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Used in a variety of higher education contexts, writing peer feedback has been shown to
benefit students. However, many previous studies have not focused on training students
to give feedback, and an exploration of different fields of peer feedback scholarship is
lacking. This novel study compared two methods of training for written peer feedback,
one based on the scholarship of peer revision and the other based on writing center peer
tutoring. A mixed-methods pre-essay to post-essay procedure was employed to identify
the benefits of receiving training and providing feedback on the feedback provider’s writ-
ing performance and process. Concurrent think-aloud protocols and post-interviews were
used to triangulate data on writing processes. Results show that neither peer feedback
training significantly improved the participants’ writing performance. However, both types
of training led to perceived improvements in writing and self-revision processes, with Peer
Revision participants reporting awareness of style and Peer Tutoring participants reporting
awareness of argument and structure. Both groups also reported experiencing increased
awareness of audience/reader perspective. This study exhibits that mixed-methodological
approaches expand ways of studying learning through both the writing process and the
writing product.

INTRODUCTION

riting peer feedback (also known
as peer review, peer revision, peer
evaluation, or peer response) is
used in a variety of higher education contexts:
as an instructional method in the classroom,
between a tutor and tutee in a writing center,
or even among roommates in a dorm. As a
supplement to feedback from instructors, peer
feedback promotes collaboration. Each student
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engages in two roles when providing and re-
ceiving feedback: the writer and the reviewer
(Cho and MacArthur).

Previous studies have highlighted the ben-
efits of peer feedback (Astrid et al.; Mangels-
dorf; Settiawan); however, previous research
has revealed that writers tend not to incorpo-
rate peer feedback into their work, likely due
to students’ ineffective and vague feedback
(Mangelsdorf and Schlumberger; Tsui and Ng;
Yu et al.). Consequently, in both first (L1) and



second/foreign (L2) language fields, studies
have shifted their focus to peer feedback train-
ing (Chen; Hanjani; Min “Training Students”;
Zhu). These studies center on the quality of
feedback and the recipient’s subsequent perfor-
mance but do not consider how feedback train-
ing may affect the writing performance of the
students providing feedback. In addition, pre-
vious studies have focused on the product of
such feedback and not on the process, namely,
how students may process peer feedback les-
sons while writing.

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

Theoretical insights into how writers revise
their work can explain the skills and pro-
cesses being practiced during peer revision.
According to Linda Flower and colleagues, the
review process includes two main components:
evaluation and revision. Evaluation refers to
the ability to read for comprehension and de-
termine if the text meets certain criteria, and
revision refers to the act of either rewriting a
section of text or changing it to meet the crite-
ria. The revising model can be further broken
down into detecting problems in texts, diag-
nosing those problems, and selecting a strategy
to resolve them. However, not every writer has
the capacity to execute these steps successfully.
Two underlying key variables, knowledge and
intention, affect the expert performance of re-
vision. A writer must first possess knowledge,
which is defined as an understanding of diag-
nostic problem representation and the strate-
gies to resolve those problems. That knowledge
must then be applied to a text with intention,
which is the ability to activate knowledge, for

the writer to meet their goal, such as choosing
the best revision strategy.

The outcome of this revision model dif-
fered based on the expertise of the writer. Ex-
pert writers were able to diagnose 74% of their
detected problems, while inexperienced writers
could diagnose only 41% (Hayes et al.). Ad-
ditionally, novice writers were more likely to
make surface-level revisions than revisions
that alter meaning. As seen from other studies,
many students have trouble detecting, diagnos-
ing, and resolving problems in their own work,
but they are more likely to be able to detect
problems in a peer’s work (Bartlett; Cho and
Cho). Peer review, especially with the addition
of training, permits the reviewer to learn and
engage with the elements of revision using an-
other writer’s work before their own. This pro-
cess facilitates the reviewer’s ability to evaluate
texts and find solutions to problems, which
contributes to building “active usable knowl-
edge” to apply to their own writing (Flower et

al. 19).

EMPIRICAL STUDIES ON
PEER FEEDBACK

Previous studies on peer feedback have made
direct comparisons between the benefits of giv-
ing and receiving feedback. Kristi Lundstrom
and Wendy Baker found that givers of feed-
back improved more on their writing than
receivers over the course of a semester, espe-
cially at the beginner level of L2 writing. Bart
Huisman and colleagues, however, found that
providing and receiving feedback led to similar
improvements from a first draft to a final draft
in L1 writing performance. The discrepancy
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between their results could be attributed to
different contexts in terms of L1 vs. L2 learn-
ing and the training interventions. The partic-
ipants in Lundstrom and Baker’s study gave
and received feedback using the same sample
essays, whereas the participants in Huisman
et al’s study gave and received feedback for
an authentic graded writing assignment. The
sample essays allowed Lundstrom and Baker to
control for differences in the participants’ writ-
ing, but, as Huisman and colleagues point out,
might have diminished the “receiving” group’s
perceived relevance to their own writing.

