Retrievable at: www.tc.columbia.edu/tesolalwebjournal

Assessment and Feedback:
Examining the Relationship Between Self-assessment and
Blind Peer- and Teacher-assessment in TOEFL Writing

Meghan Odsliv Bratkovich'

ABSTRACT

This study investigated the nature of self-assessment and blind peer- and teacher-assessment in
L2 writing. The type of feedback students gave to themselves and peers, the type of feedback
used in the revision process, and the source of the feedback used were all analyzed. Additionally,
student perceptions of self- and peer-assessment, feedback, and their relationships to perceived
writing improvement were also studied. Findings revealed that students in this study did not use
teacher feedback significantly more than feedback from themselves or their peers, but they did
give different types of feedback than the teacher and favored using feedback related to language
use in the revision process. Students perceived their writing abilities to have increased due to
self- and peer-assessment but responded more positively to peer-assessment than self-
assessment. Surprisingly, students also perceived their abilities to have increased in rubric areas
in which the feedback they received was not used and not regarded as useful, and the highest
perceived gains in writing ability were in areas which accounted for the lowest amounts of
feedback given.

INTRODUCTION

Second language (L2) classroom teachers have long been interested in improving student
writing. One of the primary ways in which teachers help their students improve is through
assessing and giving feedback on their written work. The culture of assessment around the world,
however, has been slowly shifting from a more summative approach to a more formative one.
Since Bloom, Hastings, and Madaus (1971) first contrasted evaluation and assessment,
separating the judgment associated with summative evaluation from the engagement of teaching
and learning associated with formative assessment, educators and researchers have been
exploring formative assessment methods. Though summative tests certainly still have their place
in education around the world, it is formative assessment that “offers great promise as the next
best hope for stimulating gains in student achievement” (Cizek, 2010, p. 3). Two of the many
formative methods that have garnered attention are self-assessment and peer-assessment, which
are the focus of this study.

' Meghan Odsliv Bratkovich received her EdM degree in Applied Linguistics and is currently completing her PhD in
Teacher Education and Teacher Development at Montclair State University in New Jersey. She can be reached
atmeghanodsliv@gmail.com.
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LITERATURE REVIEW

Self-assessment is defined by Luoma (2013) as “the language learner’s evaluation of his
or her own language skills, usually in connection with a language course or as part of other forms
of language assessment” (p. 1). Peer-assessment, on the other hand, is the “complement to self-
assessment” (Black, Harrison, Lee, Marshall, & Wiliam, 2004, p. 14) and is defined by Topping
(2009) as ““an arrangement for learners to consider and specify the level, value, or quality of a
product or performance of other equal status learners” (p. 20).

Although self-assessment has attracted attention in fields of self-regulation and formative
assessment, it could easily be argued that it has always been an integral component of good
teaching and learning. Self-assessment in language education gained momentum through
initiatives by the Council of Europe (1981, 1988) and early learning-oriented frameworks such as
Chamot and O’Malley’s (1994) cognitive academic language learning approach (CALLA). Both
peer- and self-assessment were also essential components of the process approach to writing
(Elbow, 1973), which emerged in the 1970s in first language (L1) writing and rose in popularity
in the 1980s and 1990s to also include second language writing instruction. More recently, peer-
and self-assessment have played significant roles in classrooms adopting collaborative learning
approaches, as peer-assessment allows students to help each other in the learning process.

Benefits of peer-assessment and self-assessment

The rise of communicative language teaching and more formative approaches have
changed instructional goals to become more communicative and standard-based than in previous
years, which has, at least theoretically, led to more transparent and comprehensible goals. These
goals are easier to conceptualize, and a likely effect is better awareness of what is to be studied
and why (Oscarson, 2014, p. 713). This awareness is essential given that self-assessment can
only occur when the students “have a sufficiently clear picture of the targets that their learning is
meant to attain” (Black & Wiliam, 1998, p. 5).

From a formative assessment standpoint, peer- and self-assessment have become
increasingly popular as learning tools, as they encourage the development of metacognitive skills
such as identifying strengths and weaknesses and planning future learning. Peer-assessment
requires students to reflect, intelligently question, and make judgments, which can then promote
self-assessment and self-awareness (Topping, 2005; Topping & Ehly, 1998). MacArthur (2007)
similarly claims that the revision process after peer-assessment may not only improve students’
current pieces of writing but also improve their general writing ability and their ability to self-
assess their own works.

Hansen Edwards (2014) notes the numerous cognitive and metacognitive benefits of
peer- and self-assessment, citing the increased time spent thinking, reviewing, and
summarizing—all of which lead to the development of autonomy and greater understanding of
high quality work, the nature of writing, and the assessment process. Peer-assessment has been
associated with gains for both assessors as well as assesses in L1 contexts (Topping, 2005;
Topping & Ehly, 1998), gains that Topping (2009) attributed to increased levels of practice, time
on task, sense of accountability, and the possible identification of knowledge gaps. Topping
(2009) also noted that “cognitive and metacognitive benefits can accrue before, during, or after
the peer-assessment. That is, sleeper effects are possible” (p. 23). Although Hansen Edwards
(2014) named potential drawbacks of peer-assessment, specifically with respect to time,

101



Retrievable at: www.tc.columbia.edu/tesolalwebjournal

perception, and quality of feedback, she listed no potential cognitive or metacognitive
disadvantages to peer-assessment.

Peer- and self-assessment within a L2 context have been used in much the same way as in
other disciplines, with peers assessing a variety of oral and written work. Although research in
second language classrooms is more limited, studies echo similar cognitive benefits as in content
classrooms, as peer-assessment helps students “take charge of their own learning, build critical
thinking skills, and consolidate their knowledge of writing” (Liu & Hansen, 2002, p. 1). Liu and
Hansen (2002) state that peer-assessment enables L2 students to understand their own drafts
better and provides guidance for revising content. Liu (1997) found many advantages across an
array of levels that L2 students perceived from peer-assessment. On the textual level, students
felt better able to recognize their own errors and identify weaknesses in their drafts. On the
cognitive level, students reported better idea organization and improved critical thinking, and on
the communicative level, students said peer-assessment provided good opportunities to both
express opinions and listen to those of others.

In a study experimenting with various combinations of self-, peer-, and teacher-
assessment in English as a Foreign Language (EFL) writing classes, Birjandi and Hadidi Tamjid
(2012) found that the group using self-assessment paired with teacher-assessment performed
significantly better on the post-test than the group using only teacher-assessment. Similarly, the
group using peer-assessment paired with teacher-assessment performed significantly better than
the group using only teacher-assessment. These findings provide evidence that self-assessment in
addition to teacher-assessment, and peer-assessment in addition to teacher-assessment, yield
greater improvement on writing performance than teacher-assessment alone. The combination of
peer- and self-assessment, however, did not yield significantly different scores as compared to
teacher-assessment alone, indicating that teacher-assessment is perhaps a primary factor in
writing improvement in this context. Birjandi and Hadidi Tamjid conclude that both peer- and
self-assessment are advantageous in an EFL writing classroom and attribute their findings to the
shared responsibility for the management of learning, self-directed learning, and learner-centered
teaching.

