehend the writing and peer feedback process. Furthermore, they
improved their writing abilities, especially in the areas of organization and content, and
also, they gained further abilities in ways of the use the materials for peer feedback in
the evaluation of the writing of peers. In addition, the process of peer feedback assisted
with encouraging them to become more involved in the activities in the roles of
providing and receiving feedback. This resulted in their responsibilities in learning and
participating as peer group members, and significantly, they stated that peer feedback
training had an important impact on their skills in the correction of the work of their
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peers and had peer discussions with them. Furthermore, these findings concurred with
the studies of Min (2005) and Shehadeh (2011), in which the positive effects of the
viewpoints of the students toward peer feedback facilitated their writing development by
concentrating on content and organization instead of the grammar and mechanics.
Moreover, the roles of learners when conducting the peer feedback assisted them with
bearing the heavy responsibilities because they needed a great deal of time on reading so
as be able to offer feedback to their peers, which was also supported by the findings
from the questionnaire on the writing process (Domain 1). Based on these findings, it
was reported that the students had an in-depth comprehension of the usage of the
approach to the writing process for the accurate generation of their writing at a high
level. They understood the strategies of writing for the production of the paragraph
structure for every genre, the logical development of their ideas in extending the text
within the limited time, and the more effective conducting of peer group activities, and
also became aware of their own duties.
Furthermore, the essential factor that influenced the learners’ writing
development was the intensive training on peer feedback. The results indicate that
training on the peer feedback assisted them with the perception of the writing strategies
and peer feedback from the first to the last stage as an entire process. Moreover, the
previous research also confirmed that positive effects on improving students writing
abilities influenced by the peer training. These findings were supported by a number of
empirical studies that were undertaken in order to examine the impacts of the peer
feedback training on improving learners’ writing skills (Hu, 2005; Liou & Peng, 2009;
Goldberg, 2012; Kunwongse, 2013; Nguyen, 2016; Khalil, 2018). In addition, the results
indicated that peer training significantly impacted on the students’ implementation of
peer correction into the revision of the text and improved the quality of their writing.
Moreover, it enhanced their competence in providing improved written commentary and
strengthened their confidence of taking part in the activity. In addition, this agreed with
the research of Min (2005), which stated that learners who trained well in conducting
peer feedback could create better outcomes. In particular, they could offer constructive
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feedback and clarified more complicated grammatical issues. Thus, it can be concluded
that using well-managed peer feedback can be an important indicator in the
measurement of the students’ success or failure in applying peer feedback to develop
their writing.
5.2.3.2 Developing Students’ Affective Strategies
Students can develop affective strategies through peer group
discussion. Peer feedback created an interactional enjoyment, stimulated them in group
feedback, and built self-confidence on the critique of peers’ tasks. Notably, this is in
agreement with Khalil’s (2018) study, which found that peer feedback had positive
effects in the sense of increasing self-motivation and improving self-confidence from the
criticism of peers’ tasks. In addition, the findings support the results of Tsi and Ng’s
(2000) study, which claimed that peer feedback stimulated students to participate in the
activity, built confidence and made them become more independent learners without
relying on the teacher and boosted self-confidence as writers. Moreover, this challenged
their writing competence by comparing with peers in an attempt to develop their work
and decreased their writing anxiety. However, although they had some negative feelings
in doing a peer group activity from the start, practicing peer feedback every week
assisted them to lessen their negative feelings.
This corresponded with the results obtained from the questionnaire on
the affective strategies (Domain 2), which indicated that students improved their
affective strategies at a high rate through the incorporation of peer feedback. It also
demonstrates that peer feedback reduced the learners’ anxiety and stress and enhanced
their confidence. Furthermore, most of the students mentioned that having positive
attitudes toward doing peer feedback was an essential factor when commenting on the
writing of peers. The practice of peer feedback assisted with increasing their confidence
in revision of the compositions. Moreover, they enjoyed the interactional feedback.
However, when any arguments occurred during the discussions, they could effectively
manage their emotions, learned about the acceptance of criticism of how to debate
opposing views and focused more attention on providing advice to peers. In addition, the
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roles taken by the students motivated them to participate in the activities. As stated
above, their positive experiences when engaged in peer group feedback produced a
friendly and relaxing atmosphere, which actively inspired the students to engage in the
activity and increases their self-awareness, self-confidence and self-motivation.
5.2.3.3 Reinforcing Students’ Critical Thinking Skills
In terms of critical thinking skills, it is accepted that discussions among
the members of a peer group reinforced the critical thinking skills of the students.
Apparently, the process of peer feedback allows students to practice expressing ideas,
exchanging views, sharing ideas, and thinking critically with peers in order to reach a
consensus. The students have also gained experience in how to practice self-reflection.
Peer feedback facilitates their generation of thoughts and ideas, and it also involves them
in learning about the various forms of thinking and debating about a topic. This was also
in line with the work of Brusa and Harutyunyan (2019), which asserted that peer
feedback helped students become effective autonomous learners and improved critical
thinkers, and they were able to identify their own strong and weak points from the
correction from peers in an improved writing performance (Tsi & Ng, 2000; Nguyen,
2016). Additionally, the students become readers, then critics and eventually evaluators
because they read extensively and think critically during peer discussions as Rollinson
(2005) noted. Therefore, receiving feedback from peers provides them with logical and
useful recommendations for improvement of their future writing, and eventually, the
practice of peer evaluation will increase their abilities to think critically and help them
become better critical thinkers and responsible learners.
This corresponds to the results from the questionnaire on critical thinking
abilities (Domain 3), which indicated that the critical thinking skills of students can be
improved by the use of critiques on peers’ writing. To illustrate, students improved their
critical and analytical thinking abilities by the practice of criticizing the compositions of
peers with the evaluation and feedback that were interactive. For example, peer feedback
allows student writers to practice thinking analytically and critically when the student
readers offer their explanations and clarifications, and reading the compositions of peers
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raises their awareness regarding their weak points. Also, this gives the students more
opportunities to express opinions, exchange ideas with each other, and discuss the
problem areas with an effort to find solutions to these problems. As a result, raising the
level of abilities in critical thinking can be achieved through the practice of peer
discussion.
5.2.3.4 Reinforcing Students’ Social Interaction Abilities
Peer interaction is regarded to be a type of collaborative and
cooperative learning approach, which assists with reinforcement of the social interaction
skills of the students. Following the training, the group work with the practice of peer
feedback enhanced the students’ awareness of the differences in their individual English
writing skills. Moreover, the use of voice and language is considered an important factor
in conveying their intended meaning and creating a relaxed and comfortable atmosphere
among the members of the peer group. In particular, they were able to effectively
manage their feelings through learning the ways to appropriately compromise and
negotiate during interactions. This finding was supported by the data from the
questionnaire regarding social interaction abilities (Domain 4), which indicated that the
social interaction skills of the students were reinforced by peer feedback as evidenced by
the overall high level of the rating. This revealed that the students improved their social
abilities by participation in the peer interaction, and more significantly, the peer
interaction assisted them with accepting increased responsibility for their roles as both
feedback providers and recipients. Moreover, acceptance of the different views of peers
assisted with the maintenance of group harmony and cohesion. Furthermore, the
feedback provided by peers helps the students improve their performance and gain
knowledge of their peers’ written outcomes. This concurs with the approach of
Vygotsky (1978) that emphasized the significance of social interaction as “the Zone of
Proximal Development”, which proposes that development of strategies for learning can
be achieved through the guidance and assistance of others.
In addition, the process of peer feedback focuses on the social
interactions and context in creating an improved comprehension of learning strategies by
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using activities with problem-solving, and it also assists students with enhancing their
language studies, especially writing and grammar, with the role of the students being to
both give and receive feedback. This suggests that they can handle much of the peer
group responsibilities regarding providing supportive feedback (Kunwongse, 2013; Min,
2016; Nguyen, 2016; Alharbi, 2018). Therefore, it is certain that peer feedback provides
valuable experiences to students within the social dimension in terms of peer group
members accepted significant responsibilities for working collaboratively.
Regarding the obstacles encountered by students when conducting peer
feedback, it is clear that there are still several concerns faced during group feedback: 1)
Absenteeism caused the conducting of peer feedback to fail. 2) Poor allocation of time
was caused when providing beneficial feedback, as the students were still unfamiliar
with the process of peer feedback, for example using the materials for peer feedback; in
addition, they lacked skills in the correction of the errors by utilization of the 5 aspects
of errors. 3) The relationships among the peer group members had an impact on
providing and receiving feedback on peers’ writing by the students. A small number of
students mentioned that it could be quite difficult to offer honest criticism to classmates
because of the fear that the evaluation would not be accepted by their peers, and they
preferred avoidance of conflict or disagreements with peers. 4) The uncomfortable
atmosphere during interactions sometimes resulted from the occurrence of negative
reactions.
However, these obstacles can be decreased through the continual
practice of conducting peer feedback; 1) The students’ roles in peer discussions build
their responsibilities in providing effective peer feedback. 2) Their learning strategies
are encouraged by the practice of peer feedback, which means that they will become
more familiar with the adoption of the materials for peer feedback related to correction
of errors. 3) Participating in peer group work strengthens the closeness of the members’
relationships, so they are not worried when giving honest feedback and criticizing peers’
writing. 4) A safe and cooperative environment in peer interaction can be created with
the appropriate use of language and voice. In this research, the students gained
knowledge about appropriate negotiations and compromises to build a consensus for the
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maintenance of group cohesion. Similarly, their speaking became clearer, especially the
appropriate volume for the audience.
Furthermore, discussions among group members proceeded smoothly
and efficiently due to their positive interactions and willingness when offering and
receiving feedback. Therefore, it is noteworthy that students can manage these problems
in an effort to conduct more effective peer feedback. This is also supported by the
findings of Grabe and Kaplan (1996, p. 379), which reported that peer group activities
enhance the ‘learning together’ of the students, and the process of peer feedback assists
students with learning methods for using language in response to texts. Moreover, peer
feedback is a learning method that is cooperative and collaborative, which assists
students with the development of intrinsic physical and mental motivation in the use of
sharing of information, joints efforts to complete their tasks in the development of trust
among their peers, and being responsible for their participatory roles in the activity for
learning (Olsen & Kagan, 1992; Oxford, 1997; Frey & Fisher, 2010; Williams &
Williams, 2012, as cited in Kunwongse, 2013). Consequently, students’ behavior can be
changed by learning motivation resulting from conducting peer feedback.
Nevertheless, although students experienced several problems in the
practice of peer feedback, the majority of them concurred that peer and teacher feedback
should be incorporated in L2 writing classes, and they also supported student-centered
approaches with a focus on the importance of roles of the students throughout the entire
process. In addition, peer feedback should be implemented in both inside and outside the
classroom as recommended by several students in the results from the six open-ended
questions. Consequently, students developed their competence in English writing for
more effective outcomes by holding highly positive attitudes toward the adoption of peer
feedback as reported in the previous results. Additional positive outcomes can result
from lesson planning, regular practice of paragraph writing, and the continuous practice
of peer feedback; similarly, students are able to expand the practical benefits of the
learning strategies, and utilize peer feedback for listening, reading and speaking abilities,
as well as other related fields.
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5.3 Limitations of the Study
The current investigation had some limitations as follows:
1) The current study did not take place in an actual classroom of the
writing course in the academic year 2018 due to the unavailability of the writing course
in that term; thus, it was necessary in this research to set up a class for writing in order to
examine the influence of peer feedback; therefore, the sample comprised the volunteers
who were students studying in their third year. However, prior to the undertaking of this
study, the researcher interviewed eight students from the field of Liberal Arts and
Education in the writing courses associated with adopting the peer feedback activity, and
the results indicated that the students had not previously experienced the incorporation
of peer feedback in any English writing courses. Therefore, a sampling group which is
employed to the study should be the third year students, for they went through the
intensive writing course and was expected to have prior knowledge with the potential to
learn about a new writing activity which adopts peer feedback, and importantly it
benefits the inexperienced students with chances in systematically learning about the
writing and peer feedback process. In so doing, the students may possibly have a lack of
self-motivation to seriously concentrate on the lessons, due to the knowledge that they
would not be graded.
2) The experimental group was small and included a total of only 21
students; thus, it is quite challenging to generalize the results. Nevertheless, although
this research was conducted over a short duration of 11 weeks, the sample benefited in
improving their writing skills from peer feedback. The mixing of various levels of
proficiency provides benefits to the higher and lower level students in the development
of their writing, the motivating teaching materials inspires them to participate in the
activity, and enjoying peer feedback process affects the positive products. There was no
grade in the course so this reduces their writing anxiety. They felt free to exchange and
shared ideas and the secure and friendly environment helped support them to express the
ideas. Students’ roles in doing peer feedback placed an emphasis on their responsibilities
and the peer feedback training was well-managed pointing to the use of the peer
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feedback materials. These factors possibly bring about the positive outcomes and
achievement of the objectives. However, it is suggested that in future research that
conducting peer feedback should be continued over a longer duration in order to
strengthen the results of the research. Importantly, to conduct effective peer feedback,
the writing teachers should be aware of the factors which impact the findings before
beginning with the peer session.
3) It was not possible to score the writing test of the students in the
same context due to the two raters being located in different places and having different
styles of work and workloads. However, their scores may not have been impacted by
these differences because the second rater and the researcher had already known how to
score their writing test and consulted with each other via email and on the phone, and
make appointments to check all students’ writing scores.
4) The achievement of developing peer feedback would not have been
successful if the writing teachers did not have some degree of knowledge regarding the
methods to effectively incorporate peer feedback in the writing classes. The findings
were more positive, this may involve students’ identities in learning motivation of the
peer group feedback. Their interest and background in doing a new writing activity do
entail their creativity which reinforces them to critically express themselves. From the
research, the summary of the results is illustrated in Table 5.1
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Table 5.1 Summarizing of the Discussions of the Findings in the Study
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5.4 Recommendations from the Research
The results and discussions from the research provide the
recommendations for those applying the research results and those conducting
further related research.
5.4.1 Recommendations for Research Users
5.4.1.1 For the English Teachers
1) It was reported that the results from all of the three research
objectives indicate that the process of peer feedback can help with improving the
proficiency level of the students’ writing skills, their perceptions of the approach of
the writing process, the affective strategy, and their critical thinking skills and social
abilities, including other skills such as inter and intra personal skills, listening
attentively, and participating constructively. In particular, they mentioned that having
a well-managed process for peer feedback is related to the improved use of grammar
in their written performance. Clearly, other classroom teaching which needs a
collaborative activity in developing students’ writing skills should be taught by
adopting peer feedback as evidenced by the results of the research.
2) Overall, it was indicated by the results that the peer training is the
foundation of the process of conducting effective peer feedback. It shows that to
promote peer feedback effectiveness, the teachers of L2 writing must have a
framework and engage in interventions when arguments occur during peer
discussions. In so doing, peer feedback process should naturally happen, and
importantly proper use of voice and language bring about a secure and collaborative
environment. Significantly, the teachers should have the well-prepared peer feedback
materials and provide students with the adequate peer training so they can adjust the
procedure of the peer training in accordance with their L2 context (Liu & Carless,
2006; Kunwongse, 2013; Yu & Lee, 2016; Nguyen; 2016; Khalil; 2018).
3) In the present study, the researcher adopted students’ grades that
they obtained in the previous writing to assign them into a group of three. However,
even though a group of three students is not acceptable based on Parris’s (1989)
study because one member may possibly be isolated; still, the findings of students’
written reflection in the pilot study provided the positive viewpoints as group
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responsibilities increased, and the peer activities were able to be conducted within
the allotted amount of the time. However, the ideal group size of four to five students
was considered to be impractical in the future study. To make the process of peer
feedback more applicable to the real-world context, it was suitable that working into
a group of three could make them have better performance and greater productivity.
More importantly, based on the findings of the research, it is recommended that
writing teachers should place students into groups that have a balance of the high and
low proficiency levels during the practice of the peer activity in order to provide the
highest benefit to the students.
4) The environment situation in learning is impacted on the idea from
an analysis in writing; absence from class, time constraints, relationship of group
members, and the atmosphere in peer interaction. As stated earlier, these factors lead
to an ineffective learning method of the writing process. Importantly, the teachers
had better know and realize how to cope with these factors before the peer feedback
session starts.
5) Peer feedback process should be integrated into the writing course
with an attempt to improve students writing skills and other language skills.
Obviously, peer feedback is a writing activity, reinforcing a cooperative and
collaborative learning by the creation of a socio-interactive environment in which the
L2 students are given social support and a framework for development from their
peers.
6) The findings revealed that the subjects highly perceive the writing
and peer feedback process; therefore, the outside writing class along with doing peer
feedback may help students use the peer feedback materials more skillfully.
Importantly, peer feedback has been defined as one urgent issue to be taken into in
the curriculum development.
5.4.1.2 For the Education Administrators
Peer feedback strategy training along with reflective thinking ought
to be incorporated into the curriculum due to its potential for being capable of
exceptional fulfilment in the writing classes, which emphasize the student-centered
methods that support the life-long learning that is associated with the promotion of
learner autonomy.
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5.4.1.3 For Material Developers
1) Based on the current research study, it is recommended that
providing the well-managed training on peer feedback will result in the more
effective conducting of peer feedback, which is regarded as one type of motivational
teaching materials that are well-matched to the needs of the students to improve their
writing abilities and is suitable for the student-centered approach. Nevertheless, it is
necessary that the design of the lesson plans take the students who lack experience
with conducting peer feedback into consideration. This will also assist the teachers
with designing the materials and activities that inspire the students to participate in
the activities. The peer feedback materials and the linguistic elements should be
intensively taught in the peer training, as well as their expressions of grammar and
politeness strategy in giving oral and written feedback.
2) The instruction of writing will be more successful if the students
utilize peer feedback based on the comments of the teachers and their written
reflections. In addition, the results also demonstrate that the implementation of wellstructured collaborative activities within the context of effective peer feedback will
lead to their written development. Therefore, when conducting peer feedback is
effective, paying additional attention to the cultural background of the students as
well as their language use is important.
5.4.2 Recommendations for Future Studies
1) For the undertaking of future research, the process of peer
feedback should be implemented for a longer period of time or throughout a semester
of a tertiary EFL writing course in order to strengthen the results, and also, the
sample size should carefully take into account the issues regarding generalization.
2) It is imperative that the teachers should pay attention to the
potential for reflection and sharing of experience to put forward the advantages of
doing reflective thinking in the realities of classroom teaching because it enables the
teachers to consider the extent to which reflective practice is both accessible and
achievable in teaching. Importantly, Students’ written reflections reinforce the
teachers’ thoughts to determine what is appropriate in each context and to strive for
proper methodology is essentially tied up with context-sensitive reflective practice.

217

Integrating reflections into the peer-involved activity in the context of EFL learners
should be considered. The objective is also to triangulate the findings with students’
pre-posttest of writing via peer feedback process. For further studies, the English
teachers can read Mann & Walsh’s (2017) study of “Reflective Practice in English
Language Teaching: Research-Based Principles and Practices” in order to gain an
understanding of how the written reflection was adopted as a method in this research.
3) Replication of the study should be examined to ensure the
reliability, and a cluster sampling should be taken cautiously into account for
generalization of the findings.
4) Further research should explore the aspects of the interference of
the L1 and L2 in writing classroom, patterns of interaction, collaborative learning,
student stances and motives, vocabulary acquisition, observations in the classroom,
discourse analysis, discussions, interviews and the drafts produced by the students in
order to gain insights into the results.
5) The findings of the study suggest that students who have mixed
levels of English proficiency can benefit from participating in peer group
discussions. Accordingly, the development of similar approaches for other rhetorical
types of writing, namely comparison and contrast, cause and effect and
argumentative writing, is also possible.
5.5 Summary of the Chapter
This chapter includes a summary of this research study that
describes the problem statement, the objectives of the research, the population and
sample, the design of the research, the research instruments, the procedures for data
collection, the data analysis and the results. Based on the mixed-method design, the
results were discussed through the integration of the quantitative and qualitative data
according to the research objectives.
The conclusions on the impacts of peer feedback comprise a
universal concept that can also be effectively utilized within the contexts of Thai
writing as well. The results indicated that, based on the mean scores from the pretest
and the post-test, the students were able to make significant improvement in their
writing skills. In addition, the effect size was tabulated at 1.97, which is interpreted
to mean that its magnitude is “large”. Moreover, students reflected on their peer
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feedback and stated that it was a worthwhile experience for interacting socially,
development of affective strategies, and support of critical thinking abilities.
Furthermore, it facilitated their progression to becoming more autonomous learners.
However, in a reference to the process-based writing, on average, students adopted
the concepts of writing strategy in organizing their tasks at the higher level after
completing peer session. Clearly, the findings showed that the students sharpened
their skills in writing with regard to mechanics, language use, vocabulary, content
and organization based on the results from the writing post-test. As a result, the
writing pretest and post-test illustrated the development of the writing ability of the
students by comparison of the writing scores from the pretest and post-test with the
significance at p = < 0.05. From this, it was indicated that the students progressed in
terms of their writing skills through a reduction of the errors in their writing.
With regard to the second research objective, the results indicated
that the English proficiency levels of the students had no influence on the LREs and
their writing skills. Furthermore, the writing performance of the students was
developed in the identified collaborative and expert/novice patterns. Specifically, the
students perceived the process of writing, developed their affective strategies,
reinforced their skills in critical thinking and improved their social interaction
abilities. In addition, they were encouraged to become more effective and
autonomous learners.
For the third research objective, the results showed that the students
have positive attitudes towards incorporating peer feedback. From the findings, it can
also be seen that the students understood the strategies for writing and are now more
able to more effectively conduct the peer feedback process and produce developed
writing outcomes with improved grammatical structures. Also, discussions with
peers increased their critical thinking abilities, and working collaboratively improved
their social abilities. Nevertheless, although there are several obstacles in doing peer
feedback, the continual practice of conducting peer feedback can overcome these
obstacles.
As a result, the English writing proficiency of the students was more
effectively improved by holding highly positive points of view with regard to the
adoption of peer feedback as evidenced by the earlier results. Other positive effects
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may be a result of good lesson planning, regular practice of paragraph writing, and
the continuous practice of conducting peer feedback; similarly, students were able to
expand the applicability of the learning strategies, and utilize the peer feedback
approach in their listening, reading and speaking abilities, and other related areas.
Lastly, this chapter provided several recommendations, which are
based on the results, for the further research, research users, material developers as
well as teacher education programs developers.
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Appendix A
Six Stages of Peer Feedback:
Stage 1 Preparation
(Generating, Focusing and Structuring)
Direction 1: Look at the spidergram below and list some of the ideas on the topic
‘Coconuts’, and then writ it as a descriptive writing about 150 words (Generating)

Direction 2: Choosing some ideas from the mind-mapping outline above and create
a topic sentence with underlining on it (Focusing)
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
Direction 3: Write the single, compound and complex sentences as the above
information (Structuring)
1.___________________________________________________________________
2.___________________________________________________________________
3.___________________________________________________________________
4.___________________________________________________________________
5.___________________________________________________________________
6.___________________________________________________________________
GOOD ☺☺☺☺☺☺☺☺☺☺ LUCK
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Stage 2: Drafting
Direction 1: Convey your information by adopting the planning stage including
generating, focusing and structuring in a form of the written draft about 100 words
with working in pair
Materials: Handouts of the sentences and writing paragraphs
Procedure: After they have finished their written tasks, ask them to reflect about the
process of composing the written draft as follows:
-

How they discovered their ideas

-

How they developed the story

-

How they found a good way of ending it

-

What difficulties they had

-

How they overcome these difficulties
Topic

------------------------------------____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
☺☺☺☺☺☺☺☺☺☺☺☺☺
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Stage 3: Evaluating
Direction: Assign the students as a group of 3 with the mixed English proficiency in
conducting peer feedback, and they exchange their tasks in group member with using
the peer feedback checklists and 5 types of error codes to correct their work
Materials: Using a video recording of peer feedback session and the pictures as the
samples how to effectively demonstrate the peer feedback process including the peer
feedback materials use in classroom teaching.
Checklist for Paragraph Writing Revision
Paragraph Checklist: Content
Writer’s Questions
1.