A few studies have found benefits of pro-
viding peer feedback, both in terms of per-
formance and students’ perceptions of their
improvement. The results of Kwangsu Cho
and Charles MacArthur support the learn-
ing-by-review hypothesis since students who
reviewed three example papers (reviewing con-
dition) significantly outperformed students
who only read the example papers (reading
condition) and students who read papers with
topics unrelated to the subsequent writing as-
signment (control condition). This study em-
ployed rubric-based training and highlighted
essay performance instead of writing processes.

In contrast, other studies investigated stu-
dents’ attitudes towards giving and receiving
peer feedback, specifically their perceptions of
learning benefits and their writing processes.
David Nicol and colleagues found that peer
feedback had a positive effect on students (n
= 64): 55% reported that giving and receiving
feedback helped them learn, 27% reported that
only receiving helped them learn, and 11% re-
ported that only giving helped them learn.
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Even though this study intended to analyze the
learning processes of participants, qualitative
data was collected in the forms of post-surveys
and post-interviews of focus groups, relying on
recall rather than concurrent data elicitation.
Additionally, a lack of a peer feedback training
intervention may account for the lower per-
centages of students who learned from giving
compared to receiving.

RATIONALE FOR PRESENT STUDY

The present study intended to fill numerous
gaps in the peer feedback research. First, the
present study emphasizes the importance of
training students to give peer feedback. In
addition, a comparison of traditional “peer
revision” training versus a type of training
atypical to written feedback, such as writing
center training, is warranted. Writing center
peer tutoring scholarship was considered for
this study due to its emphasis on the feedback
giver acting as a stand-in audience, its prioriti-
zation of global issues, and additional theory
and strategies described in the section “Design
of Independent Variable.” These elements are
central to tutoring given its face-to-face nature
and limited time frame (Bickford; Fitzgerald
and lanetta). Audience perspective (Traxler
and Gernsbacher) and a focus on global issues
(Lundstrom and Baker) have proven to be cen-
tral to written peer feedback, so exploring this
field’s potential advantages may be valuable for
cultivating effective training methods.

The limited previous research on peer
feedback givers has concentrated on either
performance (measured quantitatively) or
students’ perceptions of learning (measured



qualitatively). However, many studies did not
focus on how giving feedback may affect a stu-
dent’s writing process, and if they did focus on
processes (Nicol et al.), the data was not con-
current, and students described modifications
to an essay they had already drafted. This de-
sign does not consider that self-evaluations
and self-revisions may occur at any stage of
the writing process, not only after a full draft
has been written. Additionally, the number
of “well-controlled, quantitative studies” in
peer feedback research is lacking, according to
a meta-analysis of the field by Huisman and
colleagues. To address both issues, the present
study adopted a mixed-methods approach: a
statistical analysis of the change in scores from
a pre-essay to post-essay instead of a rough-
draft to final-draft procedure, in addition to
think-aloud protocols and post-interviews.

The current study, then, aimed to identify
the benefits of receiving training and provid-
ing feedback on the feedback provider’s own
writing performance and writing process. It
employed an empirical design that compared
peer revision training with peer tutoring train-
ing. Both areas of scholarship were applied to
two different online training sessions for writ-
ten peer feedback.

Two primary research questions guided the
present study:

1. How do types of peer feedback training
(revision vs. tutoring) affect the over-
all writing performance of the feed-

back provider?

2. How do types of peer feedback training
(revision vs. tutoring) affect the writing
processes of the feedback provider?

METHODOLOGY
PARTICIPANTS

Participants were 22 undergraduate students
enrolled in higher-education institutions. All
participants signed a consent form (IRB ap-
proved) and completed every stage of the study.
Participation in the study was voluntary and
conducted separately from the participants’
coursework. Four participants (18%) were ris-
ing second-year students, 16 (73%) were rising
third-years, and two (9%) were rising fourth-
years. Of these 22 participants, 11 (50%) were
male and 11 (50%) were female. All partici-
pants considered English their strongest lan-
guage, and the mean of their self-rated writing
ability out of 10 was seven (SD = 1.60).

DESIGN OF INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE (TYPE OF TRAINING):
PEER REVISION TRAINING VS.
PEER TUTORING TRAINING

Training Procedure. The Peer Revision Group
and Peer Tutoring Group went through the
same procedure during their respective online
training sessions. Participants first watched a
video in which they were taught how to give
feedback. While watching the video, they
paused at certain points to practice giving
feedback to the video’s writing samples on an
assessment form. The instructor in the video
then demonstrated how she would provide
feedback. The participants submitted their
forms at the end.