Though Birjandi and Hadidi Tamjid (2012) provided rich and sound quantitative data,
they did not address the combined effect of all three types, peer-, self-, and teacher-assessment.
Given that no significant relationship was found between the combination of teacher-/peer-
assessment and teacher-/self-assessment, studying all three together could provide some insight
into whether peer-assessment, self-assessment, or both, when combined with teacher-assessment,
might yield the greatest gains.

While feedback generated from peer- and self-assessment, as well as teacher-assessment,
has many potential benefits, even if given in copious amounts, this feedback does not
automatically cause an improvement in the quality of writing performance (Hansen Edwards,
2014). While London and Tornow (1998) note that feedback from multiple perspectives
promotes self-awareness, it is noticing the gap between self and others’ perception which is a
probable factor leading to further learning and improvement in writing quality.

Both peer- and self-assessment fit within a formative framework of assessment that seeks
to assess “the acquisition of higher-order thinking processes and competencies instead of factual
knowledge and low-level cognitive skills” (Lindblom-Yldnne, Pihlajaméki, & Kotkas, 2006, p.
51). Despite the popularity, advantages, and theoretical support of peer- and self-assessment, due
to the high variation in practices, there is not yet consensus on what constitutes effective peer- or
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self-assessment, which measures lead to increased student learning, and no overarching theory or
model of the process has seemed to emerge in either peer- or self-assessment.

The nature of feedback in peer-assessment and self-assessment

Subject-matter experts and novices, or teachers and students in the contexts of these
studies, may generate very different feedback due to the different domain-specific knowledge,
schema, and problem-solving abilities of each. Since students are novices in their disciplines,
they do not yet have the extensive knowledge and skills of a seasoned expert, which could limit
their ability to provide helpful feedback. Though students may perceive themselves and their
peers as giving lesser-quality feedback than teachers, Topping (1998, 2003) suggests that there is
little difference between the quality of teacher as opposed to peer feedback, and the teachers in
Weaver’s (1995) study actually found feedback from peer responses to be more effective than
their own. Additionally, peer-assessment generally yields a greater amount of feedback than
teacher-assessment (Hyland & Hyland, 2006), giving students more information about their
performance. While Jacobs and Zhang (1989) found that teachers provide more accurate
feedback in the area of grammatical accuracy, peers provide feedback on informational and
rhetorical accuracy with similar quality to that of teachers. Cho and MacArthur (2010),
referencing L1 students, also postulate that feedback from peers may actually be better
understood due to shared knowledge and difficulties. An interesting finding in Lindblom-Yldnne
et al.’s (2006) study, which was only briefly mentioned, was that students reportedly felt that it
was easier to assess technical aspects of writing than aspects of content. Though the researchers
did not offer an explanation, this could be related to expert versus novice knowledge and
cognition within a particular subject domain.

A problem that has been observed in both L1 and L2 peer-assessment is that students
tend to focus their feedback on surface-level revisions such as spelling, vocabulary, and grammar
rather than on deeper-level revisions such as organization and idea development. Beason (1993),
for example, found that L1 writers in content-area courses primarily addressed surface-level
concerns, and Yagelski (1995), noticing a disconnection in the relationship between classroom
context and the nature of revisions, drew similar conclusions. Leki (1990) and Villamil and De
Guerreo (1998) had comparable findings with L2 students, commenting that instead of actively
engaging with texts and responding to the meaning conveyed, peer assessors “are likely to
respond to surface concerns of grammar, mechanics, spelling, and vocabulary, taking refuge in
the security of details of presentation rather than grappling with more difficult questions of
meaning” (Villamil & De Guerreo, 1998, p. 9). Interestingly, Villamil and De Guerreo (1998)
and Connor and Asenavage (1994) found revisions made from teacher feedback similarly led to
only surface-level revisions. Though there are likely ample reasons for this pattern of student
behavior, Villamil and De Guerreo (1998) postulated that, due to learning gaps in language
structure, students in their study felt the need to first address aspects of form and fix linguistic
errors, or perhaps, due to previous language teaching focused on attention to grammatical form,
simply fell back on old habits of learning. Liu and Hansen (2002) further add that a lack of
confidence in pointing out content-based flaws may also contribute to the pattern.

Second language writing teachers generally agree that the most helpful comments in
peer-assessment are those that address global issues such as content and organization (Liu &
Hansen, 2002), yet students tend to follow their teacher’s lead and comment on areas in which
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their teacher usually comments (Liu, 2013), meaning that if the teacher comments mostly on
grammatical accuracy, then so will the students.

In a study exploring the relationships between self-, peer-, and teacher-assessment of
student writing in a content-area course, Lindblom-Ylinne et al., (2006) incorporated not only
qualitative feedback but also rating procedures against a scoring matrix. In this case study,
student essays were self-assessed, then blindly rated by both an instructor and a peer. Findings
showed that overall self-, peer-, and teacher-ratings were quite similar, but that while peers were
more critical on some aspects of the rubric, teachers were more critical on others—the largest
disparity being in the area of independent thought. Lu and Bol (2007), examining anonymous
computer-mediated review, found that students who participated in anonymous peer-assessment
not only gave more critical feedback to peers, but also showed more writing improvement than
students whose identity during peer-assessment was known.

Saito and Fujita (2004), in one of the few studies to focus on student rating rather than
feedback, examined ratings of peer-assessment compared to those of self-assessment and
teacher-assessment. They found that while ratings from teachers and peers were strongly
correlated, ratings from self-assessment had no correlation with either peer- or teacher-
assessment. Saito and Fujita (2004) concluded that “self-rating is idiosyncratic and strongly
contingent on a subjective view of self-product” (p. 47).

Matsuno (2009) found that Japanese student raters self-rated more harshly and peer-rated
more leniently than expected. She notes that this tendency was independent of the ability level of
the writer, but acknowledges that Japanese cultural factors such as humility and group harmony
likely contributed to her findings. Similarly, though students in Lindblom-Ylédnne et al.’s (2006)
study found it difficult to be critical of peers during peer-assessment, self-assessment proved to
be more difficult because of the perceived impossibility of being objective when self-assessing.
Their tendency was to be overly critical, a finding that is consistent with Matsuno’s (2009)
results but does not support Sullivan and Hall’s (1997) and Falchikov and Boud’s (1989)
findings claiming that students tend to self-rate themselves higher. As MacLeod (1999) found,
interpersonal relationships can certainly alter the content of peer-given feedback, as reviewers of
a variety of ages, nationalities, and content areas tend to rate higher and provide less critical
feedback to their peers, likely in an effort to preserve relationships. As Zhao (1998) found,
however, anonymous peer-assessment conditions led to more objective ratings.