Title:
1.1 Does a paragraph have a title?
1.2 Does it tell the reader about the topic?

2.

Introduction:
2.1 Does it have a thesis statement?
2.2 Does it have an interesting related opening?

3.

Body:
3.1 Is the topic sentence placed at the beginning of the
paragraph?
3.2 Are there enough supporting details so that the main
point is clear to the reader?
3.3 Are all ideas related to the topic?
3.4 Are the ideas well-organized?

4.

Conclusion:
4.1 Does it restate, summarize, or conclude the main points?
4.2 Is there a final thought?

5.

Paragraph Format
5.1 Is the paragraph indented?
5.2 Is the paragraph within margins?
5.3 Is the paragraph double-spaced?

Yes

No
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Paragraph Checklist: Language and Mechanics
Writer’s Questions
1.

Title:
1.1 Is it a word or phrase?
1.2 Is it capitalized correctly?

2.

Does each sentence begin with a capital letter?

3.

Are all of the words spelt correctly?

4.

Is the paragraph structure correct?

5.

Are there transition signals appropriate for use with the type of
organization?

6.

Are the body paragraphs in a logical order?

7.

Do all sentences have a complete thought?

8.

Is there a period (full stop) at the end of each sentence?

9.

Are the verb tenses correct?

10.

Are punctuation marks used correctly?

11.

Does paragraph contain single, compound and complex
sentences

12.

Are transition signals within a paragraph used correctly?

Yes

No

Note: If the answer of any of the questions is ‘No,’ revise the paragraph writing.
Part II: After doing the peer feedback checklists, give your opinions on peers’
writing as followings:
-

Does the opening make us want to read on?
What do you like / dislike in the paragraph? Why?
Are there any points which are not necessary?
Are there any points which we don’t understand?
Use 5 types of errors codes in correcting the mistakes
Add more recommendations for peers’ writing improvement
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Peer 1:
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
Peer 2:
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………….……
Peer 3:
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………

☺ Thank you for your cooperation ☺
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Stage 4: Interactive back-feedback
Direction: After showing the video recording of peer feedback, students were allowed
to interact with their group members and then write their reflection towards their own
thoughts and feelings during discussing. There is no limitation to the amount that you
write; it should be approximately 20-30 minutes to write. Written reflection includes
the following details according to the writing process in this study.
Materials: The video recording of peer feedback and Written-reflection worksheet
Written-Reflection
The Writing Process

The Procedure

1. Explain about
Stage 1: Preparation
2. Stage 2: Drafting

3. Stage 3: Evaluating

4. Stage 4: Interactive back-feedback

5. Stage 5: Reviewing

6. Stage 6: Revising

7. What are the benefits of peer feedback that you obtain in a writing class?
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
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8. What are the drawbacks of peer feedback that you confront in the duration
of conducting peer feedback?
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
9. Add more additional recommendations that you view that it is imperative
and / or unnecessary in doing peer feedback in a writing class
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________

☺☺☺☺☺☺☺☺☺☺
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Stage 5: Reviewing
Direction: Arrange the following jumbled sentences to make a meaningful paragraph.
Mention the alphabets marked against each sentence in order as answer along with
discussing the paragraph writing structure by working in pair
Materials: Handout of writing process, worksheets of rearranging the sentences as
the writing paragraph, the PF checklists
A

In addition, he is wearing long pants

F

Tiger Woods is my favorite

and a long-sleeved shirt, and he also is

sport player as he is a smart

a Nike presenter.

American World Number
One professional golf
player.

B

He was selected as 2003 player of the

G

Tiger Woods

H

Finally, he is World

year, and therefore, he is my favorite
and active world leader of professional
golfer.
C

Besides, he is now in the golf course
to its wonderful movement of a golf

Number One professional

ball that he has just hit.

golfer because he has won
56 tournaments since 1966
and becomes a
championship and
millionaire at young age.

D

He has an oblong face and two big

I

eyes with busy eyebrows.

Moreover, he has a long big
nose and wide mouth with
thick lips.

E

His complexion is quite black and he

J

His father is black

is muscular and medium-built as he is

American while his mother

6 feet two inches tall and his weight is

is Thai.

about 185 pounds.
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Stage 6: Revising
Direction: Read the story below and identify the errors by using 5 types of error
codes and then discuss with your partner
Materials: The worksheets of the error identification
My Last Summer
My last summer was on the sixth June, 2017 and it was on vacation. Around 6
0’ clock on Wednesday morning, at Yala Train Station. My friends and I was wating
the train. When the train came. We walk to go quickly to find some seats available.
We was on the train about a few hours. It is 9 o’ clock sharp. We arrive at Su-ngai
Kolok, and then we went to sukhirin by mimibus. When we reached there, I phoned
my guide, He came to pick me up to his house. Around 4 O’ clock, we were going to
Gunung Batuputeh. As soon as we reached, we found that it were an interesting
place, and it was very adventure, for the driver drives so fastly, and it was the cliff. As
soon as we arrived at Gunung Batuputeh, we musted walk around fifty minute. Then,
we arrived at cliff of Gunung Batuputeh, it surprised us, this place was very beautifully,
I saw the mist and the view. In evening, we set up a tent. At night, we had dinner
under the moon, and the climate is so cool. Afterwards, we went to bed early, the
following day, we woke early in the morning we saw fog. After that, around noon we
packed our stuff and 4’ o clock we departed from Su-ngiai kolok to Yala.

5 Types of Error Codes

☺☺☺☺☺☺☺☺☺☺☺☺☺☺
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Appendix B
The Consent Form
Dear Students,
I am a PhD student in English Language Teaching at Graduate School
of Human Sciences, Assumption University. I am conducting a research
on “The Effects of Peer Feedback on Students’ English Writing Ability in
Thai Writing Class” as my PhD dissertation.

In a reference to participating in my research, your responses (With your
names removed to preserve your identity in the pretest of writing, the
questionnaire of peer feedback, a video stimulated recall interview and
written-reflections will be employed as my data.

Participation is voluntary, and there are no penalties for deciding not to
participate or withdrawing your participation. Importantly, you can feel
free in criticizing peers’ tasks, and there is no grade in this course.

If you have any questions or concerns about this research and activities
that you engaged, please let me know or contact me via email or call
me anytime.

Thank you so much for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Sirikarn Kuyyogsuy
…………………………………………………………………………………………

Signature …………………………………………Date:…………………………..
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Appendix C
The Pre-Posttest of Writing

Name____________________ Surname _________________ID No.___________
Instruction: Write a narrative paragraph of about 180-200 words with the given
topic below. There must be a topic sentence, some transitional markers, some
compound and complex sentences within 1.30 hours. Also, underline the topic
sentence.
“An Interesting Day Last Summer”
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
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__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
GOOD LUCK
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Appendix D
Students’ Writing Test Scores

1. Test of Normality on Students’ Writing Test Scores
Tests of Normality
Kolmogorov-Smirnova
Statistic

df

Shapiro-Wilk
Sig.

Statistic

df

Sig.

Rater 1

.185

21

.059

.950

21

.335

Rater 2

.190

21

.046

.958

21

.470

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction

Tests of Normality
Kolmogorov-Smirnova
Statistic

df

Shapiro-Wilk
Sig.

Statistic

df

Sig.

Rater 1

.164

21

.146

.925

21

.112

Rater 2

.156

21

.198

.937

21

.191

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction

2. Inter-Rater Reliability on Pre-Test of Writing

Correlations
Pretest A
Spearman's rho

Rater 1

Correlation Coefficient

1.000

.853**

.

.000

21

21

**

1.000

.000

.

21

21

Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Rater 2

Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Pretest B

.853
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Inter-Rater Reliability on Posttest of Writing
Correlations
Posttest A
Spearman's rho

Rater 1

Correlation Coefficient

1.000

.871**

.

.000

21

21

**

1.000

.000

.

21

21

Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Rater 2

Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Posttest B

.871

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

3. Effect Size
Using G* Power
(matched pairs)

Means: Difference between two dependent means

Mean Pre-test

69.19

Mean Post-test
SD Pre-test

74.33
2.60

SD Post-test
Correlation between groups

2.62
0.5

Effect Size (Cohen’s d)

1.96
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Appendix E
Index of Item-Objective-Congruency (IOC) on Written-Reflection
In the study, Prof. Dr. Ngamthip Wimolkasem, Asst. Prof. Dr. Kulaporn
Hiranburana, Dr. Sasithorn Soonklang validated the research instruments and
provided their useful comments and advice to the researcher.

The content Validity is 0.7 for 11 Items
The second expert recommended that for written reflections this part should be
sequenced as 10 items by starting at the approach of writing process of step 1 as the
first item and adapt some of words and change some sentences to make them clear.
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Appendix F
Reliability of Students’ Written-Reflections
Normal distribution, Correlation, T-test

Descriptives
Descriptive Statistics
N

Minimum

Maximum

Sum

Mean

Std. Deviation

Rater1

21

21

28

533

25.38

1.532

Rater2

21

20

27

529

25.19

1.632

Valid N (listwise)

21

Tests of Normality
Kolmogorov-Smirnova

Shapiro-Wilk

Statistic

df

Sig.

Statistic

df

Sig.

Rater1

.211

21

.015

.905

21

.045

Rater2

.215

21

.012

.841

21

.003

Rater1

Rater2

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction

Correlations

Rater1

Pearson Correlation

.850**

1

Sig. (2-tailed)

.000

N
Rater2

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

21

21

.850**

1

.000

N

21

21

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

T-Test
Paired Samples Statistics

Pair 1

Mean

N

Std. Deviation

Std. Error Mean

Rater1

25.38

21

1.532

.334

Rater2

25.19

21

1.632

.356
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Paired Samples Correlations

Pair 1

Rater1 & Rater2

N

Correlation

Sig.

21

.850

.000

Paired Samples Test
Paired Differences
95% Confidence
Std.

Pair

Rater1 -

1

Rater2

Std.

Error

Mean

Deviation

Mean

.190

.873

.190

Interval of the
Difference
Lower
-.207

Upper
.588

Sig. (2t
1.000

df
20

tailed)
.329
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Appendix G
Index of Item-Objective-Congruency (IOC) on Patterns of Interaction
In the study, Prof. Dr. Ngamthip Wimolkasem, Asst. Prof. Dr. Kulaporn
Hiranburana, Dr. Sasithorn Soonklang validated the research instruments and
provided their useful comments and advice to the researcher.

The Content Validity is 0.87 for 8 Items
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Appendix H
Reliability of Students’ Patterns of Interaction on Peer Feedback
Normal distribution, Correlation, T-test
Descriptives
Descriptive Statistics
N

Minimum

Maximum

Sum

Mean

Std. Deviation

Rater A

6

24

26

148

24.67

.816

Rater B

6

23

27

146

24.33

1.366

Valid N (listwise)

6

Tests of Normality
Kolmogorov-Smirnova

Shapiro-Wilk

Statistic

df

Sig.

Statistic

df

Sig.

Rater A

.293

6

.117

.822

6

.091

Rater B

.430

6

.001

.709

6

.008

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction

Correlation

Descriptive Statistics
Mean

Std. Deviation

N

Rater A

24.67

.816

6

Rater B

24.33

1.366

6

Correlations

Rater A Pearson Correlation

Rater A

Rater B

1

.837*

Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Rater B Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

.038
6

6

.837*

1

.038
6

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

6
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T-Test
Paired Samples Statistics

Pair 1

Mean

N

Std. Deviation

Std. Error Mean

Rater A

24.67

6

.816

.333

Rater B

24.33

6

1.366

.558

Paired Samples Correlations

Pair 1

Rater A & Rater B

N

Correlation

Sig.

6

.837

.038

Paired Samples Test
Paired Differences
95% Confidence

Rater A –
Rater B

Interval of the

Sig.

Difference

(2-

Std.

Std. Error

Mean

Deviation

Mean

Lower

Upper

t

df

tailed)

.333

.816

.333

-.524

1.190

1.000

5

.363
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Appendix I
Statistical Test of the Average Level of Peer Feedback including 36 Questionnaire
Statements (Mean, S.D. and Level of 5 Likert Scales)
No

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

7.
8.
9.

10.
11.
12.
13.

14.
15.

4 Domains

N

Mean

SD

LPAPF

● Writing Process

21

4.06

0.27

High

I have experienced about peer feedback
discussion.
I can systematically conduct a peer group
discussion.
I have learnt about the writing process in
producing a paragraph writing.
I can identify about the paragraph structure
of each genre.
I can understand how to construct the
paragraph structure of each genre.
I can develop my writing skills through
conducting peer feedback activity more
efficiently.
I can expand the paragraph writing longer.
I can develop my writing ability in terms of
Content, Language & Mechanics.
I realize of students’ roles (Assessors &
Assessees) in conducting peer feedback
discussion.
● Affective Strategies

21

3.90

0.54

High

21

4.00

0.70

High

21

3.86

0.57

High

21

4.10

0.62

High

21

4.05

0.38

High

21

4.14

0.36

High

21
21

4.29
4.05

0.56
0.38

High
High

21

4.14

0.36

High

21

4.04

0.26

High

I am less anxious while giving feedback to
peers’ work.
I am more confident to criticize peers’
work group discussion.
A peer group activity helps me reduce my
stress in studying writing.
My positive feelings help me cope up with
my stress and anxiety while offering
feedback to peers.
During conducting peer feedback, I enjoy
the interactional comments.
When there is an argument happening
during discussing, I can control myself well,

21

3.95

0.50

High

21

4.10

0.62

High

21

4.05

0.67

High

21

3.76

0.54

High

21

4.05

0.38

High

21

4.29

0.46

High
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16.
17.

18.

19.
20.
21.

22.
23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.
29.
30.
31.

and at the same time I listen to peers. I do
not mainly seize my own views.
Students’ roles enthusiastically motivate me
to engage in the peer feedback activity.
As an assessor and an assessee, I can
manage my emotion well in peer feedback
discussion.
When I disagree with peers’ opinions and
reject to editing peer correction, I reasonably
explain to them as well as control my
emotion very well.
● Critical Thinking Abilities

21

4.05

0.50

High

21

4.05

0.38

High

21

4.10

0.30

High

0.32

High

21

4.10

Peer feedback helps develop my critical
thinking skills.
Critical thinking skills assist me to criticize
peers’ work more efficiently.
After conducting peer feedback, I can
analyze and think critically including more
increasingly my self-awareness.
In critique on peers’ work, it helps develop
my critical thinking skills.
Critical thinking skill is very crucial and
necessary to help me receive the correct
answer from peers.
Expressing the ideas and exchanging the
opinions help me judge peers’ work more
carefully as an assessor.
In the stage of evaluating and interactive
back feedback, both stages help me practice
critically thinking.
As an assessee, I can debate when I have
different opinions from peers. This helps me
practice evaluating on peers’ work.
Peer feedback is very helpful and beneficial
to develop the critical thinking skills.
● Social Interaction Abilities

21

3.90

0.54

High

21

3.86

0.65

High

21

4.05

0.50

High

21

4.10

0.54

High

21

4.14

0.48

High

21

4.29

0.46

High

21

4.29

0.46

High

21

4.24

0.44

High

21

4.05

0.50

High

21

4.16

0.28

High

I can develop my writing ability from a
group work more effectively.
I learn about collaborative learning through
a peer group activity.
Discussing with peers enhances my social
interaction skills.
Peer interaction assists me to realize of roles
as a giver and a receiver.

21

4.14

0.36

High

21

3.95

0.67

High

21

4.24

0.44

High

21

4.10

0.54

High
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32.
33.

34.

35.

36.

Students’ roles make me realize of
responsibilities to group members.
Peer feedback is a social collaborative
learning, it helps me learn about maintaining
group work and harmony.
Sharing the ideas to peers and listening to
their opinions support me the social
interaction skills.
When there is an argument occurring in
interaction, I am able to control the situation
well in order to run a peer group activity
smoothly.
I realize of individuals’ differences in the
aspect of their writing ability through
conducting peer feedback.

21

4.14

0.36

21

4.10

0.54

High

21

4.24

0.54

High

21

4.24

0.44

High

21

4.29

0.56

High

High

Part III: Open-Ended Questions of Attitudes towards Peer Feedback Discussion
1. What do you think about peer feedback use in a writing class?
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
2. While you are giving feedback to peers’ work, how do you feel of it?
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
3. After getting peer feedback, how do you think about it?
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
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______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
4. What are the benefits of peer feedback?
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
5. What are the drawbacks of peer feedback?
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
6. In a peer group activity, does it help you develop social interaction skills? and How?
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________

Thank you for your cooperation!

259

ผลแบบสอบถามการใช้ ผลย้อนกลับในการตรวจงานเขียนโดยเพือ่ นในวิชาการเขียนภาษาอังกฤษ
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Appendix J
The Index of Item Objective Congruence (IOC) of the Peer Feedback
Questionnaire
In the study, Prof. Dr. Ngamthip Wimolkasem, Asst. Prof. Dr. Kulaporn
Hiranburana, Dr. Sasithorn Soonklang validated the research instruments and
provided their useful comments and advice to the researcher.
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The Content validity is 0.78 for 36 items
(Items 10, 11, 26 and 39 were not contained in the PF questionnaire because the
value of each item’s IOC were lower than 0.67). Item 2, 3,7, 13,14 were edited some
words in the sentences, nevertheless, these remained the same meaning.
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Section II: Opened-questions of the PF questionnaire

The content validity is 0.89 for 6 items
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Appendix K
Reliability of Open-Ended Questionnaire of Peer Feedback
Descriptives
Descriptive Statistics
N

Minimum

Maximum

Sum

Mean

Std. Deviation

Rater1

21

14

21

379

18.05

2.109

Rater2

21

15

21

380

18.10

1.947

Valid N (listwise)

21

Tests of Normality
Kolmogorov-Smirnova

Shapiro-Wilk

Statistic

df

Sig.

Statistic

df

Sig.

Rater1

.205

21

.021

.916

21

.072

Rater2

.195

21

.036

.914

21

.065

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction

Correlations
Correlations
Rater1
Spearman's rho

Rater1

Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Rater2

Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Rater2

1.000

.877**

.

.000

21

21

.877**

1.000

.000

.

21

21
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T-Test
Paired Samples Statistics

Pair 1

Mean

N

Std. Deviation

Std. Error Mean

Rater1

18.05

21

2.109

.460

Rater2

18.10

21

1.947

.425

Paired Samples Correlations

Pair 1

Rater1 & Rater2

N

Correlation

Sig.

21

.912

.000

Paired Samples Test
Paired Differences
95% Confidence Interval

Pair

Rater1 -

1

Rater2

of the Difference

Std.

Std. Error

Sig. (2-

Mean

Deviation

Mean

Lower

Upper

t

df

tailed)

-.048

.865

.189

-.441

.346

-.252

20

.803
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Appendix L
Back-translation
The following sections illustrate the process of back-translation in the
context of the practices and usefulness of incorporating peer feedback in L2 writing class.
In doing back-translation, after students answered all of the questions, the
researcher read and checked their words with an attempt to understand of what they want
to communicate, and to ensure the reliability the second coder, Asst. Prof. Khoreeyoh
Jahdo, a Muslim English teacher at Yala Rajabhat University was requested to read and
to examine their correctness of their language.
For data analysis, the second coder and the researcher had to read 21
students’ nine questions of their written reflections and the six open-ended question in the
questionnaires respectively, and we created the concepts by adopting keywords and
phrases to analyze the data, we read each statement of peer feedback and checked their
responses carefully. Afterwards, all were mixed as themes, sub-themes and categories,
and the frequency and the percentages. Besides, 20 percentage of all students’ responses
on peer feedback were shown as the following examples;
1.Explain about Stage 1 (Preparation)
Keywords / Phrases
Preparation: Generating the ideas, Focusing, Structuring
Student 1
หลังจากที่อาจารย์ให้หัวข้อแก่นักเรี ยน นักเรี ยนต้องคิดและเรี ยบเรี ยงความคิดถึง 3 อย่าง
Thai Original Text
ด้วยกัน เช่น Generating, Focusing และ Structuring ในขั้นตอนแรก
Translated text
After the writing teacher gave the topic to the students,
they have to create their ideas and sequencing their
thoughts through realizing of generating, focusing and
structuring.
Back-translated text
Student 2
Thai Original Text

Translated text

หลังจากที่ได้รบั หัวข้อจากอาจารย์ นักเรียนเรียบเรียงความคิดโดยวิธีการ
generating, focusing และ structuring ในขัน้ ตอนแรก
ในขั้นตอนแรกหลังจากที่เราได้หัวข้อจากอาจารย์ เราต้องคิด generatingโดยการ
เขียนเป็ น mind-map หลังจากนั้นเราต้องเลือกคาที่เราต้องการจะเขียนโดยการ
focusing หลังจากนั้นต้องเลือกเราต้องเลือกใช้โครงสร้างไวยากรณ์ให้ถูกกับประเภท
ของงานเขียนโดยการวิธีการstructuring ทั้ง 3 ขั้นตอนนี้ใช้เวลา 20 นาที
In the first stage, after we got the topic from the teacher,
we have to create it as mind-mapping. Afterwards, we
have to choose some words in composing their task in
order to draw upon our intention by focusing. After that,
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we have to choose the correct tense by structuring, all
stages spend twenty minutes on our drafts.
Back-translated text

ในขั้นตอนแรก หลังจากที่เราได้หัวข้อจากอาจารย์ เราต้องคิด
generating เป็ น mind-map หลังจากนั้นเราต้องเลือกคาที่เรา
ต้องการจะเขียนโดยการ focusing และเลือกโครงสร้างให้ถูกกับ
ไวยากรณ์ให้ถูกต้อง structuring กับประเภทงานเขียน ทั้ง 3 ขั้นตอน
นี้ใช้เวลา 20 นาที

Student 3
Thai Original Text

Preparation เป็ นขั้นตอนแรกในการทา peer feedback ซึ่ง

Translated text

Preparation is the first stage of conducting peer feedback,
it consists of generating, focusing and structuring in their
written drafts.