Immediately after, participants watched an
observation video, which consisted of an ex-
perienced tutor and revisor providing written
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peer feedback on an essay in the same genre
as the participants’ pre- and post-essays. The
experienced tutor and revisor used each train-
ing’s corresponding method of feedback. Par-
ticipants then received a document with a
guideline and main takeaways from the train-
ing. The Peer Revision guideline was modi-
fied from Min’s “The Effects of Trained Peer
Review on EFL Students’ Revision Types and
Writing Quality,” and the researcher com-
posed the Peer Tutoring guideline. Finally,
participants provided written peer feedback to
an essay in the same genre as the experiment’s
pre- and post-essays. The video portions of
both trainings lasted approximately 45 min-
utes. Participants spent between an hour to an
hour and a half completing the training, in-
cluding practicing and providing feedback.

Peer Revision Training vs. Peer Tutoring Training.
The Peer Revision training was based on five
elements of feedback: (1) clarifying writers’
intentions, (2) identifying the source of prob-
lems, (3) explaining the nature of problems, (4)
evaluating the problems, and (5) making spe-
cific suggestions (“Giving Helpful Feedback™;
Min, “The Effects” ), along with advice from
Straub’s “Responding-Really Responding-to
Other Students” Writing.” The Peer Tutoring
training was designed using strategies adapt-
ed from Fitzgerald and Ianetta’s writing center
training handbook and Bickford’s disserta-
tion on tutor training pedagogy from writing
center training texts. These strategies include
scaffolding, finding patterns of error, prioritiz-
ing higher-order issues, and point-predicting,.
Additionally, the training’s content was de-
rived from ten reflections written by writing
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center tutors at the researcher’s institution,
which explained their tutoring methods, such
as reverse outlining and articulating meta-dis-
course. While the two trainings had overlap-
ping content, Peer Revision centered on spe-
cific steps to giving peer feedback paragraph
by paragraph, whereas Peer Tutoring centered
on broader strategies to examine writing pieces
holistically.

Writing Materials. Participants were instructed
to write two op-eds, an essay that expresses the
opinion of an author, for submission to their
university’s newspaper. Even though Prompt
A differed from Prompt B, both related to
university academic policies that affect all stu-
dents. Both prompts were supplemented with
a model op-ed on a related academic policy
written for the same audience and with two
informative sources on the prompt’s topic. The
instructions discouraged outside research aside
from the provided sources to control for differ-
ences in research methods.

PROCEDURE

Participants were emailed a pre-experiment
questionnaire that gathered general demo-
graphic background. Participants were ran-
domly assigned to either the Peer Revision
Group or the Peer Tutoring Group. Half of
the participants of each experimental group
received Prompt A first and the other half re-
ceived Prompt B first, in order to minimize
the potential effects of the order of prompts on
the results.

After scheduling a pre-essay session, par-
ticipants received their first prompt and the



procedure on how to think-aloud 10 minutes
prior to the session. At the beginning of the
session, they practiced thinking-aloud while
completing a math problem. They were then
instructed to type a two-page, double-spaced
essay at their own pace based on the prompt
while thinking-aloud. Their think-alouds were
recorded through Zoom.

Within the next week, each participant
went through a training session for their re-
spective training group, then provided written
feedback to a sample op-ed, which was written
for an authentic writing assignment in a first-
year composition class. Within a week of the
training, participants wrote the post-essay for
the prompt that they did not receive for the
pre-essay. The guidelines, think-aloud proce-
dure, and recording method were the same
as the pre-essay. After their post-essays, they
were interviewed about their experiences in
the study and their perceptions of their writing
processes.

SCORING AND ANALYSIS

The pre- and post-essays were scored by two
writing faculty members on a scale of 1 (low-
est) to 10 (highest). The essays were graded
on three criteria: argument, structure, and
style, and the overall score was averaged from
the three criteria scores. Then, the two scores
from the two professors were averaged to get
the scores reported below. The scorers used
the same rubric (see appendix A) and were not
aware of who authored the op-eds or which
essays were pre- and post-essays, since all 44
essays were presented in a random order.

The interviews were coded for affirmative
and negative responses to polar questions re-
garding the participants’ experiences with peer
feedback. The interviews provided insight into
the participants’ self-perceptions of changes
in their writing processes due to the training.
The interview questions can be found in ap-
pendix B.

The think-alouds were coded for self-evalu-
ations and self-revisions, the two main steps of
the review process (Flower et al.). Only the par-
ticipants’ self-feedback concerning higher-or-
der concerns (HOC)! were coded, rather than
lower-order concerns (LOC)2. This distinction
was made because self-revisions of LOCs such
as word choice, spelling, and punctuation were
common throughout all of the think-alouds,
and these prescriptive language rules were not
relevant to how the participants were taught to
give feedback in the two training sessions. The
think-alouds were coded by the author, then
another experienced researcher coded four of
the think-alouds (10%). Inter-coder agreement
was 95%. The think-alouds were analyzed to
measure participants’ “active usable knowl-
edge” necessary for self-revisions (Flower et
al. 19). The think-alouds were also coded for
references to audience perspective, another

1. “Central to the meaning and communication of

the piece ... matters of thesis and focus, develop-
ment, structure and organization, and voice” as well
as awareness of patterns of personal writing con-

cerns (McAndrew and Reigstad 42).