How students use self-, peer-, and teacher-given feedback during the revision process
could be different in L1 and L2 contexts. While Black, Harrison, Lee, Marshall, and Wiliam
(2003) posit that L1 students more readily accept feedback or criticism from a peer than a
teacher, this has not been found in L2 research. Conversely, Liu and Hansen (2002) assert that
students more carefully attend to teacher-given feedback than peer-given feedback, and Zhang
(1995) found that L2 students appeared to use teacher-given feedback more so than feedback
from peers. Similarly, Cheong (1994) found that while high school L2 students incorporated
feedback from self, peer, and teacher sources in their revisions, they mostly used feedback from
teachers in the revision process. In addition to using feedback from teachers more often than
feedback from other sources, L2 students report the most positive attitudes toward and
preferences for teacher feedback as well. Zhang (1995) and Nelson and Carson (1998), in studies
comparing student preferences for feedback, found that students most prefer teacher feedback,
followed by feedback from peers, and finally self-given feedback is least preferred. Since the
sources of the feedback in these studies were apparent to the students, however, it is not clear if
feedback was used or preferred due to its perceived quality or the status of its source.
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While many studies have described the nature of feedback and how it is used in student
writing, fewer studies have examined how students perceive peer- and self-assessment; however,
those that have cite generally favorable attitudes. Foley’s (2013) students viewed peer-
assessment as an overall positive experience, and Ballantyne, Hughes, and Mylonas (2002)
found that students reported that peer-assessment benefited their learning process. While Foley’s
(2013) students reacted approvingly to peer-assessment, their praise was somewhat tempered due
to the amount of classroom time lost and skepticism regarding the quality of feedback given by
peer assessors. Saito and Fujita (2004) also found that attitudes toward peer-assessment were not
influenced by peer ratings as students receiving low peer scores viewed peer-assessment as
favorably as those receiving high peer scores. Surprisingly, students in Foley’s (2013) study also
perceived that the primary benefits of peer-assessment lie with the assessor rather than the
assessee.

Conclusions drawn

The combination of internal self-assessment with anonymous external assessment from a
novice peer and expert teacher has the potential to provide a unique and triangulated view of L2
student writing. While multiple studies have examined peer- and self-assessment in a variety of
contexts, fewer studies have researched the combination of self-, peer-, and teacher-assessment,
and none of these studies have addressed second language writing contexts. Additionally, while a
few studies have utilized anonymous or blind peer-assessment, no studies found utilized blind
teacher-assessment in a L2 context. Since students are generally believed to favor teacher
feedback over that of a peer, no studies have attempted to answer if this preference is due to
feedback quality or the status of the assessor. Furthermore, studies addressing student attitudes
toward feedback from anonymous sources could not be found.

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this study is to further understand how students view and respond to self-
assessment and blind peer- and teacher-assessment in a writing context. A few key terms and
concepts are referred to throughout the study. Firstly, within the context of this study, feedback
refers to the narrative information from self, peer, and teacher sources that gives comments on,
or suggestions for, how a piece of writing could be improved. Secondly, blind peer-assessment in
this study means that students were not aware of the identity of either the person who assessed
their essay or the person whose essay they assessed. Additionally, the feedback from peer and
teacher sources was also given blindly, meaning that the identity of the source of the feedback
that was given to the original writers was not identified as being either from the teacher or a peer.
When students completed the revision process, feedback use was examined. Within this study,
feedback use refers to evidence that the feedback given had been incorporated into the writing,
regardless of whether or not it actually improved the piece of writing.

This paper contains the method, results, and conclusions for a small study examining
self-assessment, and blind peer- and teacher-assessment, in a L2 writing context. First, the
research questions are presented; then a detailed method section describing the research design,
participants, materials, data collection procedures, and analysis follows. The results of the
analyses are then discussed, followed by conclusions drawn.
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RESEARCH QUESTIONS

1. What is the nature of feedback source and feedback use among self-given feedback and
blind peer- and teacher-given feedback?

2. What is the nature of student perception of improvement as it relates to rubric areas, self-
given feedback, and blind peer- and teacher-given feedback?

METHOD

This section of the paper will address the method of the study. After schematizing the
research design, the participants, instruments, and materials will be described. Data collection
and their subsequent analysis will conclude this section.

Research Design and Study Variables

This study will use a single group time series design. The primary dependent variable in
this study is writing ability, operationalized by scores on a TOEFL® writing prompt.
Additionally, student-generated feedback and feedback response are also treated as dependent
variables, and are measured according to the frequency and type of feedback generated or used.
The design used for this study is schematized below:

G—X|—0—Xr—0—X3—05—X4—04/——X5—05—X—0—X7—07—Xs—0s—Xo—0s—0
Participants

Participants in this study were seven students enrolled in the Community English
Program (CEP) at Teachers College, Columbia University. The CEP is an English language
program administered by the Applied Linguistics and Teaching English to Speakers of Other
Languages (TESOL) department. The program provides English as a Second Language (ESL)
instruction to adult learners from a variety of ethnic and cultural backgrounds who are living in
the greater New York City area. ESL classes are taught at Beginner (B), Intermediate (I), and
Advanced (A) proficiency levels, with each level typically comprising four sub-levels, i.e., B1,
I3, A2, etc. Based on their scores on the CEP Placement Exam, students are placed into the level
that best matches their overall proficiency. Though most classes within the CEP are for general
ESL using an integration of skills, these student participants were enrolled in a specialized
TOEFL preparation course and were purposefully sampled based on their participation in this
course. To enroll in the TOEFL prep course, students must have tested at the 14 level or higher,
roughly comparable to at least a high intermediate level.

The student participants, henceforth referred to as the students, were six women and one
man, and represented four native language backgrounds: Turkish, Russian, Japanese, and
German. Most were between the ages of 25 and 35 and had been studying English for at least
seven years. With the exception of one student who was taking the TOEFL to be admitted to an
undergraduate program, all students had completed university in their home countries.

The researcher, henceforth referred to as the teacher, was a native English speaker, an
experienced ESL teacher, and graduate student in the Applied Linguistics program at Teachers
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College, Columbia University. The classroom teacher for the course, a second rater, and a second
coder were non-native though highly proficient English speakers who were also experienced
ESL instructors and Applied Linguistics graduate students at Teachers College. The teacher,
classroom teacher, second rater, and second coder were all familiar with the TOEFL exam as all
four had taught TOEFL preparation skills in the past, and the three non-native speakers had
previously taken the TOEFL exam; none, however, had any formal training in scoring the
TOEFL exam.

Instruments and Materials

The TOEFL writing prompts that were given to students each week were taken from both
ETS as well as external sources. While all the independent prompts used were directly from the
ETS website, the integrated prompts used for this study were from various TOEFL preparation
study guides that included audio recordings. According to ETS (2011), the writing section of the
TOEFL has a reliability estimate of 0.74 and a standard error of measurement of 2.76. While the
writing section has the lowest reliability of the four TOEFL sections, such a reliability measure is
typical for writing measures consisting of only two tasks (Breland, Bridgeman, & Fowles, 1999;
ETS, 2011).

The TOEFL writing rubrics for both integrated and independent tasks were also used in
this study. The holistic rubrics use a scale from 0 to 5 points and describe student writing at each
interval using a variety of characteristics. For independent tasks, scoring intervals are described
through use of language, organization, addressing the topic, and explanation and elaboration. For
integrated tasks, scoring intervals are described through use of language, organization, presenting
main points, accuracy, and integration. A few sample essays from the ETS website, along with
their score explanations, were also given to the students.