Back-translated text

Preparation เป็ นขัน้ ตอนแรกในการทา peer feedback ซึ่งประกอบด้วย
generating, focusing และ structuring ในการเขียน drafts

Student 4
Thai Original Text

ในการเขียน drafts ขัน้ ตอนแรกที่เราต้องเรียนรูค้ ือขัน้ ตอน preparation ใน
ขัน้ ตอนนีเ้ ป็ นจุดที่ยากที่สุดเพราะต้องคิด generating โดยเขียนเป็ น outline
หลังจากนั้นเลือกคาที่เราต้องการใช้โดยการ focusing หลังจากนั้นเลือกใช้โครงสร้าง
ไวยากรณ์ structuring

Translated text

In producing our drafts, the first stage which we have to
learn is preparation. This is the most difficult start because
we have to create the outline. After that, we have to select
the words to draw upon their intention by focusing, and
then they have to realize of grammar structure in writing

Back-translated text

ในการเขียน drafts ขั้นตอนแรกที่เราต้องเรี ยนรู ้คือขั้นตอน preparation ใน
ขั้นตอนนี้เป็ นจุดที่ยากที่สุดเพราะต้องสร้างแนวคิด generating โดยเขียนเป็ น
outline หลังจากนั้นเลือกคาที่เราต้องการใช้โดยการ focusing หลังจากนั้นคานึง
โครงสร้างไวยากรณ์ structuring

ประกอบด้วย generating, focusing และ structuring ในการ
เขียน drafts
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2.Explain about Stage 2 (Drafting)
Keywords / Phrases
-Organizing the paragraph writing
-Conveying their thoughts from stage 1 into a form of written draft
Student 1
Thai Original Text

ในขั้นตอนที่ 2 นี้ หนูจะต้องเรียบเรียงความคิดโดยใช้ ขั้นตอนของ
preparation ให้ อยู่ในดราฟ โดยคานึงถึงโครงสร้างทางหลักไวยากรณ์ที่ซ่ ึง
ขึ้นอยู่กบั ประเภทของการเขียน

Translated text

In the second stage, I have to sequence my thoughts from
the preparation stage into a form of written draft with
realizing of the grammar structure which relies on the
genre.

Back-translated text

ในขั้นตอนที่ 2 หนูจะต้ องเรี ยบเรียงความคิดโดยใช้ ขั้นตอนของ
preparation ให้อยู่ในดราฟโดยคานึงถึงโครงสร้ างทางหลักไวยากรณ์ ที่
ซึ่งขึ้นอยู่กับประเภทของการเขียน

Student 2
Thai Original Text

ต้ องเขียนลงเป็ น written draft ใช้ ขั้นตอนแรก preparation เลือกคาจากการ
mind-mapping พยายามเขียนเข้าสู่เนื้อเรื่ องโดยใช้คาที่เลือกและต้ องคานึงถึง
เรื่องการใช้ tense ด้ วย

Translated text

It was written draft by using the first stage, preparation,
choosing the words from the mind-mapping to draw upon
their goal with using the selected words and realizing of
tense use.

Back-translated text

ต้ องเขียนลงเป็ น written draft โดยการใช้ ขั้นตอนแรก preparation เลือกคา
จากการ mind-mapping พยายามเขียนเข้าสู่ เนื้อเรื่ องโดยใช้คาที่เลือกและต้ อง
คานึงหลักการใช้ tense ด้วย
ต้ องเขียนลงเป็ น written draft โดยยึดหลัก preparation โดยนาความคิด
มาเรียบเรียง จากคาที่เลือกใช้ใน mind-map แล้วเขียนให้อยู่ในกรอบแนวคิด
focusing และใช้แกรมม่าให้ถูกต้องกับประเภทของการเขียน structing

Student 3
Thai Original Text

Translated text

It should be written drafts by exploiting the stage of
preparation and the ideas were sequenced by choosing the
words from the mind-mapping, and then it should be
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focused their goal and use the correct tenses which
depends on the kind of writing (structuring)
Back-translated text

เขียนลงให้ อยู่ในฟอร์มของ written draft โดยยึดหลักของขั้นตอน
preparation โดยนาความคิดมาเรียบเรียง จากคาที่เลือกใช้ใน mind-map
แล้วเขียนให้อยู่ในกรอบแนวคิด focusing และใช้ แกรมม่าให้ ถูกต้องกับประเภท
ของการเขียน structing

Student 4
Thai Original Text

เราต้ องเรียบเรียงความคิดให้ เป็ นงานเขียน โดยใช้ขั้นตอนของ preparation
และใช้ tense ให้ ถูกด้ วย

Translated text

We have to sequence our ideas by adopting the
preparation stage and consider the tense in writing

เราต้ องเรียบเรียงความคิดให้ อยู่ในรูปของงานเขียน โดยใช้ขั้นตอนของ
preparation และนึกถึงหลักการใช้ tense ให้ ถูกด้วย
3.Explain about Stage 3 (Evaluation)
Back-translated text

Keywords / Phrases
- Forming a group of 3
- Exchanging and sharing ideas
- Understandings about students’ roles in conducting PF activity
- Materials use for peer correction
- enjoying an interactional feedback
- challenging to their writing ability to peers
Student 1
Thai Original Text

ขั้นตอนที่ 3 เป็ นการทากิจกรรมกลุ่มๆละ 3 คน นักเรี ยนแต่ละคนเป็ นทั้ง
ผู้ให้ และผู้รับฟี ดแบค เน้นผูใ้ ห้ หนูสนุกกับการพูดคุยการให้ฟีดแบค มันท้ า
ทายความสามารถของหนูที่มีต่อเพือ่ นในกลุ่ม

Translated text

In stage 3, students have to conduct peer group activity with
forming a group of three students, each student takes two
roles in both the assesses and assessors, and this stage
focuses on the assessors. I enjoyed an interactional comment,
it made me feel challenging in evaluating peers’ written
tasks.
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Back-translated text

ขั้นตอนที่ 3 เป็ นการทากิจกรรมกลุ่มๆละ 3 คน นักเรี ยนแต่ละคนเป็ นทั้ง
ผู้ให้ และผู้รับฟี ดแบค ในขั้นตอนนี้เน้นผูใ้ ห้ หนูสนุกกับการพูดคุยการให้
ฟี ดแบค มันท้ าทายความสามารถของหนูในการประเมินงานเขียนของเพือ่ น

Student 2
Thai Original Text

ในขั้นตอนที่ 3 นี้ แต่ละกลุ่มต้องทา peer feedback เน้ นบทบาทของ
assessors โดยการประเมินงานเขียนให้เพื่อนในกลุ่มผ่าน checklists, 5
types of errors หนูสนุกกับการแลกเปลี่ยนความรู้กบ
ั เพื่อนในกลุ่ม

Translated text

In Stage 3, each group has to do peer group activity, it
focuses on the role of the assessors by evaluating their peers’
tasks through the peer checklists and 5 types of errors, and I
enjoyed exchanging and sharing ideas to peer group
members.

Back-translated text

ในขั้นตอนที่ 3 นี้ แต่ละกลุ่มต้องทา peer feedback เน้ นบทบาทของ
assessors โดยการประเมินงานเขียนให้เพื่อนในกลุ่มผ่าน checklists, 5
types of errors หนูสนุกกับการแลกเปลี่ยนความรู้กบ
ั เพื่อนในกลุ่ม

Student 3

นักเรี ยนจะต้องทางานกลุ่มๆละ 3 คน แต่ ละคนเป็ นทั้งผู้ให้ และผู้รับฟี ดแบค

Thai Original Text

แต่ข้นั ตอนนี้เน้นการเป็ นผูใ้ ห้ฟีดแบค กิจกรรม peer feedback ทาให้ หนู
รู้สึกท้ าทายในการประเมินงานเขียนของเพื่อน

Translated text

Students have to work as a group of three in doing peer
feedback, each took the roles as the feedback giver and
feedback receiver. Peer feedback made me challenging in
evaluating peers’ tasks.

Back-translated text

นักเรี ยนจะต้องทางานกลุ่มๆละ 3 คน นักเรียนแต่ ละคนเป็ นทั้งผู้ให้ และ
ผู้รับฟี ดแบค แต่ข้นั ตอนนี้เน้นการเป็ นผูใ้ ห้ฟีดแบค กิจกรรม peer
feedback ทาให้ หนูร้ ูสึกท้ าทายในการประเมินงานเขียนของเพื่อน
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Student 4

ขั้นตอนที่ 3 นักเรี ยนต้องทางานกลุ่ม peer feedback กลุ่มละ 3 คน เน้น

Thai Original Text

ผู้ให้ assessors โดยการใช้ peer checklists ในการตรวจงานเขียนด้วย

Translated text

In Stage 3, students have to work as a group, and each group
there are three students, it focuses on the feedback giver, and
the peer checklists were used in assessing students’ tasks.

Back-translated text

ขั้นตอนที่ 3 นักเรี ยนต้องทางานกิจกรรม peer feedback กลุ่มละ 3 คน
เน้นบทบาทผู้ให้ assessors โดยการใช้ peer checklists ในการตรวจ
งานเขียนด้วย

4.Explain about Stage 4 (Interactive back feedback)
Keywords / Phrases
- Receiving feedback from peers
- Asking for clarifying the grammatical mistakes from peers
Student 1
Thai Original Text

ขั้นตอน interactive back feedback มันเป็ นขั้นตอนการเน้น
ผู้รับฟี ดแบค ขั้นตอนนี้สามารถขอความคิดเห็นจาก assessors
หากมีความคิดเห็นแตกต่าง

Translated text

In the stage of interactive back feedback, it emphasizes
the role of the feedback receiver. In this stage, the
assesses can ask for their clarifications from the
assessors if they have a different idea.

Back-translated text

ในขั้นตอน interactive back feedback มันเป็ นขัน้ ตอนการเน้ น
ผู้รับฟี ดแบค ขั้นตอนนี้สามารถขอความคิดเห็นจาก assessors
หากมีความคิดเห็นแตกต่าง

Student 2
Thai Original Text

ขั้นตอนนี้เน้ นรับฟี ดแบคเป็ นสาคัญ สามารถคัดค้ านหรือขอความ
คิดเห็นจากผู้ให้ ฟีดแบคได้ หากเราไม่เห็นด้วย
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Translated text

Receiving feedback is focuses on this stage, students can
object to peer correction or ask for feedback from them
if they disagree with them

Back-translated text

ขั้นตอนนี้เน้นรับฟี ดแบคเป็ นสาคัญ สามารถคัดค้านหรื อขอความ
คิดเห็นจากผูใ้ ห้ฟีดแบคได้ หากเราไม่เห็นด้วย

Student 3
Thai Original Text

ขั้นตอนนี้ เน้นบทบาทของผู้รับโดยทาหน้าที่ขอความคิดเห็นจาก
assessors เมื่อมีความคิดเห็นขัดแย้งในระหว่างการทากิจกรรม peer

Translated text

In this stage, it emphasizes the role of the assessors by
asking for the explanations when they have an argument
in doing peer group activity

Back-translated text

ขั้นตอนนี้ เน้นบทบาทของผู้รับฟี ดแบคโดยทาหน้าที่ขอความคิดเห็น
จาก assessors เมื่อมีความคิดเห็นขัดแย้งกันในระหว่างการทา
กิจกรรม peer

Student 4
Thai Original Text

ขั้นตอนนี้เป็ นขั้นตอนรับฟี ดแบค โดยเน้นผูร้ ับและเปิ ดโอกาสให้ ผ้ รู ับ
assessee ขอคาอธิบายเพิ่มเติมบนคาผิดได้

Translated text

This is the stage of receiving feedback by focusing on
the assesses and it provides them with chances to ask for
more explanations on the mistakes

Back-translated text

ขั้นตอนนี้เป็ นขั้นตอนรับฟี ดแบค โดยเน้นผูร้ ับฟี ดแบคและขั้นตอนนี้
เปิ ดโอกาสให้ ผ้ รู ับassessee ขอคาอธิบายเพิ่มเติมบนคาผิดได้

5. Explain about Stage 5 (Reviewing)
Keywords / Phrases
- Self-assessment
- Judging peer correction
Student 1
Thai Original Text

ขั้นตอนนี้เน้ น self-assessment ผูเ้ รี ยนใช้ peer checklist และเอกสารที่
ได้รับมาเช็คในการตรวจงานเขียนของเพื่อน
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Translated text

This stage puts an emphasis on self-assessment, and
learners adopt the peer feedback checklists and handouts
to evaluate peers’ tasks.

Back-translated text

ขั้นตอนนี้เน้ น self-assessment ผูเ้ รี ยนใช้ peer checklist และเอกสารที่
ได้รับมาเช็คในการตรวจงานเขียนของเพื่อน

Student 2
Thai Original Text

เป็ นขั้นตอนการตรวจงานเขียนด้วยตัวเอง โดยการใช้ peer
checklist ขั้นตอนนี้ยงั เปิ ดโอกาสให้ อภิปรายในสิ่ งทีผ่ รู ้ ับฟี ดแบค
สงสัยหรื อยังไม่เข้าใจในข้อผิดพลาดจากผูใ้ ห้ฟีดแบค

Translated text

It is the stage that students can assess their own work
through the use of peer feedback checklists, and this still
provides them with an opportunity in criticizing the
issues or the mistakes that they did not understand
between the assessors and the assesses.

Back-translated text

เป็ นขั้นตอนการตรวจงานเขียนด้วยตัวเอง โดยการใช้ peer
checklist ในขั้นตอนนี้ เปิ ดโอกาสให้ อภิปรายในสิ่ งทีผ่ รู ้ ับฟี ดแบค
สงสัยหรื อยังไม่เข้าใจในข้อผิดพลาดจากผูใ้ ห้ฟีดแบค

Student 3
Thai Original Text

ขั้นตอนนี้เป็ น self-evaluator มันเป็ นการตรวจงานเขียนด้วยตัวเอง
โดยใช้ peer checklists ตัดสินใจว่ าจะแก้ไขตามpeers หรือไม่

Translated text

This stage is self-evaluator, it was self-assessment by the
use of the peer feedback checklists and deciding whether
they will follow or change peer correction.

Back-translated text

ขั้นตอนนี้เป็ นขัน้ ตอน self-evaluator มันเป็ นการตรวจงานเขียน
ด้วยตัวเอง โดยการใช้ peer checklists และตัดสินใจว่าจะแก้ไขตาม
peers หรือไม่

Student 4
Thai Original Text

มันเป็ นขั้นตอนการปรับปรุ งงานเขียนและตรวจสอบด้ วยตัวเอง และ
สามารถขอความคิดเห็นเพิ่มเติมจากผูใ้ ห้ฟีดแบคได้

Translated text

It is the stage of improving students’ writing and
assessing their own tasks; moreover, it gives them a
chance to ask for more ideas from the assesses.
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Back-translated text

มันเป็ นขั้นตอนการปรับปรุ งงานเขียนและตรวจสอบด้ วยตัวเอง ทั้งนี้ยงั
สามารถขอความคิดเห็นเพิ่มเติมจากผูใ้ ห้ฟีดแบคได้

6. Explain about Stage 6 (Revising)
Keywords / Phrases
- Rewriting as a new draft
- Proofreading and editing
Student 1
Thai Original Text

เป็ นการแก้ไขคาผิดและเช็คการเขียน paragraph โดยละเอียด

Translated text

It is carefully proofreading and editing on their writing
paragraph.

Back-translated text

เป็ นการแก้ไขคาผิดและเช็คการเขียน paragraph โดยละเอียด

Student 2
Thai Original Text

เป็ นการเขียนดราฟใหม่ โดยการแก้ไขคาผิด editing พร้อมเช็คงาน
เขียนโดยละเอียดรอบคอบ

Translated text

It is rewriting by editing the mistakes and checking their
work carefully.

Back-translated text

เป็ นการเขียนดราฟใหม่ โดยการแก้ไขคาผิด editing พร้อมเช็คงาน
เขียนโดยละเอียดรอบคอบ

Student 3
Thai Original Text

มันเป็ นการเขียนงานใหม่ แก้ไขคาผิด เช็คความเรี ยบร้อยในงานเขียน

Translated text

It is rewriting and checking the grammatical mistakes on
their writing.

Back-translated text

มันเป็ นการเขียนงานใหม่ แก้ไขคาผิดไวยากรณ์ และเช็คความเรี ยบร้อย
ในงานเขียน
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Student 4
Thai Original Text

เป็ นการแก้ไขคาผิด เขียน paragraph ใหม่ เช็คงานเขียนให้ละเอียด
รอบคอบ

Translated text

It is editing, rewriting a new paragraph and checking
their work carefully

Back-translated text

เป็ นการแก้ ไขคาผิด เขียน paragraph ใหม่ เช็คงานเขียนให้ละเอียดรอบคอบ

7. What are the benefit of peer feedback in a writing class?
Keywords / Phrases
-Developing students’ writing ability
-Enjoy class
-reduce stress
-learn how to control emotion when the dispute occurs
-Practice the critical thinking skills
-Enhancing students’ social skills
- Learning Motivation
Student 1
Thai Original Text

กิจกรรมการตรวจงานเขียนโดยเพื่อนทาให้หนูปรับปรุงงานเขียน
ภาษาอังกฤษ ทาให้ สนุก ผ่ อนคลายความตึงเครียดการการเรี ยน การทา
กิจกรรมการตรวจงานเขียนโดยเพื่อนทุกสัปดาห์ เพิ่มความมั่นใจในการ
เขียนงานและการให้ ฟีดแบคต่ อเพื่อน ที่สาคัญเสริมทักษะทางด้ านสังคมอีก
ด้วย

Translated text

Peer group activity makes me improve my English
writing, and it makes me enjoy my class. Besides, my
stress reduces from learning, doing peer feedback every
week increases my confidence in writing and providing
the comments to peers. Furthermore, it also enhances the
social skills.

Back-translated text

กิจกรรมการตรวจงานเขียนโดยเพื่อนทาให้หนูปรับปรุงงานเขียน
ภาษาอังกฤษ ทาให้ สนุก ผ่ อนคลายความตึงเครี ยดการการเรี ยน การทา
กิจกรรมการตรวจงานเขียนโดยเพื่อนทุกสัปดาห์ ช่วยเพิ่มความมั่นใจใน
การเขียนงานและการให้ ฟีดแบคต่ อเพื่อน ที่สาคัญเสริมทักษะทางด้ าน
สังคมอีกด้วย
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Student 2
Thai Original Text

การทากิจกรรมงานเขียนโดยเพือ่ นช่วยพัฒนาความรู ้โดยการ
แลกเปลี่ยนความคิดเห็น พัฒนาทักษะเชิงคิดวิเคราะห์ ลดความเครียด
ความกดดันในการเรี ยนได้

Translated text

Peer feedback helps develop my knowledge in the way
of exchanging the ideas, and this makes me develop my
critical thinking ability and lessens anxiety and stress in
learning.

Back-translated text

การทากิจกรรมงานเขียนโดยเพือ่ นช่วยพัฒนาความรู ้โดยการ
แลกเปลี่ยนความคิดเห็น ทาให้ พัฒนาทักษะเชิงคิดวิเคราะห์ ลดความ
เครียด ความกดดันในการเรี ยนได้

Student 3
Thai Original Text

กิจกรรมการตรวจงานเขียนโดยเพื่อนช่วยให้หนูปรับปรุงงานเขียน
กระตุน้ ในการเรี ยนภาษาอังกฤษ ฝึ กพัฒนาทักษะทางด้ านความคิด ลด
ความเครียดในการเรียน รู้จักควบคุมอารมณ์ ในการทางานกลุ่มด้วย

Translated text

Peer feedback helps me improve my writing skills, and it
motivates me in English learning. It helps reinforce my
critical thinking skills, reduces my stress in studying and
learning how to control my emotion during peer
discussion.

Back-translated text

กิจกรรมการตรวจงานเขียนโดยเพื่อนช่วยให้หนูปรับปรุงงานเขียน
กระตุ้นในการเรียนภาษาอังกฤษ ฝึ กพัฒนาทักษะทางด้ านความคิด ลด
ความเครียดในการเรียน และรู้จักควบคุมอารมณ์ ในการทางานกลุ่ม

Student 4
Thai Original Text

กิจกรรม peer feedback ช่ วยกระตุ้นหนูในการเรียนภาษาอังกฤษ
การฝึ กทาบ่อยๆช่วยให้หนูมีความมัน่ ใจในการเขียนมากขึ้น พัฒนา
ทักษะเชิงคิดวิเคราะห์โดยการแลกเปลีย่ นความคิดเห็น peer
training มีความสาคัญมาก ทาให้หนูมีความเข้าใจวิธีการตรวจงาน
และเรี ยนรู ้การทา peer activity ได้มีประสิ ทธิภาพมากขึ้น
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Translated text

Peer group activity motivates me in English learning,
doing peer feedback more often helps me have more
confidence in writing, develops my critical thinking
skills by exchanging the ideas to one another. Peer
feedback is so imperative because it makes me
understand how to correct peers’ tasks and learn how to
conduct peer group activity more efficiently.

Back-translated text

กิจกรรม peer feedback ช่ วยกระตุ้นหนูในการเรียนภาษาอังกฤษ
การฝึ กกิจกรรมการตรวจงานเขียนโดยเพื่อนทาบ่อยๆช่วยให้หนูมี
ความมั่นใจในการเขียนมากขึ้น พัฒนาทักษะเชิงคิดวิเคราะห์โดยการ
แลกเปลี่ยนความคิดเห็น ทั้งนี้ peer training มีความสาคัญมาก ทา
ให้หนูมีความเข้าใจในวิธีการตรวจงานเขียนโดยเพื่อนและเรี ยนรู ้การ
ทา peer activity ได้มีประสิ ทธิภาพมากขึ้น

8. What are the obstacles of peer feedback in a writing class?
Keywords / Phrases
Absence from class
Time constraint
No enough knowledge to correct peers’ work
Difficulty to give honest feedback to unclose friends
Student 1
Thai Original Text

เพื่อนขาดเรียน ทาให้ กลุ่มไม่สามารถทากิจกรรม peer feedback ได้
สมบูรณ์ ต้องนัดเวลาใหม่ ความสัมพันธ์สมาชิกในกลุ่มมีผลต่อการทา peer
feedback

Translated text

When one of peer group members was absent from class,
doing peer feedback was not complete. We all have to
make an appointment to conduct peer group activity.
Besides, the relationship of group feedback have an
impact on conducting peer feedback more effectively.

Back-translated text

เมื่อสมาชิกในกลุ่มขาดเรียน ทาให้ กลุ่มไม่สามารถทากิจกรรม peer
feedback ได้ สมบูรณ์ ต้องนัดเวลาใหม่ในการทากิจกรรมการตรวจงานเขียนโดย
เพื่อน ความสัมพันธ์สมาชิกในกลุ่มมีผลต่อการทา peer feedback
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Student 2
Thai Original Text

หนูขาดความรู้ในการตรวจงานเขียน ไม่มั่นใจว่าจะให้ ฟีดแบคได้ ถูกต้องหรือไม่
เวลาในการอธิบายในหัวข้อที่ไม่คุน้ เคยมีจากัด

Translated text

I lack my knowledge to give feedback to peers, and I am
not confident whether I will correct peer’s task. Besides,
the time given was limited in explain about the
unfamiliar topics.

Back-translated text

หนูขาดความรู้ ในการตรวจงานเขียน ไม่มนั่ ใจว่าจะให้ฟีดแบคได้ถูกต้อง
หรื อไม่ เวลาในการอธิบายในหัวข้ อที่ไม่ ค้นุ เคยมีจากัด

Student 3
Thai Original Text

ความสัมพันธ์ ของสมาชิกในกลุ่มมีผลต่ อการทากิจกรรมการตรวจงาน
เขียนโดยเพื่อน เวลาจากัดในการให้ฟีดแบคและหนูไม่ มั่นใจว่ าตัวเองมี
ความรู ้พอไหมที่จะตรวจงานเขียน

Translated text

The relationship of peer group members was important
and impacts on conducting peer feedback more
effectively, time constraints were provided for giving
feedback, and I am not confident in evaluating peers’
tasks because I am not sure that I will have enough
knowledge or not to correct peers’ tasks.