2. “Matters related to surface appearances, correct-
ness, and standard rules of written English” (McAn-
drew and Reigstad 56).
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potential benefit of providing peer feedback
(Cho and MacArthur).

To address Research Question 1, the raw
scores obtained on the pre-essays and the
post-essays were submitted to a 2 x 2 repeat-
ed-measures two-way ANOVA, in which Type
of peer feedback (revision vs. tutoring) was
entered as the between-subjects factor while
Time (pre-test vs. post-test) was entered as the
within-subjects factor. The ANOVA test thus
measured if the difference between the pre-es-
say and post-essay scores held statistical signif-
icance based on the independent variables (the
types of peer feedback training) and the two
time points of essay writing. To address Re-
search Question 2, the coded interviews and
think-alouds were quantified as proportions.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

EFFECTS OF TYPE OF PEER
FEEDBACK TRAINING ON
WRITING PERFORMANCE

Research Question 1 addressed whether Type
of peer feedback training (revision vs. tutoring)
affected the writing performance of the feed-
back provider. Statistical analysis revealed no
significant main effect for type of peer feed-
back Training (= 0.06, p = .815) or Time (F =
0.02, p = .91) and no significant interaction (¥
=2.08, p = .165) (see table 2). In other words,
both experimental groups performed similar-
ly from pre-essay to post-essay, and neither
group improved significantly overall. Similar
non-significant results (p > .05) were found for
the rubric subsets (argument, structure, and
style) (see table 1).
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Although no significant difference was
found, the Peer Revision Group showed a
slight improvement, while the Peer Tutor-
ing Group showed a slight decrease in over-
all scores. This difference was likely due to
the small sample size, in which one or two
scores drastically impacted the overall group
performances. In particular, one participant
in the Peer Revision Group had an exception-
al increase in their score (pre-essay 6.08/10,
post-essay 9.67/10, overall increase of 3.58).
In contrast, one participant in the Peer Tutor-
ing Group had a large decrease in their score
(pre-essay 9.50/10, post-essay 7.00/10, overall
decrease of 2.50). Since neither group scored
significantly better or worse in the post-essay,
these scores do not impact the overall results,
but individual differences due to the small
number of participants should be taken into
account nonetheless.

The lack of improvement in performance
in this study differs from previous studies. In
Huisman and colleague’s work and in Lund-
strom and Baker’s study, the experimental pro-
cedures were incorporated into courses using
authentic writing assignments. Even though
authentic graded writing assignments provide
students with the motivation to work for a
grade and represent real classroom dynamics,
factors other than peer feedback could have
contributed to the gains in writing ability in
these quasi-experimental studies. The pres-
ent study, on the other hand, was conducted
when students were not receiving outside En-
glish writing instruction. In turn, the lack of
an authentic writing assignment in the present
study could have affected the participants’ mo-
tivation to write to the best of their ability. The



Table 1

Pre- and Post-essay Performances by Training Group

Training Group Rubric Criterion Pre-Essay Post-Essay Performance Change P-Value
Standard Standard Standard
Mean | Deviation | Mean | Deviation|Mean | Deviation

Turoring (N =11\ ) 737|  132] 7| 123] -037 109 0.14

Argument 7.68 1.28| 7.34 1.3| -0.36 0.94 0.11

Structure 7.34 1.32] 7.04 1.21| -0.29 1.34 0.24

Style 7.09 1.48| 6.64 1.32| -0.45 1.2 0.12

Revision N =11 |7ippal 709  119] 7.53|  1.23| 0.44 151 0.17

Argument 7.2 1.35| 7.77 1.3 057 1.48) 0.12

Structure 7.06 1.17| 7.59 1.21| 0.52 1.69 0.16

Style 7 1.19] 7.23 1.321 0.22 1.58 0.32

;f;)‘al Group (N = 1y 723|123 726] 152 0.03 135 045

Argument 7.44 1.31] 7.55 1.61 0.1 1.3 0.36

Structure 7.2 1.22] 7.31 1.58| 0.11 1.55 0.37

Style 7.05 1.31] 6.93 1.48| -0.11 1.42 0.36

Table 2
ANOVA for Type of Peer Feedback Training by Time

Source Sum-of-Squares (SS) | Degrees of Freedom (df) | Mean Square (MS) | F Ratio | Sig. (p) | Observed Power
Group (G) 0.172 1 0.1721 0.056 | 0.815 0.056
Time (T) 0.013 1 0.013 | 0.015| 0.905 0.52
TxC 1.807 1 1.807 | 2.076 | 0.165 0.279
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researcher attempted to incentivize effort by
entering all of the participants’ essays into a
writing contest with three prizes, but that in-
centive may not replicate the same motive as a
class grade.