The students also used self- and peer-evaluation forms created by the teacher. The self-
evaluation form included the TOEFL rubric designed for the respective task type and asked
students to use the TOEFL rubric to identify the strongest and weakest aspect, score the essay,
and provide one or two ways in which the essay could be improved. A sample self-evaluation
form can be found in Appendix A. The peer-evaluation form included all the elements of the
self-evaluation form, but also included a section in which specific grammatical errors could be
pointed out. A sample peer-evaluation form can be found in Appendix B.

At the end of each week, students revised their essays using a revision evaluation form
which asked students to use a track changes feature or a different color font to indicate what they
changed or added in their essays. The revision evaluation form also asked students to indicate
their impression of the feedback they were given, simply by liked or didn 't like, as well as
whether or not they used each piece of feedback in their revision. This revision evaluation form
can be found in Appendix C.

Lastly, at the conclusion of the study, students completed an anonymous online survey
designed to elicit more qualitative data regarding their experiences. The survey was created by
the teacher in response to findings from other similar studies. Some questions allowed for open-
ended responses, such as describing the positive and negative aspects of the evaluation process,
while others involved using a Likert-scale, for example, questions indicating to what extent
students felt their writing improved in certain areas. The complete list of survey questions can be
found in Appendix D.
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Data Collection Procedures

The procedures followed in the current study will be examined in this section of the
paper. The specifics of the treatment will be explained, as well as how data were collected,
handled, and analyzed.

Treatment procedures

The primary treatment in this single group time series study was the repetition of writing,
self-assessing, peer-assessing, and revising a series of essays over the course of a ten-week
TOEFL preparation course. The class met once a week for three hours for a total of 30 classroom
instructional hours. Though the course in question was designed to cover all four sections of the
TOEFL exam, so as to prevent the confounding of variables with writing instruction, no explicit
writing instruction was given by the classroom teacher. Instead, students were asked to
participate in this study in lieu of writing instruction, and their participation was factored into
their homework grade. Though no explicit writing instruction took place during the course, it
should be noted that instruction in grammar and vocabulary was provided, as was instruction on
general testing strategies and the TOEFL speaking section, which, except for the medium, shares
many similarities with the writing section.

During the first class meeting, the teacher and classroom teacher introduced the study to
the students, provided instruction in how to participate in the study, and explained that all writing
practice and instruction for the course would be done online through this study. The students
then received copies of the TOEFL writing rubrics, and the teacher conducted a brief norming
session which involved detailing the elements of the TOEFL rubrics, reading a few sample
essays, and rating them accordingly as a class.

The writing and assessment portion of the study began in the second week of the course.
Every week of the subsequent nine weeks of the course, students received either an independent
or integrated writing prompt in a document file via email from the teacher. In weeks 2, 3, 6, 7,
and 10, students received an independent prompt, and in weeks 4, 5, 8, and 9, students were
given an integrated prompt. Integrated prompts also included a link to an online reading passage
and audio recording.

Each student responded to the prompt within the TOEFL time restrictions by typing their
responses into the document file for the given prompt, completing the self-evaluation form, and
emailing the document with the essay and self-evaluation form back to the teacher. After
collecting all initial essays for the respective week, the teacher then redistributed the essays for
peer-assessment. Each student then received an email containing a peer’s essay on the same
prompt, a copy of the TOEFL writing rubrics, and a peer-evaluation form. After reviewing and
providing feedback on a peer’s essay, each student completed the peer-evaluation form in a
document file and submitted it via email back to the teacher. The teacher also completed peer-
evaluation forms for each student essay.

After receiving all peer-evaluation forms, the teacher compiled the feedback for each
student’s self-evaluation, peer-evaluation, and teacher-evaluation into one document and sent all
the feedback back to the original student. Students were then asked to revise their essays using a
track changes feature common to many word processing programs and use the revision
evaluation form to indicate their impression and use of the given feedback. Students then
emailed their revision and evaluation form back to the teacher.
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This process of writing, self-assessment, peer-assessment, and revision spanned one week
and was repeated for a total of nine treatments over nine continuous weeks. At the conclusion of
the study, the link to the online survey was emailed to the students for their completion.

Data collection, coding, and handling procedures

Throughout the study, steps were taken to ensure complete anonymity for the students
and the integrity of the blind rating system. All emails to the group used the Bec feature so email
addresses could remain anonymous. Upon receiving each week’s initial essays from students,
any identifying features or names within the documents were removed both to ensure anonymity
and avoid potential contamination by influencing the peer response. The files were renamed
using a numeric coding system, and then converted into a portable document format (pdf) so any
automatic grammar or spelling alerts common to many word processors would not influence
feedback or scoring.

All reviews were done blind, meaning that it was never disclosed which other student
received someone’s essay, or to which other student someone’s essay was given. Reviewers were
systematically rotated so that over the course of the study, each student reviewed and was
reviewed by each peer at least once.

When feedback was compiled before it was returned to the student for revision, formatting of
corrections and feedback were standardized so as not to indicate which feedback was associated
with which source. Although it was assumed that students would be able to identify feedback
from their own self-evaluation form, the feedback from the teacher and the peer was identical in
format and presented in varying order so that students could not notice patterns characteristic of
either peer- or teacher-given feedback (e.g., peer feedback is always last, or teacher feedback
always points out errors using red font). Not providing information as to which feedback came
from the teacher and which came from the peer was done to greater ensure that revisions based
on feedback were made due to the content and quality of the feedback rather than the status of
the reviewer.

Grammar corrections pointed out in the fourth section of the peer-evaluation form by peer
and teacher evaluators remained in that section and were passed on to the student, but the
suggestions for improvement were coded and categorized. At the conclusion of each week, the
teacher examined the suggestions for improvement in the feedback evaluation given to the
students against their first drafts and their revisions, looking for evidence of incorporated
feedback. The suggestions for improvement were then coded and categorized by their use or
disuse, student impression (liked or didn’t like), and source of the feedback (self, peer, or
teacher). It is important to note that students often over-reported their use of feedback, so all
feedback evaluation was scrutinized for any evidence of incorporation. Use was operationalized
as any evidence that feedback had been incorporated into the writing, regardless of whether or
not it actually improved the piece of writing. If, for example, feedback was given that more
explanation in the second paragraph was needed, and an additional descriptive sentence was
added in the second paragraph, this was counted as use even if it did not improve the quality of
the paragraph. Similarly, if feedback was given that more connectors would improve the
organization, but there was no evidence of the addition of any transition words or connecting
language, it was categorized as unused.

Though data attempting to ascertain whether or not students liked the feedback given to
them were collected, in only a select few instances did students report that they disliked the
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feedback, usually further noting that they did not understand the feedback that they did not like.
Additionally, some feedback was simply ignored by students and never labeled liked or disliked.
Because of the extremely low reporting rates of feedback that was not liked, and some ignored
feedback, the like/dislike differentiation was eliminated and all suggestions for improvement
were simply coded and categorized as either used or unused, and from a peer, self, or teacher
source.