Back-translated text

ความสัมพันธ์ ของสมาชิกในกลุ่มมีผลต่ อการทากิจกรรมการตรวจงาน
เขียนโดยเพื่อน เวลาจากัดในการให้ฟีดแบคและหนูไม่ มั่นใจว่าตัวเองมี
ความรู ้เพียงพอไหมที่จะตรวจงานเขียน

Student 4
Thai Original Text

การขาดเรียนมีผลต่อการจัดงานกลุ่ม peer activity หนูไม่ม่นั ใจในการตรวจงาน
เขียนให้เพื่อน เวลาให้ฟีดแบคเพื่อนหรือเพื่อนให้ฟีดแบค หนูตอ้ งกลับไปเช็คคาตอบอีก
ครัง้ และในการทากิจกรรม peer feedback มีเวลาจากัดในบางหัวข้อที่ไม่คุน้ เคย
เหมือนที่เรียนมาในคลาสก่อน หากหัวข้อไม่คุน้ เคยก็จะใช้เวลาไม่เพียงพอ
Absenteeism affects conducting an effective peer group
activity, and I have no confidence in checking peers’
tasks or receiving peer correction. Every time I have to
go back to search for information on peer editing, and in
doing peer feedback the time given is not enough in the
unfamiliar topic as the previous term. If we are not
familiar with the topic, we will spend long time on that
topic in doing peer feedback. The time is not enough

Translated text
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Back-translated text

การขาดเรียนมีผลต่อการจัดงานกลุ่ม peer activity หนูไม่มั่นใจในการตรวจ
งานเขียนให้เพื่อน เวลาให้ฟีดแบคเพื่อนหรือรับฟี ดแบคจากเพื่อน หนูตอ้ งกลับไปเช็ค
คาตอบอีกครัง้ และในการทากิจกรรม peer feedback มีเวลาจากัดในบางหัวข้อ
ที่ไม่คุน้ เคย เหมือนที่เรียนมาในคลาสก่อน หากหัวข้อไม่คุน้ เคยก็จะใช้เวลาไม่เพียงพอ

9. Additional recommendations
Keywords / Phrases
-Absence from class
-Time constrains
-Arranging the group
Student 1
Thai Original Text

หนูอยากให้ มีเวลามากกว่านีใ้ นการทา peer discussion และหนูคิดว่าการ
จัดกลุ่มเองจะทาให้ หนูค้ นุ เคยกับเพื่อน กล้าคิดกล้าแสดงออกมากขึน้ เวลาเพื่อน
ในกลุ่มขาดเรียนต้องหาเวลาว่างและสถานที่เพื่อทากิจกรรม

Translated text

I need more time in conducting peer feedback, and I
think that students should arrange their own group
because this makes me closed to friends, dare to express
the ideas more than this. Moreover, if the peer group
member cut class, I have to find time and a place to do
peer feedback.

Back-translated text

หนูอยากให้ มีเวลามากกว่านีใ้ นการทา peer discussion และหนุคิดว่าการ
จัดกลุ่มเองจะทาให้ หนูค้ นุ เคยกับเพื่อน กล้าคิดกล้าแสดงออกมากกว่านี ้ เวลา
เพื่อนในกลุ่มขาดเรียนต้องหาเวลาว่างและสถานที่เพื่อทากิจกรรมการตรวจงานเขียน
โดยเพื่อน

Student 2
Thai Original Text

มันค่อนข้างยากที่จะจัดทา peer activity ถ้ าเกิดเพื่อนในกลุ่มไม่คอ่ ยสนิท
กัน อยากให้เพิ่มเวลาแต่ละขัน้ ตอนในการทากิจกรรม peer feedback ยิ่งใน
ขัน้ ตอนการอภิปรายต้องแสดงความคิดเห็นหรือทาเช็คสิส พร้อมทัง้ หาข้อมูลเสริมทันที
อยากให้อาจารย์เพิ่มเวลาในการทากิจกรรมแต่ละขัน้ ตอนมากกว่านี ้

Translated text

It is quite difficult to conduct peer group activity if peer
group members are not close to one another. The teacher
should add more time in each stage of peer feedback,
especially in evaluating and interactive back feedback,
students need more time to exchange the ideas and do
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the checklists, search for information, I need the teacher
to increase time in each.
Back-translated text

Student 3
Thai Original Text

มันค่อนข้างยากที่จะจัดทา peer activity ถ้ าเพื่อนในกลุ่มไม่ค่อยสนิทกัน
หนุอยากให้อาจารย์เพิ่มเวลาแต่ละขัน้ ตอนในการทากิจกรรม peer feedback ยิ่ง
ในขัน้ ตอนการอภิปรายต้องแสดงความคิดเห็นหรือทาเช็คสิส พร้อมทัง้ หาข้อมูลเสริม
ทันที อยากให้อาจารย์เพิ่มเวลาในการทากิจกรรมการตรวจงานเขียนโดยเพื่อนในแต่ละ
ขัน้ ตอนมากกว่านี ้
เวลาในการทา peer feedback ค่อนข้ างสั้น อยากให้อาจารย์ขยายเวลา
มากกว่านีเ้ พราะหนูตอ้ งใช้ checklistตรวจในแต่ละคนและต้องอธิบายเพิ่มเติมหรือ
เสริมความคิด หรือหาข้อมูลโดยทันที อยากให้ อาจารย์เพิ่มเวลาการทากิจกรรม
peer

Translated text

The time given was short in doing peer activity, I need
the teacher to increase time more than this because I
have to adopt the peer feedback checklist in each peers’
and explain about more details on their ideas or find
information immediately. I need the teacher to add more
time in peer feedback activity.

Back-translated text

เวลาในการทา peer feedback ค่อนข้ างสั้น อยากให้ขยายเวลามากกว่านี ้
เพราะในการตรวจต้องใช้ checklistตรวจในแต่ละคนและต้องอธิบายเพิ่มเติมหรือ
เสริมความคิด หรือหาข้อมูลโดยทันที อยากให้ อาจารย์เพิ่มเวลาการทากิจกรรม
peer

Student 4
Thai Original Text

เวลาเพื่อนขาดเรียนต้องมานั่งอธิบายเพิ่มเติมหรือจัดทากิจกรรมนอกเวลา ต้องอธิบาย
เพื่อน อยากให้อาจารย์อธิบายยา้ ทุกคาบในการทา peer checklist และการจัด
กลุ่มมีผลต่อการให้ฟีดแบค แต่ในการทางานกลุ่มpeer ทุกสัปดาห์ช่วยเสริม
ความสัมพันธ์ของเพื่อนในกลุ่มได้ กล้าคิดกล้าให้ฟีดแบคตรงๆได้ ที่สาคัญ ใน
ความคิดหนู ควรเพิ่มเวลาทา peer feedback ค่ะ
When the peer group members skipped class, I have to
explain and find time and a place to do peer feedback. I
need the teacher to emphasize the peer feedback
checklist every period. Besides, arranging peer group
feedback impacts on an effective peer feedback, in doing
peer feedback every week increases the relationship,
dare to provide direct feedback, in my point of view,
increasing time is important for doing peer feedback.

Translated text
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Back-translated text

เวลาเพื่อนขาดเรียนต้องมานั่งอธิบายเพิ่มเติมหรือจัดทากิจกรรมนอกเวลา ต้องอธิบาย
เพื่อน อยากให้อาจารย์อธิบายยา้ ทุกคาบในการทา peer checklist และการจัด
กลุ่มมีผลต่อการให้ฟีดแบค แต่ในการทางานกลุ่มpeer ทุกสัปดาห์ช่วยเสริม
ความสัมพันธ์ ของเพื่อนในกลุ่มได้ กล้าคิดกล้าให้ฟีดแบคตรงๆได้ ที่สาคัญในความคิด
ของหนูเ ควรเพิ่มเวลาในการทากิจกรรม peer feedback ค่ะ
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Appendix M
Some examples of five students’ written drafts:
Revision change from peer group discussion
Draft 1:
A few ago, I have a horrible dream that made me scared. I cried a lot. In my
dream, there was a tiger punching me, so I ran fast and faster. I scremed so loud and
shout for help, but there is no one in that area. I ran into the forest, it was very dark,
and I do not see anything. I stopped walking and slept under the tree due to my fatige
Draft 3:
A few days ago, I had a horrible dream that made me scared. I cried a lot. In
my dream, there was a tiger punching me, so I ran fast and faster. I screamed so
loud and shouted for help, but there was no one in that area. Then, I ran into the
forest, at that time, it was very dark, and I did not see anything. I stopped walking
and slept under the tree due to my fatigue.
Student A
Regard Drafts 1 and 3, student A had an improvement in writing. In Draft 1, she
committed the mistake of the use of adverb of time in the word “A few ago” and made
the sentence structure errors by using the present tense in word “have, scremed, shout,
is”. Besides, she made the wrong word spellings “scremed” after the subject in line 3,
and “fatige” after using possessive adjective, However, in Draft 3, she corrected the
errors which she made on her tasks; for instance, using “a few days ago” identified
adverb of time, and the wrong word spellings were correctly edited with using past
simple tense. As shown, students could use the connectors to make the story readable
by using “then, at that time”, and their ideas flowed. Importantly, the result of student
A’ correction succeeded in editing the errors, and she put full stop after the sentence.
Draft 1:
I lived in a small city which was surrounded by the mountains for two months.
One day I missed my parent, so I went back home to visit my family. While I
unlocked the door, I found that my house disordered, it shock me, but at that time
nobody was home. I shouted for help from the neighbor. “Helped me! Helped me
please! The thieves broke my house”. As soon as I was conscious, I called the
police.
Draft 3:
I lived in a small city which was surrounded by the mountains for two months.
One day I missed my parents, so I went back home to visit them. Three hours
passed, and then I got home. While I unlocked the door, I found that my house
was disordered, it shocked me, but at that time nobody was home. I shouted for help
from the neighbors. “Helped me! Helped me please! The thieves broke into my
house”. As soon as I was conscious, I called the police.
Student B
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According to Student B’ Drafts 1 and 3, she made three types of errors: noun
ending, verb, wrong word. First of all, she forgot to place “s” in “parent, neighbor”
in using noun ending in Draft 1. Moreover, in the text although she used “my family”
and switched into “them” in the final draft, the meanings were correct. This identified
the specific word “them” instead of “my family”. Obviously, the chronological order
was good with “Three hours passed, and then I got home” to make the audience
imagine her thoughts in order. Then, she made the error of verb “shock”, she changed
it as “shocked” in draft 3. For the wrong word, using the preposition after verb “broke
into” in the sentence was correctly edited. To revise, Student B corrected the errors
and restructured the sentences without changing the meaning.
Draft 1:
Last night, I have a nightmare. I did not know what and how to do. I called
the police. I told what happen to the police, and it lasted about 2 hours to check the
things, and they found one side of shoe in the coridor as the evidence.

Draft 3:
Last night, I had a nightmare, and I felt scared. I did not know what and how
to do. Then, I called the police. I told what happened to the police, and it lasted
about 2 hours to check the things, and they found one side of shoe in the corridor
as the evidence.

Student C
As shown above, there were three error points that student C made in her tasks
with using verb errors “have, happen” and made a wrong word spelling on “coridor”
in draft 1. However, in the final draft, she corrected the mistakes. Clearly, student C
made a few of the errors. She changed the single sentence into the compound sentence
in topic sentence, and it implied that she had self-confidence, she might be carless of
her writing. Consequently, there were a few of the mistakes on her task as shown in
Draft 3.
Draft 1:
I had terribly dream, I ran out of my bedroom immediately to tell my parents.
It frighten me. I did not know what to do because at that moment I felt so shock. I
cried and cried a lot, I kept walking along street. Many people looked at me and
laughed at me. I did not know where to go. I thought that I wanted to run from this
situation. It seemed that my life is going to the hell, and I wanted to jump into the
big ocean or made a suicide.
Draft 3:
I had a terrible dream, I ran out of my bedroom immediately to tell my
parents. It frightened me. I told them, but no one listened to me. I did not know
what to do because at that moment I felt very shocked. I cried and cried so much,
I kept walking along street. Many people looked at me and laughed at me. I did not
know where to go. I thought that I wanted to run away from this situation. It seemed
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that my life was going to the hell, and I wanted to jump into the big ocean or made
a suicide.
Student D
As can be seen in Drafts 1 and 3, the article error was found in the topic sentence
in Draft 1. Next, she made the wrong word error by putting adverb “terribly” in front
of noun, and in using adjective she forgot to place “ed” after the word “shock” to tell
her feelings. The same sentence was still in the text to emphasize her emotion at that
time “I cried and cried a lot” in drafts and 3, she just changed the word as “so much”,
which did not impact on the meaning of the sentence. She changed “run from” into
“run away from” as the idiom in Draft 3. Then, the sentence structure was wrong “is
going to” in the original task. Still, all were corrected. To revise, student D improved
their tasks by editing the mistakes without any changes of the meaning.
Draft 1:
I have never had a bad dream about the snakes. In my dream, it had a big body,
and there are three head on it. It was at my house. Moreover, there were so many
little snakes also. They were crawling to me, and they made me so scare. I did not
know what to do. After that, my mother came out with a big knife and cut the three
head of the snake until it was die. Suddenly, I woke up, it shocked me. Then, I told
my bad dream to my mom and my grandmother. When they heard about it, they
laughed so loud and said “if you dream like this, it means you are going to meet
the couple, but in your dream your mother killed the snake, possibly it means your
couple was dead” this was a bad dream for me.
Draft 3:
I have never had a bad dream about the snakes. In my dream, it had a big body,
and there were three heads on it. It was at my house. Moreover, there were so many
little snakes also. They were crawling to me, and they made me so scared. I did not
know what to do. After that, my mother came out with a big knife and cut the three
head of the snake until it was dead. Suddenly, I woke up, it shocked me. Then, I
told my bad dream to my mom and my grandmother. When they heard about it, they
laughed so loud and said “if you dream like this, it means you are going to meet
the couple, but in your dream your mother killed the snake, possibly it means your
couple was dead” this was such a bad dream for me.
Student E
With regard to Drafts 1 and 3, Student E made a verb tense error and the noun
ending in the sentence “there are three head on it”. Then, in using adjective to tell her
feelings, she forgot to add “ed” in the word “scare”. Again, the noun ending error was
found in the word “head”, and then she made the wrong word error “was die” in Draft
1. Nevertheless, she could change all of the mistakes in Draft 3. For revision, she made
her writing improvement by using “such” in emphasizing the sentence to tell her story
more readable.
……………………………………………………………..
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Appendix N
The Example of a Video Recording of Peer Feedback Session
For students’ transcripts, they were translated and coded by the second coder
and the researcher, for the second coder she was Asst. Prof. Khoreeyoh Jahdo, a
Muslim English teacher who can speak Pattani-Malay language with her teaching
experiences about 10 years. In so doing, she examined peers’ dialogues with some of
their dialects to identify their intended roles based on Storch’ 2002 transcription codes.

Thai Original Version

Translated texts with code

ตรวจงาน Peer1 หัวข้ อเรื่ อง My bad dream
Peer 2: โอเค…ฟังนะ I had so many bad dreams
that scared me นี่คือ main idea ของเธอใช่ไหม
Peer 1 : ใช่
Peer 2 : อืมม (ยอ)อย่าลืมขีดเส้นใต้ main idea ด้วย
เปิ ดเรื่ องได้น่าสนใจดี
Peer3 : .ใช่ น่าสนใจดีน่ะ ! ถ้าเราเปลี่ยนจาก bad
dream เป็ นใช้ adjective อื่น เหมือนกับ horrible
หรื ออะไรน่ากลัวกว่านั้น ลอง…ลอง
Peer 2 : แต่เราว่ามันก็ชดั เจนดีแล้วน่ะ แบบ สั้นๆ ก็
ได้ใจความว่าแบบ เอออ I had bad dream.. so
many bad dreams that scared me
Peer 3 : คือ มันมีมากกว่า 1 dream ใช่ไหม อาปอ ดี
ยออาดอบาเยาะปาดอ ซาตู มิมปี ยอลอเดาะ
Peer 1 : มี 2 เรื่ อง
Peer 3 : แล้วก็ตรงนี้ I had to
Peer 2 : horrible dream อืออ เราว่าไม่ตอ้ ง อืมม
มันไม่น่าต้องใช้ ดียอตีเถาะกือนอปากา to น่ะ
อืม… ใช้ว่า ยอ ดียอปากา I had a horrible dream
หรื อว่า horrible dreams เลยย
Peer 1 : อ่า…เข้าใจแล้ว
Peer2 : มันเป็ น ดียอยาดี without to
Peer 3 : เป็ น V+object+ to อืม… แล้วก็ สรุ ปอ่ะ
สรุ ปไหม คือเอา main idea มาพูดอีกครั้งหนึ่ง
paraphrase อ่ะ

Checking Peer1’ s work: My bad dream
Peer 2: Ok listen, “I had so many bad dreams that
scared me” that’s your main idea right?
Peer 1 : Yes
Pee2: Umm…don’t forget to underline the main idea,
it has an interesting related opening.
Peer3 : Yeah…That sounds interesting.
if we change from ‘bad dream’ to another adjective
like ‘horrible’? Let’s try!
Peer 2 : But, I think that it was pretty short and clear
to understand. The main idea is ‘I had bad
dreams…so many bad dreams that scared me’
Peer 3 : it means there were more than one dream
right?
Peer 1 : Yes, there were 2 actually
Peer 3 : So, in this point! ‘I had to’
Peer 2 : Horrible dream...mmm I think we don’t need
to write to...just write “I had a horrible dream or
horrible dreams”
Peer 1 : Aah I got it.
Peer2 : It’s ‘verb without to’.
Peer 3 : Yeah, it’s verb+object+to Umm…so where’s
the conclusion?. Like...take the main idea to write
again. ((You should restate or paraphrase the main
idea as the teacher said))
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Peer 2 : ไม่มีใช่ไหม ไม่มีสรุ ป ไม่มี conclusion
อ่า… แล้วก็ส่วนตรงนี้อ่ะ เช่น my father and my
mother เราว่า ถ้าเราใช้เป็ นคาว่า my parents เลย
มันจะดูดีกว่า
Peer 3 : มันจะกระชับลง อย่าลืมเติม s ที่ parents
ด้วย
Pee 2: ต่อด้วย after that I woke up
Peer 3: แล้วก็ I told my father มันเป็ น V อ่าตาม
ด้วย Object + to
Peer 1: อืม
Peer 2 : มันต้องเป็ น I told my father
Peer 1 : โอเค…เดี๋ยวจะเปลี่ยน
Peer 2 : อ่า แล้วก็นี่ about my bad dreams last
night แล้วก็ full stop ใช่ไหม
Peer 1 : อือ ใช่แล้ว
Peer 2 : อ่า แล้วก็จะเริ่ มใหม่ก็ตอ้ งใช้เป็ นตัว capital
letter ก็คือ at that time แล้วก็ใช้ comma
Peer 1: อ่อ…
Peer 2 : แต่ดูนี่ วาง full stop ต่อด้วย at that time
แล้วก็จุด ไม่ใช่ ฉันต้องใช้ comma ใช่ไหม
Peer 3 : ใช่ ต้องใช้ ยอ กือนอปากา comma
Peer 1 : ไม่ใช่…แต่
Peer 2 : ใช่ ต้องใช้
Peer 1 : จริ งๆ มันไม่ใช่จุด เราลบแล้วไง
Peer 3: เธอหมายถึง เธอเขียนประโยคยาวโดยไม่
ใช้ comma หรื อ full stop
Peer 1 : ฉันคิดว่าฉันถูก
Peer 2 : ไม่ถูก…แต่เราว่ามันน่า มันน่าจะต้องใช้
จุดอ่ะ เพราะว่ามันจบประโยคอ่ะ ตาปี กีตอกา
ตอกือนาปากา ตีเตะ (.) ซื อบับดียอยาดีกือลีเมาะ
Peer 3: มันจบประโยคพอดี
Peer 2 : I had dream last night แล้วก็เราจะขึ้นต้น
ว่า at that time ในเวลานั้น ใช่ไหม

Peer 2 : there’s no conclusion right? Mmm..look at
this part, it’s like..my father and my mother. If we
change them and write ‘my parents’. It would be
better.
Peer 3 : Yeah, it’s concise. Don’t forget to put “s” on
the word“My parents’.
Peer 2: Then, after that I woke up
Peer 3: And look at this! I told my father...listen! as
you know that told or tell are ‘verbs + object + to’
Peer 1: I see
Peer 2 : It has to be……. ‘I told my father’
Peer 1 : Okay…I will
Peer 2 : Aah…but, this one ‘about my bad dreams last
night’ and ‘full stop’ right?
Peer 1 : Yeah…it is right
Peer 2 : Aah..when you want to start the new
sentence, you have to use the capital letter. Look at
this ‘at this time’ then put ‘comma’
Peer 1: I see!
Peer 2 : But look at this. You put full stop after at that
time, it is wrong. Do I have to put comma?
Peer 3 :Yeah, you must put comma
Peer 1 : No…but…
Peer 2 : Yes, you must
Peer 1 : Actually it’s not full stop. I just deleted it.
Peer 3: So you mean. you write the long sentence
without comma or full stop?
Peer 1 : I think I am right!
Peer 2 : No… I think you must put the full stop at the
end of the sentence.
Peer 3: Um…It’ s at the end of the sentence
Peer 2: I had dream last night. Then, we begin with ‘at
this time’…. right?
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Peer3 : เราควรที่จะจบประโยคนี้ก่อน ปุ๊ ปแล้วใส่
full stop ให้มนั นิดหนึ่ง จากนั้นเราก็ต่อ ขึ้น
ประโยคใหม่เลย กีตอกือนอบีลออาเครกือลีเมาะ นี่
กือนอบูโบห ตีเตะ ลือปั สตูกีตอ นาอิ กือลีเมาะบารู
Peer2: after that ตรงนี้ก็เป็ นตัวเล็ก
Peer3 : เพราะว่าหลังจาก comma ต้องเป็ นตัวเล็ก
โอเค
Peer1 : ใช่
Peer3 : อ่า… แล้วก็ตรงนี้อีกทีหนึ่ง การใช้ told to
my… told me… they told me ถ้าเราว่า ถ้าเรา
เปลี่ยนเป็ นแบบ เออ! ทาเป็ น said แบบนั้นได้
ไหมอ่ะ เหมือนกับแม่พูดก่อน แล้วเขียนว่า my
mom said อะไรอย่างงี้
Peer2 : อ่ออ
Peer3 : ว่าโอเคไหม? กาตอ กาตอ โอเค?
Peer 1 : ใช้ told ไม่ได้หรื อ
Peer2 : ใช้ได้ๆ ปูเละบากา
Peer 3 : ใช้ได้ (ยอ)
Peer1: อืม
Peer2 : แต่
Peer3 : ใช้ได้อยู่
Peer2 : มันเหมือนนิยายหรื อเปล่า
Peer3 : เออ มันเหมือนนิยายนะ มันเหมือนนิยาย
Peer2 : คือมันแบบว่า เอาคาของแม่ข้ นึ ใช่ไหม แล้ว
ก็ต่อข้างหลังว่า she said after that…
Peer3 : อืม
Peer2: ประมาณนั้นใช่ไหม
Peer1: อ่า โอเค
Peer2: แต่แบบนี้ก็โอเค เข้าใจแล้วแหละ
Peer3 : แบบนี้เราว่าก็โอเค เราอ่านแล้วเข้าใจง่าย
Peer1: อืม
Peer3: เข้าใจว่า กาลังพูดอะไรอยู่ อ่า… แล้วก็ตรง
นี้อ่ะ อ่า… It’s just a dream, do not think so much
เหมือนที่บอกเมื่อตะกี้อ่ะ

Peer3: You should end this sentence first then put the
full stop and start to write a new one.