The present study attempted to look at
learner gains, but participants in both exper-
imental groups scored relatively high on their
pre-essays (M = 7.23), leaving little room for
improvement. A larger sample size or a more
difficult task may have presented participants
with more of an opportunity to learn from the
two trainings and improve their writing,

EFFECTS OF PEER FEEDBACK
TRAINING ON WRITING
PROCESSES AND AWARENESS
OF WRITING PROCESSES

Even though participants did not improve their
writing performance, their concurrent and ret-
rospective reports (think-alouds and post-inter-
views) provide invaluable insights into how peer
feedback training may affect writing processes.
While the think-alouds revealed the partici-
pants’ composing processes, aligning this con-
current data with the interviews allowed for a
richer and more precise analysis of how exactly
their composing processes changed, along with
whether participants perceived this change as
an improvement (Abdel Latif). Beyond the ex-
amples analyzed in this discussion, additional
think-aloud and interview data can be found
in Appendix C.

Retrospective verbal reports were collect-
ed to determine the participants’ perceptions
of the effects of the peer feedback trainings.
The participants were asked about their typical
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writing experiences and processes and then
were asked to compare their writing process-
es employed between the pre-essay and the
post-essay. When asked, “Did the training
change anything about your writing process
in Essay 22, 20/22 participants (90.90%) re-
sponded that the training did affect their writ-
ing process. The two participants who did
not perceive any effects from the training ex-
plained that they did not recognize the appli-
cation of peer-feedback to self-feedback. The
participants elaborated on how their writing
processes changed, and those responses were
coded as changes in argument, structure, style,
and audience perspective.

The difference between these groups, par-
ticularly Peer Tutoring’s low percentage of re-
sponses for style (0%) and the gap between the
groups’ argument and structure (Peer Tutoring
60% and 70%; Peer Revision 20% and 30%,
respectively) could be explained by the foci of
the two types of trainings. The Peer Tutoring
Training made an explicit distinction between
HOC:s and LOC:s, included strategies particu-
lar to structure (reverse outlining), and had an
emphasis on a macro-analysis of holistic pieces
of writing. All of these qualities apply more to
HOC:s of argument and structure. However,
the Peer Tutoring Training may have de-em-
phasized focusing on a writer’s style while
giving feedback, attributing many elements
of writing style to LOCs. The Peer Revision
Training, on the other hand, dedicated a sec-
tion to style and did not emphasize a hierarchy
of peer feedback concerns. The proportions of
the interview responses ultimately align with
the content of each type of training.



Table 3

Distribution of Affirmative Responses to “Did the Training Change Anything about Your Writing

Process in Essay 2?” by Training

Training Group Aspect of Writing |Number (Percentage) of
Affected Participants' Responses
Tutoring (N = 10) Argument 6 (60%)
Structure 7 (70%)
Style 0 (0%)
Audience
Perspective 5 (50%)
Revision (N =10) | 5 roument 2 (20%)
Structure 3 (30%)
Style 5 (50%)
Audience
Perspective 7 (70%)
Total Group (N = 20) Argument 8 (40%)
Structure 10 (50%)
Style 5 (25%)
Audience
Perspective 11 (55%)

Providing peer feedback allows students to
practice detecting problems in a text, diagnos-
ing problems, and selecting a strategy to im-
prove problems (Flower et al.). Both trainings
highlighted issues of writing in terms of argu-
ment, structure, and style. Even without the
interviewer naming these elements, the large
majority of participants (20/22) explained that

the training helped them build awareness in
at least one of these elements for their own
writing process, particularly for argument and
structure. The following example from Partici-
pant 17 shows how the post-essay think-alouds
reflect the changes that the participant high-
lighted in her interview:
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P17 [Peer Tutoring]

Interview: I found myself at times like
I would notice I was making, like, re-
ally generalized statements for some
of them. And then I was like, oh, that
doesn’t make sense. You have to have the
evidence. I remember that from like the
[observation] video, was in my mind. So
I went and corrected that to make things
as concise as possible.

Post-Essay Think-Aloud: What am
I saying, what? Um, I think I need to
work on that sentence a little tiny bit.
“Despite  encouragement from the
school to participate in international ex-
perience.” Maybe we can expand upon
that a lictle bit.