Additionally, all suggestions for improvement in the feedback provided were further
coded according to the aspect of the rubric to which it pertained. Suggestions for improvement
were thereby coded according to use of language, organization, addressing the topic, and
explanation and elaboration for independent tasks, and according to use of language,
organization, integration, presenting main points, and accuracy for integrated tasks. One
additional category, Unspecific feedback, was added. Unspecific feedback was most often a
strategy such as look at more examples, study grammar more, or use time more effectively or
simply feedback that was not specific enough to lead to any likely changes. Feedback such as
improve grammar, for example, was categorized as unspecific unless it was accompanied by a
specific grammatical aspect that the writer could address. Several students suggested using more
sophisticated vocabulary, and although this is not an incredibly specific suggestion for
improvement, some students did change some vocabulary words in their revisions, so
suggestions for more sophisticated vocabulary were categorized with use of language. Similarly,
the limited amount of feedback addressing punctuation, such as commas and quotation marks,
and other issues of mechanics was also coded as use of language.

Due to slight variances in the language of the integrated and independent TOEFL writing
rubrics, some similar feedback was coded differently based on the task type. The addition of
detail, for example, was coded as explanation and elaboration in independent tasks, while in
integrated tasks it was categorized as accuracy. The reason for this is that the scoring rubric for
integrated tasks does not contain language explicitly evaluating explanation and elaboration. The
concept of fully developing one’s idea in an integrated prompt, therefore, falls under the accurate
presentation of information. Similarly, issues relating to staying on topic were categorized as
addressing the topic in independent tasks, but as presenting main points in integrated tasks.

Scores from 0 to 5 given by self, peer, and teacher sources were also recorded each week.
While students were encouraged to assign only one number, some students could not decide and
gave a range, double scores, or a half score. While this is not practiced among trained TOEFL
raters, in this study ranges, such as 2-3, and double scores, such as 3 or 4, were averaged to
produce a half score between the two for analysis purposes, and half scores were maintained. All
suggestions for improvement, their respective coding, and scores from self, peer, and teacher
sources were recorded in a spreadsheet each week.

Data from the survey taken at the end of the study were also categorized and coded.
Open-ended essay responses were organized by question and coded according to their respective
aspect of the writing rubric. Likert-scale responses were converted to numerical data by
assigning a point value from 1 to 5 (for questions with 5 variations in the response) or from 1 to
4 (for questions with 4 variations in the response) in preparation for analysis.

Data Analysis

All data were analyzed in IBM SPSS Statistics 21. To begin, assumptions involving
normality were tested and descriptive statistics were analyzed according to source (self, teacher,
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or peer). Mean scores and standard deviations were calculated for self, peer, and teacher sources,
and preliminary analyses revealed low skewness and kurtosis values indicating normal
distribution and allowing for further analysis.

To provide evidence for consistency in measurement of the teacher’s scores, both inter-
rater and inter-coder reliability between the teacher and an independent rater/coder were
calculated for the scores and codes assigned in weeks 2, 6, and 10, representing a third of the
total sample. These weeks were selected because they represented the beginning, mid-point, and
conclusion of the study. Because the scoring was on an ordinal scale, the Spearman rank-order
correlation procedure was used to estimate the correlation coefficients for inter-rater reliability.
Correlation coefficients were also calculated for self, peer, and teacher scores for all weeks of the
study. Inter-coder reliability with the categorical feedback data was calculated using Cohen’s
Kappa.

To determine if there were any significant gains for the group as a whole, paired sample
t-tests on all three sets of scores (self, peer, and teacher) were used to analyze the scores at the
beginning and end of the study. A repeated-measures ANOVA was also analyzed to provide
further insight into the improvement of writing scores. Assumptions for both normality and
sphericity were met through insignificant Mauchly’s Test of Sphericity, and the low skewness
and kurtosis values previously determined. Data relating to the type of suggestions for
improvement in feedback and its use or disuse were then analyzed using chi-square tests. Chi-
square assumptions regarding expected counts and frequencies were met. Lastly, linear
regression analysis was used to determine if the use rates of different types of feedback
significantly increased or decreased throughout the study. Assumptions of linearity and
homogeneity of error, demonstrated by an insignificant lack of fit and Breusch-Pagan tests, were
met.

To analyze survey results, descriptive statistics and measures of central tendency on all
Likert-scale questions were performed. A repeated-measures ANOVA was analyzed to
determine if students perceived their abilities to have improved to different extents across the
writing rubric. Paired samples t-tests were then run comparing student attitudes toward peer-
assessment and self-assessment. Assumptions for both normality and sphericity were met
through insignificant Mauchly’s Test of Sphericity and low skewness and kurtosis values. Open-
ended questions were examined to provide qualitative descriptions of statistical results.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Descriptive statistics calculated included the mean scores and standard deviations of the
scores assigned to the essays of seven students (N=7) over nine total weeks (weeks 2 through 10
of the course). Scores were divided into assignment of score by source: either self, peer, or
teacher. Table 1, below, summarizes the mean scores and standard deviations.
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TABLE 1
Descriptive Statistics by Source

Week | Week | Week | Week | Week | Week | Week | Week | Week
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Self Score
Mean 2.929 | 3.429 | 3.214 2.9 3.25 | 3.429 3.5 3.333 | 3.214
SD 1.17 1 0.787 | 0.699 | 0.742 | 0.418 | 0.607 | 0.577 | 0.516 | 0.567
Peer Score
Mean 3214 | 3.357 | 3.833 3.5 3571 | 3.786 | 3.25 | 3.917 | 3.429
SD 0.994 | 0.748 | 0.983 0.5 0.535 | 0.809 0.5 1.021 | 0.787
Teacher
Score
Mean 3.071 3 3.286 32 3.143 | 3.286 | 3.25 | 3.333 | 3.571
SD 0.732 | 0.816 | 0.756 | 0.447 | 0.627 | 0.951 0.5 1.033 | 0.607

The data seem to indicate that self-assigned scores were somewhat inconsistent and that
peer-assigned scores were generally higher than either self- or teacher-assigned scores, findings
consistent with Lindblom-Ylédnne et al. (2006), Matsuno (2009), and Saito and Fujita (2004). The
mean scores for each source were charted below in Figure 1 to better visualize the changes.
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The results of the paired samples t-tests comparing scores at the beginning and end of the
study within self-assigned, peer-assigned, and teacher-assigned scores indicated that scores at the
beginning and conclusion of the study were not significantly different for all three sources.
Similarly, repeated-measures ANOVA results were insignificant for self-assigned, peer-assigned,
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and teacher-assigned scores. Though scores did rise, as evidenced by the difference in mean
scores for these weeks, statistically significant (p<.05) gains in scores were not found.

The fact that mean scores did not show significant gains over time, while disappointing,
is not particularly surprising. It was unlikely that, over a ten-week class with nine writing
assignments and a sample size of seven students, enough improvement could be made to detect a
significant gain using a TOEFL scale. Given that mean scores between the beginning and end of
the study did rise, it is possible that with a larger sample size or using a different rating scale, a
significant difference could be detected. Additionally, consistently scoring a full point higher on
the TOEFL writing section is quite a large gain, which likely few students could accomplish with
only nine weeks of part-time study. It should also be noted that while it is possible that any gain
is due to the effect of self-, peer-, and teacher-assessment, it is also possible that increased test
familiarity with the TOEFL writing section, or simply increased writing practice, accounted for
the change in scores. An experimental study, perhaps with a control group and conducted over a
longer period of time, might provide more insight.