Peer2: “after that” This is a small letter.
Peer3: Because after ‘comma’ It should be small letter
Peer1: Alright
Peer3 : Aah..and look at here… “they told to
my…told me…they told me”...if we change them
like..ummm ‘said’. Would it be okay?..as my mom
said…something like this.
Peer2 : Aah…ok
Peer3 : That’s right?
Peer 1 : Can’t we use ‘told’ ?
Peer2 : Yeah…you can
Peer3: Yes
Peer1: mmm….
Peer2: but..
Peer3: You can
Peer2: Is it like a novel?
Peer3: Um..yep..it is like a novel.
Peer2: it’s like.. mom’ s sentence come first then you
write ..she said after that…
Peer3 : Um…
Peer2: Is that would be right?
Peer1: Aah.. ok
Peer2: It is okay, I got it.
Peer3 : Yes. It’s ok. I can understand it easily.
Peer1: Um…
Peer3: I understand what you are saying
ummm…look at this ..It is just a dream, do not think
so much as I just mentioned
Peer1 : Should we use quotation marks?
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Peer1 : เราต้องใช้ quotation ด้วยไหม ว่ามันคือ
คาพูด ยาดีกีตอกือนอปากา “ ” ดียอยาดี กาตอ
Peer2: อ่อ ใช่
Peer1: ของ my parents
Peer2: ใช่ๆ
Peer3: ถ้าใช้ก็ดีน่ะ เออ
Peer2: ใช้เป็ น quote เพราะมันคือคาพูดใช่ไหม
Peer3: ให้รู้ว่ามันคือคาพูด ไม่ใช่ว่าเป็ นการเล่า
อืม… ได้
Peer2: แล้วก็ อ่า.... I had a dream about ghost or
something แล้วว่าตรงนี้เราสามารถเจาะจงเลยว่า
เป็ น bad things อ่า เช่น I had a.. I bad dream ไม่
ต้องใช้ article I had dream about a ghost or bad
things อ่อ แล้วก็เราสามารถขยายได้ตรงนี้ เพิ่มว่า
that scared me so much
Peer1: อือ
Peer3: อ่อ
Peer2: อ่า
Peer1: เดียร์มีความคิดเห็นยังไงบ้าง เดียร์ กาตอ
แบะนอเตะ
Peer3: ได้ เพราะเราว่าโอเคอยู่ เพราะตรงนี้มนั สั้น
เกิน พอเวลาเราอ่าน มันแบบมันเข้าใจแต่ว่ามันยัง
ไม่เคลียร์ซะเท่าไร
บีลอมาซอกีตอบาจอ ดียอแปแฮตาปี เตาะ จือลัส
ลากี
Peer2: เราเอาคามาขยายเพิ่ม กีตอ อัมเบลเปอรกา
ตอ อ้ นโตะ ตัมเบาะ
Peer3: ใช่
Peer2: แล้วก็
Peer3: แล้วก็การใช้ word order คิดว่าไงอ่ะ กับ
sequencing ประโยค การเรี ยงลาดับเหตุการณ์
Peer2: เหมือน ความต่อเนื่องในประโยค

Peer2: Yes, we should
Peer1: It’s ‘my parents’
Peer2: Yeah
Peer3: It’s great! You can use it.
Peer2: Should we use the quote because it’s
mentioned of it?
Peer3: It should know…this is their words, the quote,
it is not telling the story..ummm right?
Peer2: And..Aah… “I had a dream about ghost or
something”...in particular, I think we can say “I had a
bad dream”...we don’t need to use an article… “I had
a dream about ghost or bad things”...Aah.. and we can
add or explain more about that… like… “that scared
me so much”.
Peer1: Ummm
Peer3: Ummmm
Peer2: Aah
Peer1: What do you think of it, Dear?
Peer3: Right. I think it’s okay because here it looks
too short. When I read, I can’t understand clearly.

Peer2: We put some more words then.
Peer3: Yeah
Peer2: And…
Peer3: And in using word order, what do you think
about it? And how about sequencing the sentence? to
arrange the situations in order.
Peer2: It’s like [5] continuing logically in the
sentences
Peer3: Aah.. continuing. What do you think about
it?..I understand, but [5] I don’t know how to explain
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Peer3: อ่าๆ ความต่อเนื่อง คิดว่ายังไง เข้าใจ เข้าใจ
แต่ว่า ไม่รู้จะอธิบายยังไง
Peer2: บางประโยคไม่สมบูร์ เหมือนมันยังไม่จบ
เรื่ อง บือบือราปออายัต อีตู บือลูม ซูเถาะ
Peer3: อ่า แล้วก็คิดเรื่ องใหม่แล้วอย่างนี้อ่ะ
Peer2: แล้วก็ตรงนี้ In my ear เราต้อง
Peer1: in my ear
Peer2: เราต้องใส่ s in my ears
Peer3: หูอ่ะ หูมนั มีสองไง ตาก็สอง ก็ตอ้ งใส่ S
ปกติ เพราะปกติเขียนก็ตอ้ งใส่ s
Peer1: แต่แม่เรา...
Peer3 : กระซิบข้างเดียว
Peer1: ควรจะเอาออกไมอ่ะ กีนออัมเบลตูเบะเถาะ
ไม่ตอ้ งใส่ s ไมอ่ะ
Peer2: ลอง…ลอง ลองไป search หาข้อมูลดู
Peer3: อ่า ไปsearchหาดู
Peer2: search ใน google ดูว่าใส่ s ไหม
Peer1: โอเคๆ
Peer3: เพราะมันมีสองข้าง ถึงเราจะมีขา้ งเดียวก็
Peer2: ลองหา preposition เขาใช้คาว่ายังไง หรื อ
in my….
Peer1: เช็คไปหาเพิ่มใช่ไหม ฆีชารี ตัมเบาะลาฆี
เถาะ
Peer3: อ่า ลองใส่เพิม่ เติมดู
Peer2: อ่อ แล้วก็ตรงนี้เป็ น เขียนผิด spelling ผิด
and turn
Peer1: turn
Peer2: ต้องใส่ n ระวังหน่อย
Peer1: อ่อ
Peer2: อันนี้อ่าว่า เทอร์ เหอะๆ
Peer3: เหอะๆ ลองไปดูเรื่ องการสะกดคานิดนึง มา
รี แตเงาะ อีจาอัน ชิ กิ
Peer1: อ่า การสะกดคา
Peer3: ลืม… ลืม n ไป

Peer2: Some sentences are not complete; it seems like
that it didn’t end up the sentence.
Peer3: Aah and continue another issue
Peer2: And here,..In my ear..we must..
Peer1: in my ear
Peer2: We must put ‘s in my ears’?
Peer3: Yeah..we got two ears, so we have to put the
‘s’
Peer1: But…my mom
Peer3 : Whisper just one side
Peer1: Should we take it out?
No need to put ‘s’, isn’t it’
Peer2: Try…try…Let’s search for information.
Peer3: Let’ search for it
Peer2: Search in google, is there ‘s’ in the word?
Peer1: Okay
Peer3: Because we got two ears…even though some
got just one…
Peer2: Check about the use of preposition. So what
do people use it? In my…
Peer1: Shall we search more about this?
Peer3: Aah let’s try then.
Peer2: Aah…here..it’s a wrong spelling and turn
Peer1: turn
Peer2: It must put the ‘n’ …Be careful!
Peer1: Umm… I see
Peer2: What about this one? (laugh)
Peer3: (laugh)…let’s see in the case of spelling
Peer1: Aah spelling
Peer3: I missed the ‘n’
Peer1: Okay
Peer3: no one…
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Peer1: เคๆ
Peer3: no one…
Peer2: อืม ก็ เราโอเคน่ะ
Peer3: โอเค
Peer2: เราเข้าใจ
Peer3: เราเข้าใจ แล้วก็ อย่าลืม conclusion ด้วย การ
restate หรื อ paraphrase จาก main idea เข้าใจไหม
Peer1: โอเค อ่อ เข้าใจแล้ว
Peer3: เอา main idea แล้วมาเขียนอีกครั้ง conclude
the main point
Peer2: แล้วก็ควรเขียนเพิ่ม ควรขยายให้เพิ่มให้ได้
180 คา
Peer3: ใช่
Peer 2: งานเขียนควรยาวกว่านี้
Peer1: แล้วก็ conclude ใช่ไหม
Peer3: ใช่
Peer1: เอาอันนี้มาทาใหม่
Peer3: ใช่ แล้วก็ conclude ก็คือเอา main ideaแล้วก็
มา restate ใหม่ แต่ว่าโดยใช้ โดยใช้คาอื่น แต่ยงั คง
เค้าโครงเดิม
Peer2: ความหมายเดิม
Peer3: เออความหมายเดิม มะนออาสัล
Peer1: โอเค
Peer3: อ่า ประมาณนั้น
Peer1: โอเค
Peer 3: สรุ ปนะ เนื้อเรื่ องมีชื่อเรื่ อง บอกผูอ้ ่าน
เกี่ยวกับ topic หัวข้อเรื่ องชัดเจน เปิ ดได้น่าสนใจ
ทีเดียว
Peer 2: ทุกไอเดียเชื่อมโยงไปยัง topic ที่สาคัญ
ถูกต้องตาม format มีย่อหน้า idented, อยู่ใน
marginและ double-spaced
Peer 3: ระวังเรื่ องการสะกดคา การใช้ capital letter
และหากไม่แน่ใจให้เขียนเป็ น single sentence
Peer 1: จะเช็คทุกครั้งให้ละเอียดระคอบกว่านี้

Peer2: Hmm……… it’s ok for me
Peer3: OK
Peer2: I got that
Peer3: I understood and don’t miss the conclusion by
restating or paraphrasing the main idea. Okay?
Peer1: Okay, I see
Peer3: Take the main idea and write it again; conclude
the main point
Peer2: And you should write more to get around 180
words
Peer3: Yep
Peer2: Your text should be longer
Peer1: And... Conclusion ...right?
Peer3: Right
Peer1: In this point, you should rewrite it
Peer3: Yeah and conclude it like … take the main idea
and restate it again by using other words, but you
must keep the same meaning.
Peer2: The same meaning.
Peer3: Yes. Keep the same meaning
Peer1: Okay
Peer3: Aah…something like that
Peer1: Okay
Peer 3: Let’ s conclude it, your texts were related to
the topic, the main idea is clear, and your opening was
absolutely interesting.
Peer 2: All ideas were linked to topic, and importantly
the format paragraph is correct in the indented
paragraph, margin and double-spaced.
Peer 3: Be careful of the wrong word spelling, using
capital letter, and if you are not confident in writing,
Just wrote it as the single sentence.
Peer 1: I will check it carefully.
Peer 2: You must complete the sentence. If you have
no confidence, just use single sentence as Dear said.
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Peer 2: การเขียนประโยคต้องสมบูรณ์ หากไม่
แน่ใจให้เขียน single sentence เหมือนที่เดียร์บอก
Peer 1: แล้วในเรื่ องการใช้ punctuation และ
connectors
Peer 3: ควรเพิ่มเติมเพื่อให้ลื่นไหล น่าอ่านกว่านี้
เช็คการใช้ comma หน้า FANBOYS, and, but, or,
nor, for, so, yet ด้วย
Peer 1: โอเค ยอ ขอบคุณสาหรับคาแนะนานะ

Peer 1: How about the punctuation and connectors?

Thai Original Version
ตรวจงาน Peer2 หัวข้ อเรื่ อง My bad dream
Peer1: โอเค ก่อนแรกเรามาดู main idea ก่อน
ปื อตามอกีตอมารี ตีเงาะ main idea
Peer3: อ่า main idea
Peer1: main idea ก่อน ก็คือใช่คาว่า … last Monday
หรื อป่ าว
Peer2: ตรงนี้ I had a bad dream that scare me

Translated texts with code
Checking Peer 2’s work: My bad dream
Peer1: Ok.. Let’s see that one first, it’ s main idea

Peer 3: You should make your texts smooth and
readable with using comma in front of FANBOYS,
and but, or, nor, for, so, yet
Peer 1: Okay…Thanks for your suggestions.

Peer3: Aah. Main idea
Peer1: Main idea first, it was ‘last Monday’ right?

Peer2: Right here, ‘I had a bad dream that scared
me’
Peer3: อันนี้ใช่ไหม
Peer3: This one?
Peer2: นี่ main idea ขีดเส้นใต้
Peer2: This is the main idea with underlining on it.
Peer1: ขีดเส้นใต้ดว้ ยน่ะ แล้วก็ โดยรวมๆ ก็คือชอบ Peer1: Underline on it. I think I like it because it’s
แล้วก็ฟังแล้วเข้าใจ ฆารี สบาเงาะเตะ ซื อมูวอ ยอชูกอ easy to understand.
เดาะปี ลอดืองาแบแฮ
Peer3: เข้าใจง่าย
Peer3: Easy to understand
Peer1: แต่ในการเขียนแล้ว last อ่ะ L มันคือ capital Peer1: But in writing, in the case of ‘’last’’ L is the
letter ใช่ไมอ่ะ ยอเดาะ
capital letter, It is right?
Peer2: ใช่
Peer2: Yes, it is
Peer1: เอิ่ม… เพนนีควรเขียนให้มนั ดู ให้มนั แตกต่าง Peer1: Er... Penny, you should write it differently.
Peer2: อ่อ… ตรงนี้
Peer2: Aah right here.
Peer1: แต่นี่มนั เท่ากัน
Peer1: But this looks the same
Peer2: โอเคๆ
Peer2: Okay
Peer1: โอเค แต่ I had a bad dream that scare me
Peer1: Okay …I had a bad dream that scared me. I
อาจจะใช้เหมือนกับ เราอาจจะเปลี่ยนคาว่า adjective think we should use another adjective that looks
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ควรจะใช้คาที่มนั น่ากลัว แบบพอมันเกริ่ นนา bad
dream มันไม่น่าสนใจ
Peer2: อ่ออ
Peer1: เพนนีควรจะเปลี่ยน adjective มันน่าเบื่อ

more scared. When it begins with ‘bad dream’, for
me it was not interesting.
Peer2: Mmmm…………
Peer1: Penny, you must change the adjective, it’s
boring.
Peer 3: ดูน่าสนใจ ลีฮัต อีตูมือนาเระ
Peer 3: it should be more interesting
Peer 2: อืม ใช้คาอื่น
Peer 2: Um…another word
Peer 3: มันน่าสนใจมากขึ้น
Peer3: To make it looks interesting
Peer 2: อืม โอเค
Peer2: Um…..okay
Peer1: อ่า ดูน่าสนใจ เช่น คาว่า horrible อะไร
Peer1: Aah.. it looks interesting such as horrible.
ประมาณนี้ ก็คือคาอื่นก็ได้ที่มนั อยู่ในหมวดหมู่ที่มนั
Something like this. You can use other words that
น่ากลัว มันจะได้ดูแบบ แต่เนื้อความข้างในโอเค
related in the meaning of ‘scared’,but the text looks
เข้าใจง่าย
okay. it’s easy to understand
Peer3: แล้วก็สรุ ป มีสรุ ปไหม อาดา ริ งกะเดาะ ก็คือ Peer3: And the conclusion… Is there any
restate จาก main idea มาเขียนใหม่
conclusion? Like… restate the main idea and write.
Peer2: ไม่มี
Peer2: There’s no conclusion.
Peer3: ไม่มี โอเค เธอต้องเพิ่มสรุ ป
Peer3: Ok…You must add the conclusion.
Peer1: ก่อนสรุ ป เพนนีน่าจะเขียนเหมือนกับ อือ อัน Peer1: Before concluding it, Penny, you may write
นี้ It was my nightmare ก่อนอันนี้ก็ I woke up แล้วก็ it like. “It was my nightmare” before “I woke up”
พูด feeling ตอนที่เราตื่นเราเป็ นยังไง เราไปบอก
and describe your feelings at that moment. Whom
ใครมั้งอะไรแบบนั้น อะไรประมานนั้น
did you tell the story ?...something like that.
Peer3: รู ้สึกกลัวน่ะ โอเค แล้วก็โครงสร้างค่อนข้าง
Peer3: Feeling scared ...okay. And the structure is
โอเค ฟังแล้วเข้าใจง่าย ใช้โครงสร้างที่เป็ น single
quite well. Sounds easy to understand. Using the
sentence อ่า แล้วก็มี compound ด้วย โอเค ดีมาก
structure which is single sentence and the
ชอบบ
compound also. Ok…That’s great! I like it.
Peer1: แล้วก็การเลือก transition แล้วก็การเลือก
Peer1: And try to choose the transition and choosing
คาเชื่อมก็คือหลากหลาย ไม่ after that ไม่ that
the variety of words. It’s not like “after that or that”
Peer3: อือๆ
Peer3: Um………..
Peer1: ไม่ซ้ ากัน โดยรวมแล้วแกรมม่าโอเค
Peer1: It’s different. Overall, your grammar is good.
Peer3: พอเราอ่านแล้วดูเป็ นราบรื่ นดี
Peer3: Um…It makes sense when I read it.
Peer1: แต่เพนนีควรจะให้ยาวกว่านี้
Peer1: But Penny had better make it longer.
Peer3: ใช่ๆ
Peer3: Right
Peer1: คือแบบ มันน่าสนใจมาก ถ้าเหมือนกับ พอเรา Peer1: Like……. it’s really interesting. When I
อ่านแล้วน่าสนใจ ยอยาดี มือนาเระฮาตีบาเยาะ กาลูชู read, I like it.
ปอ กืองากีตอบาจอยอมือนาเระ
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Peer3: มันดีแล้ว แต่เธอสามารถทามันได้ดีกว่านี้นะ
โดยรวม ดีมากอยู่แล้ว
Peer2: อืม ขอบคุณสาหรับคาชมนะ
Peer1: แล้วก็จะมีคาว่า suddenly ใช่ไหม
Peer2: ใช่
Peer1: ใน suddenly wrong word หรื อเปล่า
Peer2: อ่อ ใช่ เป็ นตัว T เฉยเลย
Peer3: sutdenly
Peer1: ใช่ไหม ใช่ไหมเดียร์
Peer3: ใช่ wrong word WW
Peer1: โอเค wrong word เราเลือกคาถูกแล้ว
Peer3: แล้วการใช้ adjective ล่ะ โอเค ชอบ อ่านแล้ว
เข้าใจ
Peer1: โดยรวมก็มีเท่านี้
Peer3: ใช่ ก็โอเค ขยายประโยคหน่อย ยอ โอเค ลู
วาสอายัตซิ กิ
Peer1: อ่อ ก็ตรงนี้อ่ะ ไม่ตอ้ งสอง เขาเรี ยก...
Peer2: อัศเจรี ย ์
Peer1: อ่อ อัศเจรี ย ์
Peer2: ใช้ได้ใช่ไหม ในการเขียน ปากาบูเละเดาะ
ดาลัมฆาจี
Peer1: ใช้ได้น่ะ เดียร์น่ะ
Peer3: ใช้ได้ๆ เพราะเวลาเราใช้ให้รู้ไว้มนั คือ
Peer1: ความรู ้สึก อะไรแบบนั้นอ่อ
Peer3: ใช่ๆ ความรู ้สึกมันกลัวน่ะ อะไรยังงี้
Peer1: ใช่ โอเค
Peer2: โอเค
Peer3: ที่อยากแนะนาคือเพิม่ ประโยคให้ดูยาวกว่านี้
นิดหนึ่ง เวลาอ่านเราก็จะได้แบบ

Peer3: This is great, but you should make it better
than this because you can
Peer2: Hmmm…okay. Thanks for your compliment.
Peer1: And is there the word “Suddenly” right?
Peer2: Yes
Peer1: Is that the wrong word in “sutdenly”?
Peer2: Oh yeah...that’s the ‘T’ actually.
Peer3: sutdenly
Peer1: Is that right, dear?
Peer3: Yes, it is “the wrong word WW”
Peer1: Ok, it’s just ‘the wrong word’, but we’ve
chose the right one.
Peer3: In using “the adjective”. When I read it, I
understand…I like it.
Peer1: So, that’s all.
Peer3: Yeah, right! Just make the longer sentences.
Peer1: Aah..,right here it doesn’t need two, It’s
called…
Peer2: Exclamation mark!
Peer1: Aah…I see, an Exclamation…
Peer2: We can use it in writing, right?
Peer1: We can. Right, Dear?
Peer3: Yes, we can… because it’s telling us about
[5]
Peer1: it’s about feelings, it is something like that.
Peer3: Yeah, scared or something.
Peer1: Um…OK
Peer2: That’s right
Peer3: The thing that I want to suggest is that to
make the sentence a bit longer so that we can feel
like [5]
Peer2: And choosing ‘adjective’ to make the noun
looks more interesting. And explain something in
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Peer2: แล้วก็การเลือกคา adjective การขยาย noun
ให้มนั ดูน่าสนใจมากกว่านี้ แล้วก็ให้มี อธิบายเพิ่มเติม
เกี่ยวกับ ในตอนนั้นเราฝันใช่ไหม เราตื่นขึ้นมาเรา
รู ้สึกยังไง ว่าเราทาอะไร ต่อหลังจากนั้น แล้วก็สรุ ป

Peer3: ใช่ conclude สรุ ปนิดหนึ่ง
Peer2: ในสรุ ปก็เหมือนว่า ก็เหมือนที่ดาบอกว่าให้
เพิ่มว่า เรารูส้ ึ กยังไงใช่ไหม
Peer1: อือ… โอเค
Peer3: ทั้งหมดก็ประมาณนี้
Thai Original Version
ตรวจงาน Peer3 หัวข้ อเรื่ อง My bad dream
Peer1 : โอเค เรามาดูโครงสร้างประโยคของเดียก่อน
ว่าอ่า โครงสร้างของเดียตาม อ่า ตามnarrative แล้ว
ต้อง ก็คือ 1ต้องมี
Peer2 : The main idea
Peer1 : ใช่ main idea ก่อน
Peer3 : นี่คือ main idea
Peer1 : แล้วก็ขีดเส้นที่ main idea อ่ะ ฆารี ส มารี สบา
เวาะ ตัมปะอาดอ main idea
Peer3 : โอเค I remember that I had a bad dream
Peer1 : ใน main idea เราคิดว่า last summer ก็โอเค
แล้วนะ ไม่ตอ้ งแบบ in the last summer

the sentence more. Like…at that time you were
dreaming right? So..just explain the situation when
you woke up. What did you do after that and
conclude it.
Peer3: Yes, give a little bit of conclusion.
Peer2: In the conclusion just like Da said that
explain more about the feelings, right?
Peer1: Mmm…...Okay
Peer3: All is just something like that.