This participant remembered from the ob-
servation video in the peer feedback training
that writers should connect “generalized state-
ments” to evidence in order to have a strong ar-
gument and concise writing. In her post-essay
think-aloud, she points out broad statements in
her essay and makes an evaluation of them. In
the think-aloud, she recalibrates her writing by
questioning, “what am I saying?,” then comes
up with a revision to expand on her point. The
observation video thus provided a model for
how to identify and revise broad claims with
specific evidence, which she could apply to her
own writing.

Participant 4 similarly became more aware
of areas of revision, particularly concerning his
essay’s organization:
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P4 [PEER REVISION]

Interview: So in Essay 2, I think the
main difference is I became more aware
of what is like necessary for op-ed writ-
ing and for just good writing in general,
like making things cohesive and having
a logical flow, lots of the things that we
like used in the training session because
I felt like I should since I went to that
training session. Um, and it was more
so of I think making something flow
better rather than a change in the writ-
ing process because I still just like wrote
a bunch, but then I think I connected
them better.

Post-Essay Think-Aloud: I had this
sentence where I talked about—I felt
like two of my paragraphs were disjoint-
ed. So when I was talking about...and
then immediately after I just jumped
into the advantages of AP’s are uncer-
tain. But I didn’t address it all that um
[universities] should do away with the
credit. So I just add a sentence about
that like right after or in between.

Post-Essay Think-Aloud: Oh I might
just move, because it is a different idea
of how skipping classes through credits
makes you unable to explore different
fields, and, that—make that a complete-
ly different section, just like completely
move it.



Participant 4 identified the main improve-
ments in his writing as cohesion and flow—ba-
sically his ability to connect ideas. In his think-
alouds, he explains changes he makes to his
structure both within and among paragraphs.
In the first think-aloud example, he evaluates
the relationship between two of his paragraphs
as “disjointed,” then revises the issue by add-
ing a transition sentence between the two para-
graphs, which also connects back to his thesis.
The second example reveals that he moved a
section of one paragraph to make “a complete-
ly different section,” which is a revision of the
essay’s structure. As Participant 4 described, he
transferred lessons from the training session to
revise for a more cohesive argument.

However, the present study sought to in-
vestigate how peer feedback training may af-
fect participants’ writing processes, which may
extend beyond the revision stage. The think-
aloud data revealed that more participants in
the Peer Revision Group made self-evaluations
or self-revisions during the post-essay. How-
ever, the interview data, which was coded for
any changes in writing processes, suggested
that the Peer Tutoring Training affected how
participants approached their writing, rather
than just how they revised their writing. Par-
ticipants described changes that affected their
pre-writing stage (brainstorming and outlin-
ing), writing stage, and even the addition of a
revision stage that was not typical of their pre-
vious writing processes. This distinction likely
occurred because the Peer Revision Training
centered on a step-by-step process for revision,
while the Peer Tutoring Training presented
broader strategies (e.g., scaffolding and reverse

outlining) that could be applied to multiple
stages of the writing process. The Peer Tutor-
ing Training also described ways to holistical-
ly view a peer’s writing, which may have in-
fluenced how someone brainstorms or writes
more than the Peer Revision instruction that
focused on isolated issues. Specifically, partic-
ipants in the Peer Tutoring Group employed
the common revision strategy of reverse out-
lining in their post-essays, as demonstrated by
Participant 21:

P21 [PEER TUTORING]

I thought more about the structure of
what I was writing as I was writing it
because I wasn’t using an outline, that
might have also been part of it. But I
was definitely more aware, like at the
end, I like reverse outlined in my head.
I didn’t want to add a bunch of com-
ments to the document; I felt like that
wasn't gonna be helpful for you, but I
did in my head go like this paragraph
does not make sense here because that’s
not what that paragraph is supposed to
be about logically.

However, some participants in the Peer
Revision also changed their writing process,
although less frequently than the Peer Tu-
toring Group. The following interview quote
represents Participant 7’s change in his writ-
ing processes:
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P7 [PEER REVISION]

But with this one I felt like I really got
better really because like I actually took
my time actually breaking it down and
coming up with like reasons of why, of
what to write about the prompt, and this
time it made it so much easier for me
to like brainstorm really, ‘cause I knew
exactly what I was going to write, so as
it came for each paragraph, I knew what
to write and I knew how to break it out,
how to talk about it, like what not to do
and what to do really.