Inter-rater and inter-coder reliability measures all yielded statistically significant results.
Inter-rater reliability measuring the consistency in the scores assigned between the teacher and
the independent rater yielded a correlation coefficient of .800, which was statistically significant
(p<.05). Inter-coder reliability, measuring the consistency in categorizing feedback according to
the rubric aspect, was statistically significant (K=.794, p<.05), as was inter-coder reliability
measuring the consistency in categorizing feedback as either used or unused (K=.880, p<.05).
These data provide evidence that the teacher’s ratings and coding according to the TOEFL rubric
were consistent with that of other trained ESL teachers and a fairly reliably measure.

Correlation coefficients were also calculated between self-, peer-, and teacher-assigned
scores. While there was no statistically significant correlation between self-assigned and peer-
assigned scores, or between self-assigned and teacher-assigned scores, peer-assigned and
teacher-assigned scores were significantly correlated, a finding consistent with Saito and Fujita’s
(2004) results. Though the strength of the relationship is not particularly strong at 0.437, it
reached statistical significance (p<.05), as seen in Table 2, below. These correlation indices
seem to indicate that while students could not accurately or reliably score themselves, they could
more accurately and reliably score their peers. This is an interesting finding given that 67% of
the survey respondents indicated that peer-evaluation was more difficult than self-evaluation.

Table 2
Score Correlation by Source
Self Peer Teacher
Self 1
Peer 0.144 1
Teacher 0.158 437* 1
*p<.05

Data relating to the use and disuse of suggestions for improvement were then analyzed by
source using a chi-square test. As seen below in Table 3, feedback that was used in the revision
process was compared to unused feedback across the three sources. The chi-square test
performed was insignificant (;(2(2)=3.78, p>.05), indicating that there was no significant
association between use of feedback and source of feedback. A 2x2 chi-square matrix isolating
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O )=3.26, corrected for continuity, p>.05), indicating that feedback given by a teacher was not
significantly used over that of a peer.

Table 3
Frequency of Used and Unused Feedback by Source
Self | Peer | Teacher | Marginal Total
Used 25 [ 25 62 112
Unused 25 | 39 52 116
Marginal Total 50 | 64 114 228

¥’ 2=3.78, relationship is insignificant (p>.05)

Insignificant chi-square tests revealing that feedback from teachers was not used

significantly more than feedback from peers counters findings from Cheong (1994), Liu and

Hansen (2002), and Zhang (1995) and are possibly a result of blind evaluations. Since students

were not given information about who provided the feedback they received, they could not

knowingly give preference to teacher feedback. This demonstrates that the perceived quality of

feedback, as it related to its usability in a revision, was comparable between peers and the

teacher, and could suggest that the student preference for teacher feedback found in some studies
might be due to the status of the source rather than the quality of the feedback. The finding that
feedback from teachers was not used significantly more than feedback from peers is consistent
with Topping’s (1998, 2003) assertion that there is little difference between the quality of teacher
as opposed to peer feedback in a L1 context, yet may question the claims of Black et al. (2003)

that students are more likely to accept feedback and criticism from peers than from teachers.

A chi-square test was also used to determine if there was a relationship between type of

feedback given and its frequency of use. A chi-square test showed a significant relationship

(' 9=13.03, p<.05), but a Cramer’s V value of 0.239 revealed that while the relationship was
significant, it was fairly weak. As seen in Table 4 below, it appears that whereas feedback related

to use of language was used at fairly high rates, feedback related to accuracy, explanation,

integration, addressing the topic, and presenting main points often went unused.

Table 4
Frequency of Used and Unused Feedback by Rubric Aspect
Main Points/
Accuracy/ Addressing Use of Margin
Explanation | Integration the Topic | Organization | Language Total

Used 23 6 5 45 33 112
Unused 40 10 12 36 18 116
Margin Total 63 16 17 81 51 228

*’ 9=13.03, p<.05, Cramer’s V=.239

Use of language feedback was most often used in the revision process, which was

consistent with other L2 researchers (e.g., Berger, 1990; Leki, 1990; Villamil & De Guerrero,
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1998) who have shown that students most often make surface-level changes. Conversely,
feedback addressing further explaining or providing more detail in writing was often not used,
perhaps because of the greater effort involved in adding new sentences. Similarly, the few pieces
of feedback which pointed out flaws in the presentation of main points and addressing the topic,
such as staying on topic and answering the given question, often required deeper structural
revisions which most often went unused. Though revising the organization of an essay can also
require deep structural change, and more than half of organizational feedback given was used in
revisions, used organizational feedback most often related to the addition of transition words and
expanding introductions and conclusions rather than deep structural changes.

The fact that no student made deep structural changes to his or her essay is not surprising.
Student revisions were not re-scored, and while practicing the revision process is a fine class
activity, the TOEFL tests do not measure one’s ability to revise. The interest of these students in
revising was therefore far lower than their interest in increasing the quality of their initial essays.
It is possible, however, that if revisions had been scored again, more in-depth revisions would
have been made.

Further chi-square tests were used to determine if the teacher and the students differed in
the type of feedback they provided. A chi-square test run on the frequency counts in Table 5,
seen below, indicated that students and teachers did significantly differ in the nature of the
feedback they gave (;(2(4)=10.66, p<.05), though the strength of the relationship was quite weak
(Cramer’s V=.216). Unfortunately, further chi-square analysis separating student feedback into
feedback given through self-assessment and peer-assessment was not possible because
assumptions of expected counts were not met due to low amounts of feedback given in the areas
of integration, presenting main points, and addressing the topic.

Table 5
Frequency of Source Feedback by Rubric Aspect
Main Points/
Accuracy/ Addressing Use of Margin
Explanation | Integration the Topic Organization | Language Total
Student 21 8 11 44 30 114
Teacher 42 8 6 37 21 114
Margin Total 63 16 17 81 51 228

* =10.66, p<.05, Cramer’s V=216

The largest difference between teacher and student feedback was in the area of accuracy
and explanation. The teacher provided twice as much feedback as the students did which asked
for more elaboration and idea development. While other studies (e.g., Beason, 1993; Leki, 1990;
Villamil & De Guerreo, 1998) have addressed use of language as a primary difference between
teacher- and student-evaluation, finding that student evaluators focused more on language use
than teachers, the difference seen in this study was not as strong in this area. It is notable,
however, that while teacher feedback for use of language generally addressed issues such as
consistency in verb tense, register, and pronoun reference, student feedback for use of language
tended to point out typos, morphological errors, or more vaguely comment on the need for better
grammatical structure and more sophisticated vocabulary.
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Linear regression analysis was used on different types of feedback over the course of the
study to see if, for example, peer-given feedback related to organization increased over the study,
or if self-given feedback on language use decreased during the study. None of the results were
statistically significant. While Liu (2013) found that students tended to follow their teacher’s
lead and align their comments with those of the teacher, the students in this study did not follow
this trend. Perhaps due to the blind-review nature of the study and the fact that students could not
knowingly differentiate between peer and teacher feedback, students concentrated feedback in
different areas than the teacher and the rates of feedback given in different areas did not
significantly change throughout the study.