Translated texts with code
Checking Peer 3’ work: My bad dream
Peer1 : OK..let’s look at the sentence structure that
Dear wrote. It’s the narrative writing so first, it has
to have the main idea.
Peer2 : The main idea
Peer1 : Yeah…The main idea first.
Peer3 : Here’s the main idea
Peer1 : And underline the main idea

Peer3 : Okay…I remember that I had a bad dream
Peer1 : In the main idea, I think that ‘last summer’
is fine. I mean we don’t need to write ‘in the last
summer’
Peer3: อ่อ
Peer3: Aah…I see
Peer2: ก็แค่แบบ the last summer ก็ได้
Peer2: Just like… ‘the last summer’, that’s it
Peer3: โอเค
Peer3: Okay.
Peer1: แล้วก็ I remember that I had a bad dream
Peer1: And ‘I remember that I had a bad dream
about my father เดีย เหมือนกับ ควรจะทาให้ประโยค about my father’. Dear, I think you should make the
มัน
sentence looks…...[5]
Peer3 : สั้น หรื อว่ายังไง
Peer3 : Shorter or what?
Peer1 : สั้นกว่านี้ แล้วก็
Peer1 : Yes, shorter and…
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Peer3 : แล้วก็เริ่ มใหม่ อ่ออ
Peer1 : อืออ สั้น แล้วค่อยอธิบายเนื้อหาทีหลังว่า เออ
ว่า เปนเดะ กือมูดียัน จือลัส กันดงงัน บือลากัน
Peer2 : เหมือนคาว่า remember ไม่ตอ้ งใส่ก็ได้นะ

Peer3 : And then make the new one.
Peer1 :Mmmm..make it short and just try to explain
more than this
Peer2 : Like the word ‘Remember’ we don’t need to
add it.
Peer1 : อือ ก็แค่บอก I had a bad dream
Peer1 : Mmm..just say that “I had a bad dream”
Perr3 : อ่อ
Perr3 : Aah..I see
Perr1 : แล้วอธิบายว่า a bad dream นั้นคืออะไร
Perr1 :And explain about a bad dream. What is it?
Peer2: ใช่ ค่อยไปอธิบายในเรื่ อง ในเนื้อหามันอ่ะ ยอ Peer2: Right, explain in the content. And in the case
บือนังรั งดาลัมกันดงงันดียอ แล้วก็ bad อ่ะ ใช่คาอื่น of ‘bad’, shall we use another one? Like...awful. I
เช่น awful I had an awful dream
had an awful dream.
Peer3: โอเค
Peer3: Okay
Peer1: โอเค I cried very loud
Peer1: Okay, I cried very loud.
Peer2: แล้วก็ pass away มันต้องเป็ น ed ไหม
Peer2: And what about ‘pass away’? Shall we add
the ‘ed’ behind it?
Peer3: อ่อ ใช่ เพราะมัน past ใช่ไหม
Peer3: Oh yes,…right because it’s the past
Peer2: was แล้วบวกด้วย V ช่องสาม
Peer2: Was and followed by ‘V3’
Peer1: was pass away จริ งหรื อ
Peer1: Was pass away! Really
Peer2: ไปดูการใช้ V
Peer2: Let’s look at using ‘verb’
Peer3: โอเค
Peer3: Okay
Peer1: เดี๋ยว pass away นี่ก็คือเสี ยชีวิต หรื อว่าถูกทา Peer1: Wait, “was pass away” someone killed him?
ให้ คือโดนฆ่า หรื อว่าอยู่เฉยๆก็เสี ย นาตี pass away or he passed away?
ดียอมาตี อาตา กือนอบูนุห อาเตาโดะดีแยๆ มาตี
Peer2: พ่อเสี ยชีวิตเองไหม จากโรคภัยหรื อใคร……? Peer2: Did he pass away? Um…From disease or
someone [5]
Peer 3: Disease…สะกดคานี้ให้หน่อย
Peer 3: disease… Could you spell it?
Peer 2: D-I-S-E-A-S-E
Peer 2: D-I-S-E-A-S-E
Peer1: ไม่ตอ้ ง was ก็ได้น่ะ
Peer1: It doesn’t need to add ‘was’ then.
Peer3: ก็คือ pass away เลย
Peer3: So, just passed away
Peer1: ในความคิดเราน่ะ my father pass away ก็คือ Peer1: In my opinion, I just write “my father passed
pass away เลย ไม่ตอ้ งใส่ was ก็ได้
away” we don’t need to use verb to be ‘was’.
Peer2: อ่อ I cried very lound ตรงนี้เขียนว่า L O U D Peer2: Aah.. “I cried very lound” it spells L O U D
Peer2: เป็ น WW wrong word สะกดคาผิด
Peer3: L-O-U-D loud, it is a wrong word spelling.
Peer3: ต้องไปดูการสะกดคา กีนอแตเงาะเอยอ
(Unsatisfied)
Peer2: อือ ไปดูการ spelling
Peer2: Alright…Check ‘spelling’.
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Peer1: I cannot accept…ใช้คานี้หรื อ
Peer2: I cannot accept…อ่อ เราสามารถใช้คาว่า I
cannot stand แปลว่ารับไม่ได้ มันเป็ นเหมือน idiom.
I cannot…กีตอตะเลหปากากือลือเมาะ I cannot
stand it บือมะนอตะดาปั ตตือรื อมอ อียอ ซื อปื อตี
Peer3: เราควรเปลี่ยนคา เป็ นใช้คานี้ ถูกต้องใช่ไหม

Peer1: I cannot accept…Aah…Are you sure of it?
Peer2: ‘I cannot accept’...Er…,we can use “I cannot
stand” it’s like an idiom.

Peer3: So, we should change the word and use this
one… Is it right?
Peer2: ใช่
Peer2: Yes
Peer2: แต่อนั นี้ก็ใช้ได้เหมือนกัน เพราะว่าเข้าใจง่าย Peer2: But we also can use this one because it’s just
easy to understand.
Peer1: แต่ให้มนั ดูน่าค้นหามากกว่านี้
Peer1: But, I think we should make it looks better.
Peer3: โอเค
Peer3: Okay
Peer2: คาว่า I cannot stand แปลว่ารับไม่ได้
Peer2: the word “I cannot stand” means I can’t bear
it.
Peer1: อือ เราก็ใช้ After that ก็ตอ้ งมี comma
Peer1: Mmm… We just use ‘After that’, it must
have ‘comma’
Peer3: comma
Peer3: ‘comma’
Peer2: ดูการใช้ transition
Peer2: Let’ s have a look at using transition.
Peer1: ใช่ แล้วก็อีกที่หนึ่งก็คือหลัง pass away I cried Peer1: Yes, and add it one more behind “passed
อยู่ๆก็ pass away I cried น่าจะ เล่า
away I cried” It has to explain something more,
Peer3: อ่อ
because it looks incomplete. Use comma
Peer3: Aah…I see
Peer1: เพราะมันคือ narrative คือเหมือนกับการเล่า Peer1: Because it’s the narrative writing. It
เหตุการณ์ เป็ นเหตุการณ์ที่เกิดขึ้นในอดีต ซื อบับดียอ describes the situation that happened in the past.
ยาดี narrative ซูปอดืองาบือรี ตาฮุกืออาดาอัน
Peer3: ถ้าอธิบายก่อนแล้วค่อยบอก
Peer3: Explain first, then we can keep telling story
Peer1: ถ้าซ้ าประโยค แล้วเริ่ มสถานการณ์ใหม่ แล้ว Peer1: If you just repeat the sentence, then you start
กลับมาเล่าเหตุการณ์ซ้ าอีก ข้ามไปข้ามมา คนอ่านจะ the new situation and you keep talking about the
สับสน เดียร์น่าจะบอกว่า ฉันฝันว่านี้ จากนั้นฉันก็ตื่น first situation again, it would make the readers feel
แล้วเกิดอะไรขึ้น
confused. Dear, you should tell your dream that “I
dreamed that…later on, I woke up and then explain
what happened”.
Peer3: อ่อ
Peer3: Aah…I see.
Peer2: รู ้สึกไม่ดีเลย
Peer2: I’m feeling bad.
Peer1: ร้องไห้
Peer1: Cry
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Peer2: แล้วก็ I talk with myself มันต้องใช้คาว่า to…
I talk to my self
Peer3: คือไปดูการใช้ preposition ไหม talk ว่าใช่
ยังไง ใช่ไหม
Peer2: ใช่ talk to ถ้า talk with เหมือนเราพูดกับคน
อื่น
Peer3: ถ้าเราเองก็ใช้ to ดีตอดีรีปงปากา
Peer1: แล้วก็ my mother told me น่าจะมีเหมือนกับ
เวลาเราอ่านนิทานใช่ไหม เวลามีคนหนึ่งพูดให้เราฟัง
คาพูดเขาควรจะใส่ Quotation mark

Peer2: And “I talk with myself”, I think you should
put ‘to’ instead of ‘with’. I talk to myself.
Peer3: Shall we look at using preposition? So, we
can know what to use ‘talk’.
Peer2: Right, ‘talk to’. If we use ‘talk with’, it’s like
we are talking to others.
Peer3: If we talk to ourselves so, we can use “to”
Peer1: And “my mother told me”, it’s like [5] When
we read a novel [5] When someone says something
to us, he/she should put ‘quotation mark’

Peer2: เป็ น quote
Peer1: ใส่เป็ น quote ว่า… Who always เป็ น
Peer3: เป็ น adverb of frequency
Peer1: ใช่ มันคือ Adverb หลัง who ต้องมี verb มา
ตามหลังใช่ไมอ่ะ แล้วก็ verb ในที่น้ ีมนั คือ beside
หรื อเปล่า ยอ ดียอยาดี บือลากัน กือนะอาดอ ตูรุตบ
ลากันเดาะ กือมูดียัน กือนอปากา ยอเดาะ
Peer3: ใช่ๆ ถูกแล้ว
Peer1: เพราะ เราหา beside คือ preposition ใช่ไหม?
ยอเดาะ ?
Peer3: อือ
Peer1: Who is always beside you forever
Peer3: ต้อง...
Peer2: เป็ น preposition อ่อ ไอนั้นเป็ นที่ s หรื อเปล่า
Peer3: แต่อนั นี้ไม่เติม s ลองดูใน dictionary

Peer2: It’s the ‘quote’.
Peer1: Add the quote “Who always” is…
Peer3: It’s adverb of frequency.
Peer1: Right, it is adverb, behind ‘who’ there must
be the verb and then ‘beside’ right?

Peer1: ก็คือ besides นี่ก็คือ
Peer3: เป็ น adverb
Peer2: ข้างๆ
Peer3: ถ้าไม่เติม s ก็เป็ น Preposition ใช่ไหม
Peer2: ใช่
Peer3: ไม่แน่ใจ ลองดูในนี้

Peer3: Yes, that’s right.
Peer1: Because we found ‘beside’, is it the
preposition?
Peer3: Mmmm
Peer1: Who is always beside you forever?
Peer3: It must…
Peer2: It’s preposition, Aah is that the ‘s’…right?
Peer3: But this one doesn’t add the ‘s’. Let’s have a
look at the dictionary.
Peer1: It’s ‘besides’. And this is...
Peer3: This is adverb.
Peer2: Beside.
Peer3: If we did not add the ‘s’, it’s the preposition,
right?
Peer2: Yes
Peer3: I’m not sure, let’s look at this.
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Peer1: always beside you forever น่ะ เพนนีมีไรถาม
ไหม
Peer3: ต่อๆ
Peer2: อ่า คา spelling อีกแล้ว you have to live ไม่ใช่
you have to life
Peer3: อ่ออ
Peer2: เธอเขียน life ต้องเปลี่ยนเป็ น live ดาลัมนี
ตูเลส กือนอตูกายาดี
Peer3: โอเคๆ
Peer2: you have to live
Peer3: ใช่ ใช้ to ไม่ได้ ?
Peer2: ไม่ใช่ ทาไมใช้ had ไม่ใช้ have to ที่แปลว่า
ต้อง
Peer3: คิดว่าเล่าเป็ น past ก็แล้วใช้ had แสดงว่าเรา
ต้องเปลี่ยนเป็ น have to เพราะเรากาลังเล่าปัจจุบนั

Peer1: “always beside you forever.” Do you have
any questions, Penny?
Peer3: Continue
Peer2: Mmmm wrong spelling again. Aah..it’s not
‘you have to life’
Peer3: Aah I see
Peer2: You wrote ‘life’, so it must be ‘live’

Peer3: Okay
Peer2: you have to live
Peer3: Yep…You cannot use ‘to’?
Peer2: No. Why did you use ‘had’?. It should be
‘have to’ it means Must
Peer3: I thought you wrote it as the past, so we have
to use ‘had’. It means, we have to change it as
“have to” because we are talking about the present
tense…
Peer2: ไม่ใช่ my mother told me that you had to live Peer 2: No “My mother told me that you had to live
without him
without him”
Peer1: ก็คือตอนนี้ you have to live without him... Peer1: Ok…look!, At present, “you have to live
live หรื อ life
without him. It should be ‘live’.
Peer3: คือกาลังจะบอกว่ามีชีวิตอ่ะ เธอต้องอยู่ได้โดย Peer3: It was talking about living. You must to live
ไม่มีเขา ต้องอยู่ให้ได้น้ นั ประมาณนั้น
without him [5] Something like that.
Peer1: แต่ถา้ เราอ่านเราไม่เข้าใจน่ะ ตาปี กีตอบาจอตะ Peer1: But if I read it, I didn’t understand.
แบแฮ
Peer3: Mmm...I couldn’t understand it too. It means
Peer3: อือ เราไม่เข้าใจเหมือนกัน คือ เธอต้องมีชีวิต you have to live
อยู่ กีตอเดาะแปแฮยูเกาะ ยอ กือนออาดอยาลอ
Peer1: เหมือนกับเดียร์ควรจะไป.. live life
Peer1: It’s like you, Dear should ‘live, life’
Peer2: live without him
Peer2: live without him
Peer1: แล้วก็ beside
Peer1: And then ‘beside’
Peer2: เป็ น preposition
Peer2: It’s the preposition
Peer3: preposition?
Peer3:Is it the preposition?
Peer2: อืออ
Peer2: Mmmm
Peer3: แล้วถ้าเป็ นข้างๆ อย่างงี้ เขาใช้อะไร
Peer3: So, in the case of “beside”, what do people
Peer2: เช็คๆ
use?
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Peer2: Check it.
Peer1: ขอเช็คแปป ถ้า beside ข้างๆ ก็เป็ น
Peer1: Let me check for a second. If ‘beside’, it’s
preposition อยู่ดี
the preposition.
Peer3: อือ คือเราต้องเติม s อ่อ ด้านหลังนี้
Peer3: Mmm, we must the “s” behind this… right?
Peer1: น่าจะแบบ who will
Peer1: It should be like ‘who will’
Peer3: เปลี่ยนเลยใช่ไหม ตูกาลาลูเถาะ
Peer3: Should we change it now?
Peer1: Who will be beside…
Peer1: Who will be beside…
Peer3: เป็ นคนที่อยู่ขา้ งๆอย่างนั้นหรื อ
Peer3: Is it like a person who will be beside?
Peer2: เหมือนประโยคนี้ if anyone comes in besides Peer2: Just like this sentence, “if anyone comes in
your friends แต่ besides เขาเติม s
besides your friends” but ‘besides’ the ‘s’ is added
Peer3: อ่อ คือเป็ น preposition (สงสัย)
Peer3: Oh, it’s the preposition…(suspicious)
Peer2: ใช่ preposition เราคิดว่าควรใช้ except for
Peer2: Yes, preposition, I think we use ‘except for’
Peer3: ถ้าจะเปลี่ยนประโยคอ่ะ เปลี่ยนยังไง
กาลูกือนอตูกาอายัต ตูกาฆานอ
Peer3: So, how do we change the sentence?
Peer2: Who is always beside you
Peer2: Who is always beside you?
Peer3: Who is…
Peer1: น่าจะ Who
Peer3: Who is…
Peer3: คิดว่ายังไง ต้องเปลี่ยนประโยคใหม่ใช่ไหม
Peer1: maybe “who”
ฟี กีรกาตออาปอ กาลูกือนอตูกาอายัตบารู เถาะ
Peer3: What do you think about it? Should we
Peer1: เราคิดว่าต้อง คือตอนนั้นแม่เดียร์พูดใช่ไหม change the sentence?
น่าจะเป็ นเหมือนกับ ต้องทาให้มนั เป็ น was ก็ได้
Peer1: I think... at that time, Dear’s mom was
Peer3: Who was?
talking right? We should add ‘was’
Peer1: อือ ทาเป็ น past tense
Peer3: Who was?
Peer3: อ่อ
Peer1: Yes, make it in the past tense.
Peer1: เพราะมันคือ narrative
Peer3: Aah I see.
Peer3: โอเค
Peer1: Because it’s the narrative writing
Peer1: I talk to my self ‘What’s wrong’
Peer3: Okay
Peer3: อันนี้ก็ตอ้ งเปลี่ยนใช่ไหม เฮาะนีปงกือนอตูกา Peer1: I talk to myself ‘Wha’s wrong’
ยอลอเถาะ
Peer3: We also have to change this one right?
Peer2: อันนี้ไม่มี V
Peer3: อ่อ ไม่มี V เติม V ให้หน่อย
Peer2: This one, “v” is missed.
Peer2: อ่อ แล้วก็ wrong ก็เขียนผิด ออ กือมูดียัน
Peer3: Oh, there is no “v”. Please add it for me
ตูเลสสาเลาะ
Peer2: Oh, ‘wrong’, it’s wrong spelling too.
Peer3: WW wrong word

Peer3: WW wrong word
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Peer2: What’s wrong with me?
Peer3: โอเค
Peer2: What happens to/with me ก็ได้
Peer3: ถ้าเราโอเคใช่ไหมถ้าเราเปลี่ยน
Peer2: อือ
Peer3: ต้องใช้ sit หรื อ sat down จะบอกว่า พอตื่น
ขึ้นมาเอานี้อยู่ขา้ งๆเรา
Peer1: ก็ตอ้ งเป็ น V ช่อง2 ไง
Pee3: sat
Peer1: อ่า นี่ถูก beside นี่ถูก เป็ น Preposition
Peer3: Ok
Peer2: เราไม่เข้าใจตรงนี้ กีตอเตาะแปแฮซีนี เหมือน
I thought that this is only a bad dream because my
father sat down beside me
Peer3: อ่อ ก็คิดว่ามันก็แค่ความฝัน เพราะว่าตื่นขึ้น
มาแล้ว พ่อไม่ได้อยู่ขา้ งๆ ออ ปี กีรดียอยาดีมิมปี ซื อ
ปั บดียอบางุนเถาะ อาเยาะเถาะตีปี
Peer2: ถ้าจะใช้คาว่า แค่ เรามาใช้อนั นั้นดีกว่า อืออ
that is หรื อว่า is just หรื อ such
Peer1: Such a bad dream
Peer3: อ่อ เปลี่ยนจาก only เป็ น such
Peer2: เราเจาะจงลงไป
Peer3: อ่อ
Peer1: เหมือนกับ What’s wrong with me I thought,
What’s wrong with me เกิดอะไรขึ้นกับฉัน
Peer3: อือ
Peer1: หลังจากนั้นฉันคิดมันก็แค่ความฝัน มันน่าจะ
มีอะไรต่ออีก
Peer3: อ่อ เพิ่มคาในประโยคอีก
Peer1: น่าจะทาให้มนั ลื่นกว่านี้ เวลาอ่าน
Peer2: อันนี้เหมือนข้ามประโยค อีนีซูปอลากอฮ
อายัต
Peer1: I felt better when I saw him คือ

Peer2: What’s wrong with me?
Peer3: Okay
Peer2: We also can use as “what happens to/with
me”
Peer3: So, it’s ok if we change… right?
Peer2: Umm……..
Peer3: Should we use “sit” or “sat down”? Like I
want to say that, when I woke up, then I saw this
beside me.
Peer1: It must be ‘V2’
Pee3: sat
Peer1: Aah, this is right, “beside” is the preposition.
Peer3: Ok
Peer2: I don’t understand this point, like… “I
thought that this is only a bad dream because my
father sat down beside me”
Peer3: Um..,so just think that it’s just a dream
because when you woke up, he was not beside you.
Peer2: If we want to use as ‘just’, it’s better to use
this one, ‘that is’, ‘is just’ or ‘such’
Peer1: Such a bad dream
Peer3: Aah…, change it from “only” to “such”
Peer2: we particularized it.
Peer3: Aah
Peer1: It’s like “what’s wrong with me I
thought…what’s wrong with me.
Peer3: Er
Peer1: After that I thought... it was such a bad
dream. It should have had something more.
Peer3: Oh, add more words in the sentence.
Peer1: We should make it flow when we read.
Peer2: This one just like, we skipped the sentence
Peer1: What about “I felt better when I saw him”?