Participant 7 added a more intensive brain-
storming phase than he previously enacted
in his pre-essay. This brainstorming process
helped him break down his argument and,
according to him, discuss the topic more
effectively. Indeed, in the pre-essay session,
Participant 7 began writing the essay immedi-
ately after coming up with an argumentative
position, and his final pre-essay consisted of
one long paragraph. His post-essay consisted
of multiple paragraphs, which perhaps reflects
his new brainstorming process that helped
him organize his ideas. The peer feedback
trainings not only helped many participants
improve their revision processes, but also
raised their awareness of the different steps of
the writing process more generally.
Furthermore, for both groups together,
55% of the affirmative-responding participants
indicated that they were able to have more of
an audience or reader perspective when scruti-
nizing their work. This perceived shift in per-
spective mirrors the conclusions of previous
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studies, such as that of Cho and MacArthur.
Providing peer feedback puts students in the
position to detect, diagnose, and provide solu-
tions to someone else, which then causes them
to consider how an outside perspective may
evaluate their writing. Many participants who
acknowledged more audience awareness in
their interviews also used this strategy during
their writing processes in the post-essay, exem-
plified by Participant 19 below:

P19 [PEER REVISION]

Interview: I was thinking about what
we watched in the videos, so like...is it
unclear even what my main point is too
far into the piece? Yeah, just really being
like, does this point even make sense? I
think generally I would write a rough
draft or I write an outline and then it
would be like, in my mind this makes
sense, and I assume that people know.
But then after doing that edit and being
like “unclear unclear unclear” for the
draft that you sent, I was like, that can’t
be me. I was thinking, as I was going
through, I was like, okay, let me not just
guess that people are going to assume
what they are—let me not assume that
people will take away what I hope they
will and just make it very clear.

Post-Essay Think-Aloud: I'm looking
back and reading, so I know, I want
this to flow well, so I would not have
had “with people in my day to day life”
because I just kind of assume that the



reader would know what I'm talking
about, but if I need to make that a com-
plete statement or sentence. I want to say
that although the US has a lot of...Nope,
this is my counter. That’s what I wanted
to say. Oh, huge. I want this to be clear,
so I can show that the students, or the
purpose of the students taking foreign
language classes.

In her interview, Participant 19 said that clar-
ity was the primary lesson she took away from
the training. She describes how she remem-
bered both the observation video and the essay
draft that she provided feedback to while writ-
ing her post-essay. Once she provided feedback
about clarity to another essay, she realized that
her writing may also consist of misalignments
between her intention for meaning and the
meaning understood by a reader. She reflected
her understanding of audience in her post-es-
say think-aloud, as she acknowledged her ten-
dency to “just kind of assume that the reader
would know what I'm talking about.” Due to
her increased awareness of audience, she was
able to rework a part of her writing that would
potentially be unclear. Participant 19, along
with many other participants, demonstrated
the ability to reflect on audience perspective in
their post-essays.

When looking at the qualitative and quan-
titative data together, there seems to be a dis-
junction between the participants’ perceived
improvements to their writing processes and
their actual writing performances. This dis-
crepancy could be interpreted using the two
underlying variables of expert peer revision:
knowledge (the possession of an understanding

of identifying, diagnosing, and resolving prob-
lems) and intention (the ability to apply this
knowledge to meet a writer’s goal) (Flower et
al.). Itis possible that the intentions and goals of
the writer differed from those of the instructor,
or in this case, the scorers. The qualitative data
portrays an increase of knowledge in the vast
majority of participants, but, in general, the
essay scores suggest that the participants may
not have gained expertise in revision intention,
at least not for the same intention as the scor-
ers in this study’s task. Since knowledge is the
initial step for expert self-revision, the gains in
knowledge may have a more successful appli-
cation to writing quality with more practice in
peer- and self-revision. Students in authentic
classroom settings would also receive peer and
instructor feedback, which may further forti-
fy students’ connections between knowledge
and intention.

CONCLUSION

The results show that neither peer feedback
training significantly altered the participants’
writing performance. However, both types of
training caused self-perceived improvements
in writing and self-revision processes. Both
groups also reported experiencing an increase
in awareness of audience/reader perspective.
The types of training had distinct impacts on
the participants’ perceived improvements, so
future trainings could incorporate elements
from both Peer Revision and Peer Tutoring,
with the steps and structure of Peer Revision
supplemented by strategies characteristic of
Peer Tutoring.
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The present study has several limitations
that should be noted. The sample size was rel-
atively small for a statistical analysis, and the
voluntary nature of this study reduced the
amount of time and number of experimental
sessions that were plausible to attract partici-
pants. Ideally, participants would have had
multiple exposures to peer feedback training
and more practice with providing feedback.
The experimental procedure was also confined
to 2-3 weeks, which is a short amount of time
to make significant progress in writing qual-
ity, even with an experimental manipulation.
Individual differences also play a large role in
writing processes, writing performance, and
thinking-aloud, so prior knowledge, motiva-
tion, and retention of the training could have
all affected the results.
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APPENDIX B
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

1. How would you describe your experience with academic writing?

a. Have you been exposed to writing peer revision/peer tutoring before? As the
giver or the recipient of feedback?

b. Have you ever received a lesson or training for peer revision/peer tutoring prior
to this study?

i.  Ifyes: Can you describe your training?
2. How would you describe your typical academic writing process before this experiment
(in terms of brainstorming, outlining, writing, revising etc.)?
3. Did you use this writing process while writing Essay 12
a.  Were there any changes?
i.  Ifyes: How?
4. Did you use the same writing process for Essay 1 and Essay 2?
a. Ifno: How did your process change?
5. Did the training change anything about your writing process in Essay 2?
a. Ifyes: How?

b. Were there any particular takeaways from the training, observations, and revi-
sion assessment that you applied to Essay 2?