Linear regression analysis was also run regarding the amount of unspecific feedback that
students gave both to themselves and each other throughout the study. It was hoped that the
unspecific feedback students gave would decrease as the study progressed, so linear regression
analysis on the proportion of unspecific feedback as a part of all student feedback given was
analyzed and charted, as seen below in Figure 2. While the amount and rate of unspecific
feedback given by the students did decline, regression analysis indicated that it did not decline in
a statistically significant manner. Given this promising trend, however, it is possible that a larger
sample size would yield significant results.

Figure 2
0 Proportion of Unspecific Feedback Given by Week
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Similarly, proportions of feedback use according to self, peer, and teacher sources were
analyzed with linear regression analysis to determine if, for example, the use of self-given
feedback increased during the study, or if the use of teacher-given feedback decreased. These
regression analyses showed that proportions of feedback used by source were largely
inconsistent through the study, and none of these regression analyses yielded statistically
significant results.

Survey questions asking students to score how much they perceived their writing to have
improved in each respective rubric area were analyzed. These Likert-scale items were converted
on a scale from 0 to 5 points, with 0 being no improvement, and 5 being a great deal of
improvement. As seen below in Table 6, mean scores for all rubric areas fell between 3, or
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somewhat improved, and 4, much improved. The highest means were in areas of addressing the
topic (x=3.83) and presenting main points (x=3.67), while the lowest means were in the areas of
accuracy (x=3.00), integration (x=3.33), and use of language (x=3.33). Further repeated-
measures ANOVA analysis revealed no significant difference (Fs30= 4.706, p>.05) in the extent
to which students perceived their abilities to have increased in different areas of the TOEFL
writing rubric.

Table 6
Descriptive Statistics for Perceived Level of Improvement by Rubric Area
Area of Improvement Mean Median | St. Dev
Organization 3.50 3.50 1.05
Use of Language 3.33 3.50 1.21
Accuracy 3.00 3.00 1.10
Explanation and Elaboration 3.50 3.50 0.55
Addressing the Topic 3.83 3.50 0.98
Presenting Main Points 3.67 4.00 1.51
Integration 3.33 3.00 0.52

Survey questions asking students to score their attitudes regarding peer- and self-
assessment were then analyzed. These Likert-scale items were converted on a scale from 0 to 4
points, with 0 being not at all, and 4 being a lot. As shown in Table 7 below, student attitudes
were more favorable toward peer-assessment than toward self-assessment. A further t-test
revealed that students liked peer-assessment significantly more than self-assessment (#(5)=2.712,
p<.05) and that they perceived that they had learned significantly more from peer-assessment
than from self-assessment (#(5)=2.739, p<.05). Though mean scores for the extent to which
students felt peer-/self-assessment helped their revision process, and student confidence and
comfort in assessing peers/themselves were higher for peer-assessment than for self-assessment,
these differences did not reach statistical significance. Despite the fact that students responded
more favorably to peer-assessment, 67% of students still felt that self-assessment helped their
writing.

Table 7
Descriptive Statistics of Student Attitudes Regarding Peer- and Self-Assessment
Peer-Assessment Self-Assessment
Survey Question Mean | Median | SD Survey Question Mean | Median | SD
Liked Peer-Assessment | 3.50 3.50 | 0.55 Liked Self- Assessment | 2.67 3.00 1.03
Felt peer-assessment 3.67 400 | 0352 Felt self-.as.sessment 3.00 350 196
helped revision process helped revision process
Learned something 3.67 400 0.52 Learned something 267 3.00 1.03
from peer-assessment from self-assessment
Felt comfortable ) 5 55 | 355 | .55 Felt comfortable ) 5 17| 399 | 041
assessing peers assessing themselves
Felt confident in ability 3.00 3.00 0.89 Felt confident in ability 267 250 0.82
to assess peers to assess themselves
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Even though all students felt that peer-assessment helped their writing, half the students
commented that they questioned the correctness of peer feedback; a Russian student mentioned
that “some peer grammar corrections were wrong” while another Turkish student questioned
“how would I know that my peer’s evaluation is correct?”” These concerns echoed those felt by
the students in Foley’s (2013) study and have certainly been heard before from other researchers
and classroom teachers; despite some negative aspects of peer-assessment, however, many
positive aspects also emerged.

While students in Foley’s (2013) study believed peer-assessment was more valuable for
the peer assessor than for the person being assessed, students in the present study did not believe
as such. Students in the present study were equally divided between those who thought peer-
evaluation was more beneficial to the one who received it, and those who thought it was equally
beneficial to both parties. Though no students thought that peer-evaluation was more beneficial
for the one who gave the feedback, the survey responses showed that students valued both giving
and receiving feedback. A German student commented that “it was nice to read another essay on
the same topic and compare my ideas with the peer’s,” and another Turkish student remarked
that peer-assessment forced her to “see the positive and the negative points, to score them, and to
try to see grammar errors in somebody’s essay.” Some students mentioned noticing peer
language, one German student indicating that she “noticed mistakes [in others’ essays] that I
want to prevent in the future, and good expressions that I want to use in the future,” while
another Turkish student said he “tried to use idioms, words, and sentences that my friends used
and I liked.” Those who commented on the value of receiving peer feedback said they enjoyed
seeing their own mistakes from someone else’s perspective and that they were able to realize the
weak points in their writing and correct many of their grammatical errors. Others commented
that they were able to turn peer feedback into better writing, most notably through better
organization and elaboration of ideas.

Though studies have cited problems with peer-assessment with respect to leniency or low
variance in scoring (e.g., MacLeod, 1999; Matsuno, 2009) and discomfort with assessing peers
(e.g., Topping, Smith, Swanson, & Elliot, 2000), students in this study had no problem with
peer-assessment. They reported feeling comfortable assessing their peers and, though the scores
peers gave were consistently higher than the scores of the teacher, they were correlated with
teacher scores, a finding consistent with Saito and Fujita’s (2004) study. As Zhao (1998) also
explained, blind peer review (i.e., the fact that writers did not know who their reviewers were,
and reviewers did not know whose essays they were evaluating) may have been contributing
factors in student comfort with the peer-assessment process.

Survey data also revealed that more than half of the students who completed the survey
explicitly mentioned the value of using and becoming familiar with the TOEFL writing rubrics in
both peer- and self-assessment. A Japanese student mentioned the value of checking her essays
with the rubrics, and others similarly noted that a benefit was noticing different aspects of good
essays by assessing them through the rubrics.