303

Peer3: ดี ดีข้ นึ ไง ต้องทายังไงอ่ะ ตรงนี้ เหมือนมัน
Peer2: However, I feel afraid when I thought about
it
Peer3: ใช้ได้ใช่ไหม
Peer2: ใช้ได้ๆ
Peer1: ก็เข้าใจน่ะ ประโยคนี้
Peer3: โอเค
Peer1: เดียร์เขียนดีอยู่น่ะ เข้าใจง่าย
Peer2: แล้วก็เราแนะนาให้ใช้คา เวลาที่ว่าจะเปลี่ยน
เรื่ อง กือมูดียันกีตอ สอกงบากากือลีเมาะมาซอเนาะตู
กาจือรี ตอ
Peer3: then แล้วก็
Peer2: ลองใช้คาว่า ตือราปากากือลีเมาะห์ by the
way
Peer3: อ่อ
Peer2: หรื อว่า anyway คือ by the way from now on
เหมือนว่าเดียร์จะเปลี่ยนเรื่ องตรงนี้ใช่ไหม เดียร์ว่า
เดียวรู ้สึกกลัวตลอด เวลาที่คิดถึงเรื่ องนั้นใช่ไหม

Peer3: Good!...I mean… better. So, how should we
do with this sentence? It’s like….
Peer2: “However, I feel afraid when I thought about
it”
Peer3: Can we use it right?
Peer2: Yes, we can.
Peer1: I understand of this sentence.
Peer3: Okay
Peer1: Dear wrote it well. it’s easy to understand.
Peer2: And I suggest you to use the words when you
want to change the topic.
Peer3: Then,
Peer2: Try to use ‘by the way’

Peer3: Aah
Peer2: Or “anyway” like “by the way, from now
on”, like when Dear wants to change the topic. right
here? Dear always feel scared when she thinks
Peer3: ใช่ๆ
about that… Is it right?
Peer2: แล้วก็เดียจะเปลี่ยนเรื่ องว่า by the way from Peer3: Right
now on ตั้งแต่น้ ี เดียตั้งใจที่จะเป็ นลูกที่ดี From now Peer2: Then, Dear wanted to change the topic like..
on, ‘Dear wants to be a good daughter for my mom’ ‘by the way’, ‘from now on’, From now on, ‘Dear
Peer3: ใช่
wants to be a good daughter for my mom’
Peer2: ตรงนี้เราแนะนาให้เพิ่ม ดีซีนีกีตอสอกงตัม
Peer3: Yes
เบาะ by the way แล้วก็ from now on
Peer2: In this point, I recommend you to add ‘by the
Peer3: ต่อเลยใช่ไหม ฮูบงลาลูเถาะ
way’ and ‘from now on’
Peer2: ใช่ by the way แล้วก็ comma … I want to be Peer3: Continue instantly?
เราตั้งใจ
Peer2: Yes, ‘by the way’ then comma…. I want to
Peer3: ตั้งใจที่จะลุกที่ดี
be
Peer2: ลองไปหาคาว่าเป็ นความรู ้สึกที่เราตั้งใจจะทา Peer3: intend to be a good daughter
Peer1: เหมือน I want to be
Peer2: Try to find some words which are the
feelings that we intend to do
Peer1: Like “I want to be”
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Peer2: คือฉันต้องการ ลองใช้คาว่าฉันตั้งใจที่จะเป็ น
ลูกที่ดี
Peer1: ฉันสัญญา……ประมาณนั้น
Perr2: อ่า I would take care ตกคาว่า ยาโตะกือลีเมาะ
of
Peer1: Preposition
Peer3: อ่อ โอเค will นี่ใช้ได้ไหม หรื อต้องใช้ would
Peer1: I will ก็ได้แล้ว
Peer3: แล้วก็ตรงนี้ ควรที่จะเปลี่ยนไหม เพราะมัน
เหมือนกันไง I will เหมือนกัน
Pee2: เหมือนมันซ้ าคาว่า ซูปอดียอซูปอกือลีเมาะ
will
Peer3: ใช่ ซ้ ากัน ถ้าเราเปลี่ยนได้ไหม คิดว่า
เปลี่ยนเป็ นยังไงดี do เลยหรื อว่ายังไง
Pee1: ไม่ตอ้ ง I will น่ะ คือ I will take care of him
and do the best
Peer2: ใช่
Peer3: คือตัดอันนี้ออกเลยใช่ไหม เพราะมัน
เหมือนกับก่อนหน้านี้ โอเค
Peer2: do the best thing หรื อ do my best ก็ได้
Peer3: โอเค
Peer2: comma ในประโยคนี้ เราว่าไม่ตอ้ งใช้ เหมือน
ตรงนี้เดียเขียนว่า this bad dream แล้วก็ comma
Peer3: ใช่ๆ comma
Peer1: เหมือนในประโยคตกอะไรหรื อเปล่า
Peer2: เราว่า ถ้าจะเขียนให้ยาวเนี้ยะ this bad dream
made me
Peer3: อ่อ ก็คือไม่ตอ้ งใช้ อันนี้แล้วใช่ไหม
Peer2: ไม่ตอ้ งใช้ ตะปากา comma
Peer3: อ่อ เพราะอันนี้มนั แทนอันนี้ใช่ไหม แทน
ด้านหน้านี้ใช่ไหม แสดงว่าเราใช้ bad dream เลย
Peer1: แล้วตัด it ออก
Peer2: ก็คือ this is a bad dream that makes me…….

Peer2: Like I want to be a good daughter, try to
make it like you intended to be a good daughter.
Peer1: I promise… something like that.
Perr2: Aah, ‘I would take care’ the ‘of’ is missed.
Peer1: Preposition
Peer3: Oh, ok. Can we use ‘will’ or ‘would’?
Peer1: I will. it is fine.
Peer3: And this point, should we change it? Because
it’s just the same ‘I will’
Pee2: It’s like we repeat the same word.
Peer3: Yes. It repeats the same word. if we change it
to another word, what about ‘do’?
Pee1: It’s not ‘I will’ , but it is “I will take care of
him and do the best”
Peer2: Yes
Peer3: Cut it out because it’s just the same with the
previous sentence Okay!
Peer2: ‘do the best thing’ or ‘do my best’ are fine.
Peer3: Okay
Peer2: ‘Comma’ in this sentence, I think that I did
not need to use. Like Dear wrote ‘this bad dream’
then ‘comma’.
Peer3: Yes, it’s comma.
Peer1: It’s like…The missing words.
Peer2: I think, if you want to write it longer “this
bad dream made me…”
Peer3: So, we don’t need to use this one right.
Peer2: No need to use ‘comma’.
Peer3: because this one use instead of that… right?
so, we just use as ‘bad bream’.
Peer1: And then cut ‘it’ out.
Peer2: It’s “this is such a bad dream that makes
me…………”.
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Peer3: ดูวกวนใช่ไหม แตเงาะ
Peer1: I promise to
Peer3: to…
Peer2: ถูกแล้ว กือนอเถาะ
Peer3: คิดว่ายังไงตรงนี้ ฟี กีฆางอดีซีนี this is my bad
dream หรื อว่าเราต้องใช้คาอื่น มันเหมือนกับด้านบน
ไง กอกีตอกีนอปากากือลีเมาะลาอีน ซูปอดืองาอาตัส
Peer1: ก็คือ this is my bad dream อันนี้คือ
conclusion ของแกแล้วใช่ไหม
Peer3: อืออ
Peer1: ก็คือ ยอยาดี ของ main idea ก็น่าจะทาให้ยาว
กว่านี้ แล้วก็โดยรวมแล้ว เพนนีว่ายังไง บูวัตวีปาแย
ลาฆี ซื อมูวออีตู เพนนีกาตอแบะนอ
Peer2: โดยรวมแล้ว ถ้าอ่านไปไม่สนใจอะไรมากก็
เข้าใจ แต่บางคาก็สะกดผิด งง ไม่เข้าใจ เช่น I have to
life อ่า ทาไมต้อง life ไม่ live

Peer3: It looks confused right?
Peer1: I promise to
Peer3: to…
Peer2: It’s right.
Peer3: What do you think of this “this is my bad
dream” or should we use another word? It is the
same sentence that you wrote earlier
Peer1: So, that is “this is my bad dream” it’s your
conclusion?
Peer3: Mmmm
Peer1: It’s the main idea, you should make it longer
and what do think of it? Penny.

Peer2: Overall, If we read and ignore some parts,
they are a bit wrong , so we can understand, but in
the wrong spelling, I was confused. I couldn’t get
the points. Um….like [5] “I have to life”,Aah? Why
it had to be “life” not “live”
Peer3: ใช่ๆ
Peer3: Yes
Peer1: เหมือนบางประโยคเราต้องหยุด เราต้องคิด
Peer1: Like… We have to stop reading some
เยอะว่า เดียจะหมายถึงอะไรกันแน่ ซูปอบือบือรา
sentences, and then we have to think again and
อายัตกือนอบราดู กีฟีกีรบาเยาะ เดียเนาะมักซุกอาปอ again and guess what you mean Dear.
Peer2: อืออ
Peer2: Mmmm
Peer1: ไม่รู้เดียจะสื่ ออะไร ตะตาฮูเดียเนาะมักชุกอา Peer1: So, I don’t know what do you want to say.
ปอ
Peer2: แล้วก็ woke up ก็เป็ น weke up เอ้ะ อะไรงง
Peer2: And “woke up” was “ weke up” eh! what?
Peer3: อ่อ เออ
Peer3: Aah… Er………
Peer1: แล้วในเรื่ องของ Verb phrase เหมือน V ตัวนี้ Peer1: And, in the case of verb phase…like ‘V’ in
ใช้ preposition ตามหลังด้วยอะไร
using preposition. What should we use?
Peer2: ใช่ การใช้ Preposition
Peer2: Yeah, the way to use the preposition
Peer1: ใช่ ไปเช็คใน Longman
Peer1: Yes, Let’s check in ‘Longman’
Peer2: อ่า ลองไปใช้ dictionary Longman จะง่ายกว่า Peer2: Aah, Let’s try to use the Longman dictionary
oxford
it’s easier than Oxford dictionary.
Peer3: Umm in conclusion Dear has to check about
the structure.
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Peer3: อืออ แล้วสรุ ปรวมๆ ของเดียก็คือ ต้องไปดู
structure ริ งเกาะยอ เฮาะเดียอีตู กีนอแตะเงาะ
structure
Peer1: การขยายคานาม การใช้ adjective แล้วก็น่าจะ
เพิ่ม adverb เข้ามาด้วย ดูว่ามันหนักแน่นขนาดนั้น
อยู่ในระดับไหน
Peer3: ให้เดียดูการใช้ adjective บางทีก็เปลี่ยนไปใช้
adjective อื่น แล้วก็ดูการใช้ preposition แล้วก็
spelling word แล้วก็การเรี ยงลาดับเหตุการณ์ คือ
word order แล้วก็ประโยคเดียควรใช้ประโยคที่อ่าน
ง่ายไม่ยาวเกิน
Peer1: แล้วก็ main idea เดียน่าจะทาให้ส้ นั แล้ว
อธิบายเพิ่ม กีนอตือรั งตีมเบาะ
Peer2: แต่ถา้ สั้นเกินไป มันก็ไม่เคลียร์ เพราะว่าเรา
สามารถใช้คาว่า and ใช้เป็ น compound ก็ได้
Peer3: โอเค
Peer2: เหมือนกับ I eat อะไรสักอย่างแล้วจุด แล้ว I
eat ต่อ มันดูไม่น่าสนใจ
Peer3: อือ
Peer1: ดู แตเงาะ transitions ด้วย เตะ เวลาอ่านมันจะ
ลื่น มันน่าอ่าน บีลอบางอดียอเนาะลีจินตะซีกะมาจอ
Peer2: ก็โอเค แต่ควรปรับปรุ งเรื่ อง spelling มากๆ
ซื อการั งตาปอดะ ตาปิ กือนอแบะกีลาฆี
Peer3: โอเค
Peer1: แล้วก็การเรี ยงเหตุการณ์ ลือปั สตูซูซนจือรี ตา
Peer2: อะไรมาก่อน อะไรตามหลัง
อาปอมีดูลู มารี บลากัน
Peer3: ได้ๆ โอเค ยอ บูเละๆ ขอบคุณนะ

Peer1: an expended noun phrase, in using the
adjective and we should add ‘adverb’ at the same
time to know the level of the sentence.
Peer3: Look at the way of using the adjective.
Sometimes, you have to use other adjectives. And
look at the way of using the preposition, spelling
word, word order and your sentences must be easy
to get the points and not too long.
Peer1: And main idea Dear should make it shorter
and more explaining.
Peer2: If it’s too short, it’s not clear because we can
should ‘and’ as ‘compound’.
Peer3: okay
Peer2: Like “I eat” something and full stop then “I
eat” again it seems like that it looks uninteresting.
Peer3:Mmmm
Peer1: And look at using ‘the transitions’ when we
read, it flows and easy to understand.
Peer2: It’s just okay, but you should improve the
wrong word spelling.
Peer3: Okay
Peer1: Sequencing the events
Peer2: What comes first, and what comes after.
Peer3: Okay. Thanks a lot
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From peers’ dialogues, the research and the second coder reported the
findings of the language-related episodes in terms of proficiency paring and patterns
of dyadic interaction. These are some examples of four patterns of interaction on peer
feedback in the collaborative/collaborative, dominant/dominant, dominant/passive and
expert/novice as followings:
Excerpt 1: Collaborative/collaborative pattern
Peer 2: Ok listen, “I had so many bad dreams that scared me” that’s your main idea
right?
Peer 1 : Yes
Peer 2: Umm…don’t forget to underline the main idea, your opening was interesting
Peer3 : Yeah…That sounds interesting. if we change from ‘bad dream’ to another
adjective like ‘horrible’? Let’s try!
Peer 2 : But, I think that it was pretty short and clear to understand. The main idea is
‘I had bad dreams…so many bad dreams that scared me’
Peer 3 : it means there were more than one dream right?
Peer 1 : Yes, there were 2 actually
Peer 3 : So, in this point! I had to
Peer 2 : Horrible dream...mmm I think we don’t need to write ‘to’...just write I had a
horrible dream or horrible dreams
Peer 1 : Aah I got it.
Excerpt 1 demonstrates an example of collaborative patterns. The
excerpt is taken from peer 1, 2 and peer 3’ dialogues, discussing the main idea of the
paragraph writing in peer 1’s work, in here there is evidence of co-construction of
ideas, Peer 2 suggested Peer 1 in underlining the main idea on it, and she compliments
her about the opening of it interestedly as Peer 3 mentioned, and it encourages Peer 1
in a positive discussion. She adds that “if we change from ‘bad dream’ to another
adjective like ‘horrible?”; Peer 2 mentioned that the main idea created was clear and
easy to understand. Anyway, peer 2 alternatively suggest peer 1 in choosing the word
‘horrible’, it can be used this word given. Moreover, they identified using ‘I had to’ in
the sentence without ‘to’ on it. Peer 2 also suggests peer 1 to “just write I had a horrible
dream or horrible dreams”. Peer 1 understand what peers 2 and 3 explain, and she
accepts it. As explained above, they seek and reach agreement how to compose the
main idea, the collaborative talk is explicit for their grammatical accuracy in the genre.
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Excerpt 2: Dominant/dominant pattern
Peer 3 :Yeah, you must put ‘comma’
Peer 1 : No…but…
Peer 2 : Yes, you must
Peer 1 : Actually it’s not full stop. I just deleted it.
Peer 3: So you mean. you write the long sentence without comma or full stop?
Peer 1 : I think I am right!
Peer 2 : No… I think you must put the full stop at the end of the sentence.
In excerpt 2, this episode illustrates an argument which occurs in the
dominant-dominant pattern. From peers’ dialogues, they are discussing about using
‘comma’ in the sentence. Peer 3 told peer 2 ‘you must put comma’ in the sentence;
however, Peer 1strongly denies her suggestion, but there is no information to support
the statement from her response. Peer 2 simultaneously identifies the mistake that she
produces with her confidence ‘Yes, you must’, and she seizes her own opinion that her
response is correct. Peer 1 gave them the reason that in this sentence it is without full
stop, she just deleted it until peer 3 asked her the question because she did not
understand what Peer 1 explained “So you mean. You write a long sentence without
comma or full stop?” She immediately replied to her that she thought that it was
correct, Peer 2 objected to her answer with using ‘must’ to let peer 1 edit the mistake
as her mentioned. Peers 2 and 3 do not accept criticism with expressing her negative
feelings to peer 1.

Excerpt 3: Dominant/passive pattern
Peer 3: disease… Could you spell it?
Peer 2: D-I-S-E-A-S-E (S-O)
Peer1: It doesn’t need to add ‘was’ then.
Peer3: So, just passed away
Peer1: In my opinion, I just write “my father passed away” we don’t need to use verb
to be ‘was’.
Peer2: Aah.. “I cried very lound” it spells L O U D
Peer3: L-O-U-D loud S-O, it is just a wrong word spelling. (Unsatisfied)
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Excerpt 3 provides an example of a dominant/passive relationship,
from peer talk, they are discussing in the aspect of a wrong word spelling. Peer 3
requests peer 2 to spell the word ‘disease’, and Peer 1 taught peer 3 in writing the
sentence by the use of verb to be and verb infinitive “In my opinion, I just write “my
father passed away, we don’t need to use verb to be ‘was”, and Peer 3 still made a
wrong word spelling on ‘loud’, Peers 1 and 2 have high contribution, whereas peer 2
has a little interaction in response. However, Peer 3 edited the mistakes as Peers 1 and
2 explain, it seems like that their assistance does not make Peer 3 appreciate their
responses with showing her negative facial reaction.

Excerpt 4: Expert/novice pattern
Peer 3 : Yeah, it’s verb+object+to Umm…so where’s the conclusion?. Like...take
the main idea to write again. ((It should restate or paraphrase the main idea as the
teacher said))
Peer 2 : there’s no conclusion right? Mmm..look at this part, it’s like..my father and
my mother. If we change them and write ‘my parents’. It would be better.
Peer 3 : Yeah, it’s concise. Don’t forget put “s” on the word “My parents’.
Peer 2: Then, after that I woke up
Peer 3: And look at this! I told my father...listen! as you know that told or tell are
‘verbs + object + to’
Peer 1: I see
Peer 2 : It has to be……. I told my father
Peer 1 : Okay…I will
Excerpt 4 illustrates an example of expert/novice interactions. From
peer talk, they are discussing in the aspects of verb, conclusion and plural noun. Peer
3 taught Peer 1 how to use ‘verb’ in writing a conclusion “as you know that Told or
tell are ‘verbs + object + to”, and she emphasized that the main idea of the paragraph
writing should be restated or paraphrased as the teacher noted, and more importantly,
Peer 3 taught her in using plural noun by filling ‘s’ in the word ‘My Parents’, and let
her write and check it carefully. Peer 1 has her positive facial reactions and accepts
peer editing. As evidenced above, she willingly follows peer correction.
Findings
The findings reveal that students’ English proficiency level hardly
influenced to the LREs and their writing ability, and as evidenced above their writing
performance was improved in the collaborative and expert novice patterns which make
them have their positive viewpoints towards conducting peer feedback in a writing
class.

310

Appendix O
Back-translation
The six open-ended Questions of Peer Feedback were analyzed as same
as students’ written-reflections.
1.What do you think about peer feedback activity in a writing class?
Keywords / Phrases
- Suitability to apply in English writing class through the peer activity
- Student-centreness through collaborative learning
- Beneficial to develop their writing skills
- Creating responsibility through students’ roles
Student 1
Thai Original Text

หนูคิดว่ากิจกรรมการตรวจงานเขียนโดยเพื่อน ช่วยให้หนูมีความกระตุน้ ในการ
เรี ยน หน้าที่ผูใ้ ห้กบั ผูร้ ับทาให้หนูมีความรับผิดชอบในการทางานกลุ่ม
นอกจากนั้นส่ งเสริมผู้เรี ยนเป็ นศูนย์ กลาง ทาให้หนูเรี ยนรู ้ได้ดว้ ยตัวเอง แก้ไข
งานเขียนได้ อย่างมีประสิทธิภาพมากยิ่งขึ้น ลดคาผิดพลาดที่หนูเขียนผิดบ่อยๆ
โดยเรี ยนรู ้จากเพื่อน

Translated text

I think that peer group activity stimulated me in learning, and
the role of the feedback giver and receiver took me with
great responsibilities in group feedback. Besides, this peer
activity enhanced the student-centreness approach, it made
me learn by myself, and I can improve my writing more
effectively, it reduced the mistakes by learning from peers.

Back-translated text

หนูคิดว่ากิจกรรมการตรวจงานเขียนโดยเพื่อน ช่วยให้หนูมีความกระตุน้ ในการ
เรี ยน บทบาทของในการเป็ นผุใ้ ห้กบั ผูร้ ับทาให้หนู มีความรับผิดชอบในการ
ทางานกลุ่ม ที่สาคัญกิจกรรมนี้ส่งเสริ มการใช้ผ้ เู รียนเป็ นศูนย์กลาง ทาให้หนู
สามารถเรี ยนรู ้ได้ดว้ ยตัวเอง แก้ไขงานเขียนได้ อย่ างมีประสิทธิภาพมากยิ่งขึ้น ลด
คาผิดพลาดที่หนูเขียนผิดบ่อยๆโดยการเรี ยนรู ้จากเพื่อน

Student 2
Thai Original Text

ดิฉันคิดว่ากิจกรรม peer feedback เป็ นกิจกรรมมีประโยชน์ มากๆ ทาให้ดิฉัน
เรี ยนรู ้คาถูกและแก้ไขคาผิดจากเพื่อนได้ในขณะเดียวกัน กิจกรรมได้ส่งเสริม
บทบาทในตัวผู้เรียน เรี ยนรู ้การทางานกลุ่มโดยการช่วยเหลือซึ่งกันและกัน
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Translated text

I think that peer feedback was so beneficial because it makes
me learn the correct words from peers and learn how to
correct the mistake at the same time. Moreover, this activity
enhanced the roles of students and learning together, and we
helped one another in group feedback.

Back-translated text

ดิฉันคิดว่ากิจกรรม peer feedback เป็ นกิจกรรมที่มีประโยชน์ มากๆ ทาให้ดิฉัน
เรี ยนรู ้คาถูกและในขณะเดียวกันเรี ยนรูแ้ ก้ไขคาผิดจากเพื่อน กิจกรรมนี้ส่งเสริม
บทบาทในตัวผู้เรียน เรี ยนรู ้การทางานกลุ่มโดยการช่วยเหลือซึ่งกันและกัน

Student 3
Thai Original Text

หนูคิดว่ากิจกรรมการตรวจงานเขียนโดยเพื่อนเป็ นกิจกรรมที่มีประโยชน์ มากๆ
มันเป็ นกิจกรรมใหม่และน่าสนใจ บทบาทของผูใ้ ห้และผูร้ ับทาให้หนูอ่าน
หนังสื อมากและต้องเตรี ยมตัวล่วงหน้าเพื่อตรวจงานเขียนให้เพื่อน ความ
ผิดพลาดจากงานเขียนและการได้ อ่านงานเพื่อนทาให้ หนูรอบคอบ

Translated text

In my opinion, peer feedback is so useful, it is a new and
interesting activity. The roles the students as the feedback
giver and receiver made me read a lot and prepared myself in
advance to conduct effective peer feedback, the mistakes in
writing and reading peers’ written tasks made me more
careful in writing

Back-translated text

หนูคิดว่ากิจกรรมการตรวจงานเขียนโดยเพื่อนเป็ นกิจกรรมที่มีประโยชน์ มากๆ
มันเป็ นกิจกรรมใหม่และน่าสนใจ บทบาทของการเป็ นผูใ้ ห้และผูร้ บั ในการทา
กิจกรรมการตรวจงานเขียนโดยเพื่อน ทาให้หนูอา่ นหนังสื อมากขึ้นและต้อง
เตรี ยมตัวล่วงหน้าเพื่อตรวจงานเขียนให้เพื่อน ความผิดพลาดจากงานเขียนและ
การได้ อ่านงานของเพื่อนทาให้ หนูรอบคอบมากขึ้น

Student 4
Thai Original Text

กิจกรรม peer group feedback เป็ นกิจกรรมที่ใหม่ ท้าทายและน่าเรี ยนรู ้ นอก
เหลือจากนั้น ได้ ส่งเสริมบทบาทผู้เรี ยนในชั้นเรี ยน การมีกิจกรรม peer feedback
ช่ วยให้ หนูปรับปรุงงานเขียน เตรี ยมตัวมากๆเพื่อและแลกเปลี่ยนความรู ้กบั เพื่อน
peer feedback ควรนามาใช้ในห้องเรี ยนเพื่อสร้างบรรยากาศผ่อนคลายในการ
เรี ยนการเขียนได้

Translated text

Peer feedback is a new activity to me, and it is so challenging
in learning, importantly, peer feedback advocated the
student-centered method, and peer feedback helps me
improve my writing skills. I have to prepare myself a lot to
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exchange knowledge with peers, and peer feedback should
be adopted in classroom teaching to make students relax in
studying writing.
Back-translated text

กิจกรรม peer group feedback เป็ นกิจกรรมที่ใหม่ ท้าทายและน่าเรี ยนรู ้ ที่สาคัญ
ส่ งเสริ มบทบาทผู้เรียนในชั้นเรี ยน กิจกรรม peer feedback ช่ วยให้ หนูปรับปรุง
งานเขียน เตรี ยมตัวมากๆเพื่อและแลกเปลี่ยนความรู ้กบั เพื่อน peer feedback ควร
นามาใช้ในห้องเรี ยนเพื่อสร้างบรรยากาศผ่อนคลายในการเรี ยนการเขียนได้

2.While you are giving feedback to your friends’ written tasks, how do you feel of
it? Examples
Keywords / Phrases
-Challenging of their writing ability to peers
- No confidence in their knowledge
-Anxiety about peer correction
Student 1
Thai Original Text

หนูร้ ูสึกตื่นเต้ นและท้ าทายในการทากิจกรรมการตรวจงานเขียนโดยเพื่อน เพราะ
หนูไม่รู้ว่าระหว่างเพื่อนกับหนูใครมีความรู ้มากกว่า ในบางครั้งหนูมีความกังวล
ที่จะให้feedback กับเพื่อนหรื อแก้ไขงานเพื่อนเพราะหนูไม่ มั่นใจว่าหนูมีความรู ้
เพียงพอที่จะให้comments เพื่อนหรื อเปล่า แต่การทากิจกรรมการตรวจงานเขียน
โดยเพื่อน peer activity ฝึ กให้หนูมีความมัน่ ใจในการตรวจมากยิ่งขึ้น

Translated text

I was so excited and challenging in doing peer group activity
because I did not know how much I have knowledge to
correct my peers’ tasks, I was sometimes worried about
giving feedback to them. I was not sure that I have enough
knowledge or not to provide the comments, but peer group
feedback made me more confident in checking peers’ tasks.