6. How would you rate the argument, structure, and style of your Essay 1 from 1-10?
a. Why?

7. How would you rate the argument, structure, and style of your Essay 2 from 1-10?
a. Why?

8. How would you rate your ability to detect, diagnose, and resolve issues in the revision
assessment?

a. Why?
9. Do you think it is easier to revise someone else’s writing or your own writing? Why?
10. How did thinking-aloud affect your writing process?
11. Is there anything else you would like to add about your experience with this study?

54 | Young Scholars in Writing



APPENDIX C
ADDITIONAL THINK-ALOUD AND INTERVIEW DATA

Examples of Changes in Self-Feedback

P14 [Peer Tutoring, Argument]

Interview: I tried to keep a better eye for sort of making sure that from the editing process,
making sure that what I had was relevant and that I wasn’t sort of jumping off on tangents.
Post-Essay Think-Aloud: I think now kind of reaching the more towards the end of the op-ed
I want to go back and revisit some of the points I've touched on in the intro to make sure that
I have included everything I wanted to talk about and didn’t include too much of stuff that I
didn’t even introduce at the start and go back and read that.

P18 [Peer Tutoring, Structure]

Interview: I think it made me a little bit more cognizant of the structure like I feel like if I
go back and I read the first one right now, I'd be like, we could probably do with like moving
things around a little bit like just doing like a reverse outline. But for this like the second one
I was doing it after I finished the paper. And so I think that was most helpful because I like,

I recognized when I was making certain points than didn’t necessarily go together. And when
I was making points that could have been like either before a paragraph or after a paragraph
and just like reworking the essay, so it all flowed together a little bit better. Like it was more
consistent.

Post-Essay Think-Aloud: I hate having to, see, this is where a reverse outline will come in
handy. But who has the time for that? Like, I know this paragraph would be better if it was
like, came like, immediately after this other one, but I then feel like it’ll just throw the entire
paper off. You know what, we're just going to move it.

Post-Essay Think-Aloud: See the thing is I had that right there because it gives context to the
university, but if I can just move this...Or I can just, [participant name], you're such a genius.
And then we have the counter right there. Duh. And then we can just get rid of this pesky
lictle paragraph. Okay.
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Examples of Changes in Writing Processes

P5 [Peer Tutoring]

Okay, so before it was kind of just take the prompt and write how I feel, kind of look at a cou-
ple sources. Now, I think it’s much, it’s improved because it helps me like think about, okay,
what is the audience thinking, let’s go back through this and ask myself questions, as though if
I was just the reader and on the other hand, what questions would I ask myself? And um just
things like that, just kind of going through, actually revising my paper, being able to revise

my paper, like I how I should. I felt like I didn’t know that step before and I think now it has
helped me grow on that stuff for sure.

P13 [Peer Tutoring]

I do remember really liking the segment of the training where like, you like, in like five words
or something kind of broke down what each paragraph was about, or something like that. And
I felt like that kind of influenced how I pulled together themes in the paragraphs to kind of
make it flow a little better and be a little less all over the place.

Examples of Audience Awareness

P1 [Peer Tutoring, Audience]

Interview: I think that my editing process was a bit more focused in terms of like trying to be
objective, like pretending to be my audience.

Post-Essay Think-Aloud: But language in context is such a good phrase...Okay, I'll cut it. If I
were someone else, I would think that I should cut it... This still kind of reads as unclear.
Post-Essay Think-Aloud: This intro paragraph is a bit unclear as to like what my main topic
is, so we're just gonna write that: “It’s unclear what your main topic is here. It seems like you
want to say that college is a diverse place and language requirements add to that?”

P15 [Peer Revision, Audience]

Interview: I started to think back about like how I did those [revising examples], and I try to
apply it to this, like, oh, I don’t like how this is phrased, is this what I'm trying to like portray
like, is this the message 'm trying to send, so I guess that kind of helped me think more about
whether what I'm writing was going to like, what’s it called...um like, whether it’s going to be,
I guess, more effective for like who I'm writing. Yeah, like better for the arguments.
Post-Essay Think-Aloud: So I think the audience is thinking, ya know, gonna say no language
requirements. Should I be mentioning my stance earlier? Maybe, maybe. I think I'll add it
here.

Post-Essay Think-Aloud: So more how it is being taught. Okay. Well, I mean, I guess the
reader can’t see that link so, hm. 'm gonna add a little gap here that I might fill in later.
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