Back-translated text

หนูร้ ูสึกตื่นเต้ นและท้ าทายในการทากิจกรรมการตรวจงานเขียนโดยเพื่อน เพราะ
หนูไม่รู้ว่าระหว่างเพื่อนกับหนูใครมีความรู ้มากกว่า ในบางครั้งหนูมีความกังวล
ที่จะให้feedback กับเพื่อนหรื อแก้ไขงานเพื่อนเพราะหนูไม่ มั่นใจว่าหนูมีความรู ้
เพียงพอที่จะให้comments เพื่อนหรื อเปล่า แต่การทากิจกรรมการตรวจงานเขียน
โดยเพื่อน peer activity ฝึ กให้หนูมีความมัน่ ใจในการตรวจมากยิง่ ขึ้น
หนูไม่ ค่อยมีความมั่นใจในการให้ ฟีดแบคกับเพื่อนโดยตรง ส่วนมากหนูจะให้
คาแนะนาการค้นหาข้อมูลนอกเหนือจากในส่วนที่หนูทา checklists การทา
กิจกรรม peer feedback ทุกสัปดาห์ ช่วยให้ หนูลดความกังวลในการเขียนได้

Student 2
Thai Original Text
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Translated text

I was not confident in offering direct feedback with peers, I
almost provided my suggestions about finding information
except for doing the checklists, doing peer feedback every
week helps me reduce my writing anxiety.

Back-translated text

หนูไม่ ค่อยมีความมั่นใจในการให้ ฟีดแบคกับเพื่อนโดยตรง ส่วนมากหนูจะให้
คาแนะนาในการค้นหาข้อมูลนอกเหนือจากในส่วนที่หนูทา checklists การทา
กิจกรรม peer feedback ทุกสัปดาห์ ช่วยให้ หนูลดความกังวลในการเขียนได้

Student 3
Thai Original Text

ดิฉันไม่ มั่นใจในตัวเองว่ามีความรู ้มากพอไหมที่จะตรวจงานเขียนให้เพื่อน มี
ความกังวลเครี ยดเพราะกิจกรรม peer ใหม่สาหรับดิฉัน แต่การเรี ยนทาpeer
training ช่วยให้ดิฉันมีความเข้าใจในการใช้checklist ที่เป็ นระบบ ทาให้ ดิฉันผ่ อน
คลายเรียนรู้ได้ เร็ว กล้าพูดแสดงความคิดเห็นและให้feedback แก่เพื่อน กล้าพูด
กล้าแสดงความคิดเห็นและเปลี่ยนเรี ยนรู ้กบั เพื่อนมากยิ่งขึ้น

Translated text

I was not confident whether I have enough knowledge to
correct peers’ tasks, and I have a bit anxiety because peer
feedback was new to me, Importantly, the peer training helps
me understand about systematically using the peer checklists,
it made me relax and learn so quickly, dare to express my
ideas and give feedback and exchanging and sharing ideas to
my friends

Back-translated text

ดิฉันไม่ มั่นใจในตัวเองว่ามีความรู ้มากพอไหมที่จะตรวจงานเขียนให้เพื่อน มี
ความกังวลเครี ยดเพราะกิจกรรม peer เป็ นกิจกรรมที่ใหม่สาหรับดิฉัน และการ
ทาpeer training ช่วยให้ดิฉันมีความเข้าใจในการใช้checklist ที่เป็ นระบบ ทาให้
ดิฉันผ่ อนคลายเรียนรู้ได้ เร็ว กล้าพูดแสดงความคิดเห็นและให้feedback แก่เพื่อน
กล้าพูด กล้าแสดงความคิดเห็นและแลกเปลี่ยนเรี ยนรู ้กบั เพื่อนมากยิ่งขึ้น
การทากิจกรรมการตรวจงานเขียนโดยเพื่อนบ่อยๆทาให้หนูลดความกังวลในการ
ให้ comments และหนูมีความมั่นใจในการตรวจงานเขียน รู้สึกท้ าทายการตรวจ
งานเพื่อน สนุกกับการพูดคุยแลกเปลี่ยนกับเพื่อน

Student 4
Thai Original Text

Translated text

Conducting peer group activity regularly reduced my anxiety
in giving the comments to peers, and I have more confidence
to check peers’ tasks, and I felt challenging in evaluating
peers’ tasks. I enjoyed interacting to peers.
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Back-translated text

การทากิจกรรมการตรวจงานเขียนโดยเพื่อนบ่อยๆทาให้หนูลดความกังวลในการ
ให้ comments และหนูมีความมั่นใจในการตรวจงานเขียน รู้สึกท้ าทายในการ
ตรวจงานเขียนเพื่อน สนุกกับการพูดคุยแลกเปลี่ยนกับเพื่อน

3.After getting peer comments, how do you think about peer correction?
Keywords / Phrases
-Getting new knowledge
-Grammar improvement
- No trust /confidence in peer correction
Student 1
Thai Original Text

หนูไม่ ค่อยมั่นใจในการตรวจงานเขียนโดยเพื่อน หนูตอ้ งกลับมาเช็คคาตอบ
ใหม่หลังทา Peer feedback คาตอบของเพื่อนส่วนมากถูกต้อง แต่หนูตอ้ งเช็ค
ใหม่เพื่อความแน่ใจ งานเขียนหนูปรับปรุงทั้งในเรื่อง Grammar

Translated text

I was not confident in evaluating peers’ work, I had to
check my answers again after doing peer feedback.
However, my friends mostly edited my work correctly. I
have to check it for sure. My writing improved, especially
my grammar.

Back-translated text

หนูไม่ ค่อยมั่นใจในการตรวจงานเขียนโดยเพื่อน หนูตอ้ งกลับมาเช็คคาตอบ
ใหม่หลังทา Peer feedback ซึ่งคาตอบของเพื่อนส่วนมากถูกต้อง แต่หนูตอ้ งเช็ค
ใหม่เพื่อความแน่ใจ งานเขียนของหนูปรับปรุงโดยเฉพาะในเรื่ อง Grammar

Student 2
Thai Original Text

กระบวนการของการทา peer feedback ช่ วยให้ นักเรียนเกิดการเรี ยนรู้ มีการ
แลกเปลี่ยนความคิดเห็น เกิดความรู้ ใหม่ นาความคิดไปขยายเนื้อเรื่ อง หนู
สามารถพัฒนาแกรมม่าจากการใช้ checklist ซึ่งบางครั้งหนูยังขาดความมั่นใจ
ในการให้ฟีดแบคและการรับฟี ดแบคจากเพื่อน

Translated text

Peer feedback process helps students learn in the way of
exchanging ideas, expressing their thoughts to peers, and
students can bring their ideas in expanding the longer text. I
can develop my grammar from adopting the peer feedback
checklists, I was sometimes unconfident in providing and
receiving feedback from peers.
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Back-translated text

กระบวนการ peer feedback ช่ วยให้ นักเรียนเกิดการเรี ยนรู้ มีการแลกเปลี่ยน
ความคิดเห็น เกิดความรู้ ใหม่ นาความคิดไปขยายเนื้อเรื่ อง หนูสามารถพัฒนา
แกรมม่าจากการใช้ checklist บางครั้งหนูยังขาดความมั่นใจในการให้ฟีดแบค
และการรับฟี ดแบคจากเพื่อน

Student 3
Thai Original Text

กิจกรรมการตรวจงานเขียนโดยเพื่อนช่วยให้ดิฉนั ปรับปรุ งไวยากรณ์
ภาษาอังกฤษ เกิดความรู้ใหม่ ที่ได้จากการคุยแลกเปลีย่ นแสดงความ
คิดเห็น การทา peer feedback บ่อย ๆช่วยให้มนั่ ใจ กล้าคิด กล้า
แสดงออกและให้ comments แก่เพือ่ น

Translated text

Peer feedback helps me improve my English grammar, it
made me obtain new knowledge from exchanging the ideas.
Conducting peer feedback regularly made me have more
confidence, dare to express the ideas to offer the comments
to peers.

Back-translated text

กิจกรรมการตรวจงานเขียนโดยเพื่อนช่วยให้ดิฉนั ปรับปรุ งไวยากรณ์
ภาษาอังกฤษ เกิดความรู้ใหม่ จากการคุยแลกเปลี่ยนแสดงความคิดเห็น
การทา peer feedback บ่อย ๆช่วยให้เกิดความมัน่ ใจ กล้าคิด กล้า
แสดงออกและให้ comments แก่เพือ่ น
งานเขียนของหนูมีการพัฒนาทั้งในส่ วนของไวยากรณ์และความคิดใน
การขยายเนื้อความ หนูมีความมัน่ ใจในการตรวจงานเขียนโดยเพื่อนมาก
ขึ้น สนุกกับการพูดคุยแลกเปลี่ยนซึ่งกันและกันกับเพือ่ น

Student 4
Thai Original Text

Translated text

I improved my writing in both using grammar structure and
expanding the longer text, and I was more confident in
evaluating peers’ tasks. It made me enjoy exchanging and
sharing the ideas to one another.

Back-translated text

ในงานเขียนของหนู หนูมีการพัฒนาทั้งในส่ วนของไวยากรณ์และ
ความคิดในการขยายเนื้อความ หนูมีความมัน่ ใจมากขึ้นในการตรวจงาน
เขียนโดยเพือ่ น สนุกกับการพูดคุยแลกเปลีย่ นซึ่งกันและกันกับเพื่อน
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4.What were the benefits of peer feedback that students obtained in doing peer
feedback?
Keywords / Phrases
-Learning motivation
-Learning about the affective strategy in a group work
-Development of Critical thinking skills
-Enhancing Social skills
Student 1
Thai Original Text

กิจกรรมการตรวจงานเขียนโดยเพื่อน กระตุ้นการเรี ยนและมันพัฒนาทางด้าน
อารมณ์ในขณะทางานกลุ่ม พัฒนาความคิดวิเคราะห์ ส่ งเสริมทางด้ านสังคมใน
ระหว่างทางานกลุ่ม

Translated text

Peer feedback stimulated me in learning, and at the same
time it helped me develop my affective strategy during
working in group, enhancing their critical thinking ability
and in the duration of doing peer feedback it reinforced the
social interaction ability.

Back-translated text

กิจกรรมการตรวจงานเขียนโดยเพื่อนทาให้หนู กระตุ้นในการเรียนและพัฒนา
ทางด้ านอารมณ์ ในขณะทางานกลุ่ม นอกจากนี้กิจกรรมการตรวจงานเขียนโดย
เพื่อนยังพัฒนาทักษะความคิดวิเคราะห์ และส่ งเสริมทางทักษะด้ านสังคมใน
ระหว่างทางานกลุ่มอีกด้วย

Student 2
Thai Original Text

กิจกรรมการตรวจงานเขียนโดยเพื่อนพัฒนาทางด้ านอารมณ์ ในการ
ทางานกลุ่ม การแลกเปลี่ยนเรี ยนรู ้ทาให้เกิดการพัฒนาทักษะคิดละเอียดถี่
ถ้วน และยังส่งเสริ มทางด้านสังคมในการทางานกลุ่ม

Translated text

Peer feedback developed students’ affective strategy, and
exchanging the ideas made me develop critically think.
Moreover, it helped advocate the social skills through
working collaboratively.

Back-translated text

กิจกรรมการตรวจงานเขียนโดยเพื่อนพัฒนาทางด้ านอารมณ์ ในการ
ทางานกลุ่ม การแลกเปลี่ยนเรี ยนรู ้ทาให้เกิดการพัฒนาทักษะเชิงคิด
วิเคราะห์ นอกจากนี้ ยังส่ งเสริมทักษะทางด้ านสังคมผ่านการทางานระบบ
กลุ่ม
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Student 3
Thai Original Text

กิจกรรม peer activity กระตุน้ การเรี ยนการเขียนภาษาอังกฤษของหนู
discussion ช่ วยพัฒนาการคิดวิเคราะห์ เรี ยนรู้การควบคุมอารมณ์ เมื่อมีการ
โต้แย้งเกิดขึ้นในกลุ่ม

Translated text

Peer group activity helps stimulates me in studying English,
discussing between peer group members helps develop my
critical thinking skills and learnt how to control my feelings
when there was an argument happing in group feedback.

Back-translated text

กิจกรรม peer activity ช่วยกระตุน้ การเรี ยนการเขียนภาษาอังกฤษของหนู
discussion ช่ วยพัฒนาทักษะการคิดวิเคราะห์ และเรียนรู้ การควบคุมอารมณ์
เมื่อมีการโต้แย้งเกิดขึ้นในกลุ่ม

Student 4
Thai Original Text

หนูมีความเข้าใจในกระบวนการทา peer feedback ทาให้งานเขียนของ
หนูได้พฒั นาด้านgrammar อีกอย่าง peer feedback ช่วยส่งเสริ มการ
พัฒนาทักษะความคิดถี่ถ้วนและพัฒนาทางด้ านอารมณ์

Translated text

I understood about doing peer feedback process, it made me
develop my grammar, and importantly it helps enhancing
my critical thinking ability and social interaction skills.

Back-translated text

หนูมีความเข้าใจในกระบวนการทา peer feedback ทาให้งานเขียนของ
หนูมีการพัฒนาด้านgrammar ทีส่ าคัญ peer feedback ช่วยส่ งเสริ ม
การพัฒนาทักษะความคิดเชิงวิเคราะห์ และพัฒนาทักษะทางด้านอารมณ์

5.What were the drawbacks that students confronted in conducting peer feedback?
Keywords / Phrases
- Absence from class of a group member
-Time constraint
- Not enough knowledge to make an error correction
-Difficult to give honest feedback with a group member to whom they are not close

Student 1
Thai Original Text

เวลาในการทากิจกรรมงานเขียนค่อนข้ างจากัด บางครั้งกลัวว่าเพื่อนจะไม่ยอมรับ
ความคิดเห็นหรื อยอมรับการตรวจงานจากเรา
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Translated text

The time given was limited in conducting peer feedback, I
was sometimes afraid that my friends would not accept my
ideas or my editing.

Back-translated text

เวลาในการทากิจกรรมการตรวจงานเขียนโดยเพื่อนมีค่อนข้ างจากัด บางครั้งกลัว
ว่าเพื่อนจะไม่ ยอมรับความคิดเห็นหรือยอมรับการตรวจงานจากเรา

Student 2
Thai Original Text

เพื่อนในกลุ่มขาดเรียนครั้งนึง ทาให้เราทา peer activityไม่สมบูรณ์ ต้อง
นัดนอกเวลาเพื่อตรวจงานเขียนใหม่ เวลาในการทา peer feedback
ค่ อนข้ างจากัด

Translated text

One of the peer group members skipped class once time, so it
made us incompletely conducting peer feedback.
Importantly, we have to find extra time to evaluate peers’
tasks, and time was limited in doing peer group feedback.

Back-translated text

เพื่อนในกลุ่มขาดเรียนครั้งนึง ทาให้เราทา peer activityไม่สมบูรณ์
สาคัญต้องนัดนอกเวลาเพือ่ ตรวจงานเขียนใหม่ และเวลาในการทา peer
feedback ค่ อนข้ างจากัด

Student 3
Thai Original Text

หนูไม่ สนิทกับเพื่อนในกลุ่มตอนแรก เวลาให้ฟีดแบคตรงๆจึงยากสาหรับ
หนู ที่สาคัญหนูกลัวว่าหนูมีความรู้ไม่ เพียงพอและกลัวว่ าเพื่อนจะไม่
ยอมรับความคิดเห็นของหนู

Translated text

I was not close to my group members from the start, it was
had for me to provide direct feedback to them. Importantly, I
felt that I had enough knowledge and I was afraid that my
friends objected to my ideas

Back-translated text

หนูไม่ สนิทกับเพื่อนในกลุ่มในตอนแรก มันจึงยากสาหรับหนูที่จะให้ฟีด
แบคตรงๆ ทีส่ าคัญหนูกลัวว่าหนูมีความรู้ไม่ เพียงพอและกลัวว่ าเพื่อนจะไม่
ยอมรับความคิดเห็นของหนู
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Student 4
Thai Original Text

การขาดเรียนทาให้ ฉันต้ องนัดเวลาใหม่ ในการทากิจกรรม เกิดความยุ่งยาก เวลา
ในการทาฟี ดแบคในบางหัวข้ อต้ องใช้ เวลามากกว่ านี้ นอกจากนี้ความใกล้ชิด
ความสัมพันธ์ ของเพื่อนมีความสาคัญในการให้ฟีดแบค

Translated text

Absenteeism made me have to find time to do peer feedback,
it was complicated, and some topics needed more time in
providing and receiving feedback. Moreover, the relationship
of peer group members was crucial to do peer group
feedback.

Back-translated text

การขาดเรียนทาให้ ฉันต้ องนัดเวลาใหม่ ในการทากิจกรรมการตรวจงานเขียนโดย
เพื่อน มันเกิดความยุ่งยาก และเวลาในการทาฟี ดแบคในบางหัวข้ อต้ องใช้ เวลา
มากกว่ านี้ นอกจากนี้ความใกล้ ชิดความสัมพันธ์ สมาชิ กในกลุ่มมีความสาคัญใน
การให้ฟีดแบค

6.In a peer group activity, does it help you develop social interactive skills? and
How?
Keywords / Phrases
- Supporting collaborative leaning with working in group
- Learning about how to control their emotion in a group work
- Development of language use when responding to peers
- Realizing of individuals difference in English writing ability
Student 1
Thai Original Text
Translated text

กิจกรรม peer feedback เพิ่มทักษะทางด้ านสังคมในการทางานกลุ่ม มีการช่วยเหลือ
ซึ่งกันและกัน เรียนรู้การควบคุมอารมณ์ตนเองและเข้าใจความแตกต่างของแต่ละ
บุคคลในความสามารถทางภาษาอังกฤษ
Peer feedback increased my social skills through working as
a group, we helped one another and learnt how to control
ourselves, and this made me understood individuals’ English
proficiency differences

Back-translated text

กิจกรรม peer feedback เพิ่มทักษะทางด้ านสังคมในการทางานกลุ่ม พวกเรา
ช่วยเหลือซึ่งกันและกัน เรียนรู้การควบคุมอารมณ์ ตนเองและเข้ าใจความแตกต่ าง
ของแต่ ละบุคคลในความสามารถทางภาษาอังกฤษ

Student 2
Thai Original Text

Peer feedback ให้ประสบการณ์ที่มีค่าในการเรี ยนรู ้ มันได้ ส่งเสริมการพัฒนา
ทางด้ านสังคม การแลกเปลี่ยนความคิดเห็นพัฒนาการใช้ ภาษาในการสื่ อสาร
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นอกจากนี้ ทาให้ฉันเรียนรู้การควบคุมอารมณ์ ที่เหมาะสมในระหว่างการทางาน
กลุ่ม
Translated text

Peer feedback provides the worthy experiences in learning. It
reinforced the social interaction skills in the way of
exchanging the ideas, communicating to others. Besides, it
mad me learn to suitably control my feelings during working
in a group.

Back-translated text

Peer feedback ให้ประสบการณ์ที่มีค่าในการเรี ยนรู ้ ส่ งเสริมการพัฒนาทางด้ าน
สังคม การแลกเปลี่ยนความคิดเห็นพัฒนาการใช้ ภาษาในการสื่ อสาร นอกจากนี้
ทาให้ฉันเรียนรู้การควบคุมอารมณ์ ตนเองในระหว่างการทางานกลุ่มได้อย่าง
เหมาะสม

Student 3
Thai Original Text

กิจกรรมการตรวจงานเขียนโดยเพื่อนให้ประสบการณ์ที่มีคุณค่าในการ
แลกเปลี่ยนความคิดเห็นซึ่งกันและกัน ส่งเสริ มการพัฒนาทางความคิดที่ละเอียด
รอบคอบและทางด้ านสังคม ทั้งนี้ ยังเสริ มการเรี ยนรู ้การควบคุมอารมณ์ตนเองที่
เหมาะสมในระหว่างการทา peer activity

Translated text

Peer feedback provides the valuable experience in
exchanging the ideas to one another, it enhanced the thinking
ability and social skills. Moreover, it also made me learn how
to properly negotiate to peers during doing peer feedback

Back-translated text

กิจกรรมการตรวจงานเขียนโดยเพื่อนให้ประสบการณ์ที่มีคุณค่าในการ
แลกเปลี่ยนความคิดเห็นซึ่งกันและกัน ส่งเสริ มการพัฒนาทักษะทางความคิดและ
ทางด้ านสังคม ทั้งนี้ ยังเสริ มทักษะการเรี ยนรู ้การควบคุมอารมณ์ตนเองที่
เหมาะสมในระหว่างการทา peer activity

Student 4
Thai Original Text

กิจกรรมการตรวจงานเขียนโดยเพื่อน ได้เพิ่มทักษะทางด้ านสังคมในการทางาน
กลุ่ม พัฒนาทักษะการสื่อสารการใช้ ภาษาในการให้และการรับฟี ดแบค มันทาให้
หนูเรียนรู้ การควบคุมอารมณ์ ตนเองและทาให้หนูเข้ าใจความแตกต่ างของแต่ ละ
บุคคลในความสามารถทางภาษาอังกฤษเพื่อที่จะทาให้การทางานได้ดว้ ยดี

Translated text

Peer feedback increased the social skills and develop the
skills of communication in giving and receiving feedback.
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Besides, it taught me to learn how to control my feelings and
realized of the individuals’ English proficiency differences in
order to smoothly maintain the group cohesion.
Back-translated text

กิจกรรมการตรวจงานเขียนโดยเพื่อน เพิ่มทักษะทางด้ านสังคมในการทางาน
กลุ่ม พัฒนาทักษะการสื่อสารการใช้ ภาษาในการให้และการรับฟี ดแบค เรี ยนรู ้
การควบคุมอารมณ์ ตนเองและทาให้หนูเข้ าใจความแตกต่ างของแต่ ละบุคคลใน
ความสามารถทางภาษาอังกฤษเพื่อที่จะทาให้การทางานกลุ่มดาเนินไปได้ดว้ ยดี
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