Students were also asked about the quality of their reviewers and themselves as
reviewers. Although students felt their peers were better reviewers than themselves, as seen in
Table 8 below, a t-test showed that this difference was not significant (+=1.168, p>.05).
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Table 8

Descriptive Statistics of Student Attitudes Regarding Reviewer Quality
Survey Question Mean | Median | SD

Felt your peers were good and

) . 3.67 4.00 0.52
reliable reviewers

Felt you were a good and

. . 3.17 3.00 0.75
reliable reviewer to your peers

Additional survey data showed that most students (83%) thought that all or most of the peer
feedback they received was of good quality and that the feedback they received from peers was
more helpful than the feedback they received from themselves during self-assessment. Only 17%
of students thought the feedback they received during self-assessment was as helpful as the
feedback they received from peers.

Some interesting findings emerged in the survey with respect to the most and least
helpful types of feedback, and how students perceived their writing to have improved. While Liu
and Hansen (2002) found that teachers perceive the most helpful comments in peer-assessment
to be those addressing global issues such as organization, students in this study disagreed, at least
ostensibly. In this study, 67% of students cited organization as the least helpful type of feedback
and 83% claimed that the feedback they most frequently did not use was either explanation or
organization. Interestingly, however, explanation and organization were explicitly mentioned by
half of the students as specific ways in which their writing improved. Furthermore, organization
received more feedback than any other category and accounted for 35.1% of all feedback given,
and explanation and organization together accounted for over 63% of all substantive given
feedback, as previously presented in Table 5. Mean scores for improvement in the areas of
explanation and organization, however, as previously shown in Table 6, were not particularly
lower or higher than other rubric areas. In contrast, while mean scores for presenting main points
and addressing the topic were highest in the group, these two categories only accounted for 7.5%
of all feedback given. Furthermore, there was no mention of either presenting main points or
addressing the topic in student responses answering the question of how they thought their
writing improved over the course of the study. Though 83% of students thought use of language
was the most helpful type of feedback, and it had the highest rate of use among all rubric aspects,
the mean improvement score for use of language ranked behind four other types of feedback.
These are interesting findings because they may be showing some disconnect between feedback
that is given, feedback that is used, feedback that is perceived to be helpful, and perceived
writing improvement.

These findings could indicate that, at least with these students, even though feedback was not
used and not perceived to be useful, it may have still been capable of improving writing, or at
least the perception of writing improvement. This could be evidence of the “sleeper effects” that
Topping (2009) indicated were possible with peer- and self-assessment, or these results might
indicate that more heavily used feedback, such as use of language, may not influence the
perception of increased ability in that respective rubric area. It is possible that some feedback,
instead of having a more immediate effect that can be seen in a revision, has a more delayed
effect and latent quality. A larger study using an analytic rubric might shed more light on this
phenomenon.
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CONCLUSIONS

Conclusions about the results of this study must be made extremely cautiously as the
small sample size and student demographic are certainly not generalizable to all ESL or EFL
students. Still, this small study can provide a glimpse into how students respond to different
types of feedback.

The first research question in this study was: What is the nature of feedback source and
feedback use among self-given feedback and blind peer- and teacher-given feedback? Findings
revealed that students in this study did not choose to use teacher feedback significantly more
than feedback from themselves or their peers. This is a likely result of the blind review process
and the fact that students could not knowingly discriminate between feedback received from the
teacher and feedback from a peer. Students did, however, give different types of feedback than
the teacher, as the teacher gave much more explanation, elaboration, and accuracy feedback than
the students. Students also used feedback differently, as they tended to favor feedback related to
use of language and neglect feedback related to explanation, elaboration, accuracy, presenting
main points, addressing the topic, and integration. The type of feedback students used and the
amount of feedback they used by source did not change through the study.

The second research question in this study was: What is the nature of student perception
of improvement as it relates to rubric areas, self-given feedback, and blind peer- and teacher-
given feedback? Findings showed that although overall scores on essays did not significantly
rise, students did perceive their abilities to have increased both overall and in each area of the
scoring rubric. Students also responded more positively to peer-assessment than self-assessment
and mentioned that both giving and receiving peer-assessment was beneficial to their writing,
though they were more confident in the abilities of their peers than in their own. Surprisingly,
students also perceived their abilities to have increased even in areas in which the feedback they
received was not used and not regarded as useful. Students also gave the most feedback dealing
with organization, the type of feedback that most students thought was the least helpful.
Conversely, the highest perceived gains were in areas which accounted for the lowest amounts of
feedback given.

More studies, perhaps ones using analytic rubrics, would be useful to understand the
complexities of how different feedback is perceived, used, and related to writing improvement
according to specific rubric areas. Additionally, further studies separating the effects of giving
and receiving feedback could provide more insight into the complexities of peer-assessment.
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APPENDIX A

Self-Evaluation Form
Independent Tasks

After you complete your essay, please read it and complete the following questions:

TOEFL scores for the Independent Writing task are based on the following aspects of writing:
Addressing the topic—(the extent to which the question was answered fully and completely)
Organization—(the extent to which the ideas logically progress and connect to each other)
Explanation and elaboration—(the extent to which there were enough details to fully explain
the position)

Use of language—(the extent to which grammar or vocabulary were used correctly)

1) In your opinion, which of these aspects is the strongest in your essay? (please choose only
one)

2) In your opinion, which of these aspects is the weakest in your essay? (please choose only
one)

3) Using the rubric for Independent Tasks, which score (from 0-5) would you give yourself?

4) Please provide one or two specific examples of how your essay can be improved.
NOTE: This does NOT mean “what are some general things that can be done to become a better
writer?” (such as read more or increase my vocabulary) it more closely means “what’s wrong
with this specific essay, and what can I do about it?” (such as give more examples in the second
paragraph or make the introduction clearer)

1)

2)
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APPENDIX B

Peer-Evaluation Form
Integrated Tasks

After you read the essay, please complete the following questions:

Presenting main points—(the extent to which important and relevant information is selected)
Accuracy—(the extent to which the main points are presented coherently and accurately)
Integration—(the extent to which the information in the reading is presented in relation to the
information in the lecture)

Organization—(the extent to which the ideas logically progress and connect to each other)
Use of language—(the extent to which grammar or vocabulary were used correctly)

In your opinion, which of these aspects is the strongest in this person’s essay? (please choose
only 1)

In your opinion, which of these aspects is the weakest in this person’s essay? (please choose
only 1)

Using the rubric for Integrated Tasks, which score (from 0-5) would you give this person?
Did you notice any grammar mistakes in this person’s essay? If so, what kind of mistakes?

Please provide one or two specific examples of how this person’s essay can be improved.
NOTE: This does NOT mean “what are some general things that can be done to become a better
writer?” (such as read more or increase my vocabulary) it more closely means “what’s wrong
with this specific essay, and what can he/she do about it?” (such as give more examples in the
second paragraph or make the introduction clearer)

1)

2)

APPENDIX C

Revision Evaluation Form
First, cut and paste your original essay here:

Now, go back and revise things in your essay. Please either use the Track Changes feature (under
the Review tab in MS Word), or use a different color for things that you change, like this:

I thinks parents are the better best teachers. I think this because parents are the first
people who know you and because they raise you. They are the first people who teach you right
from wrong and who love you for many years before you ever go to school. In this essay I will
explain why parents are the best teachers.
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Second, as you change things in your essay, cut (or copy) and paste the feedback that you used
into the appropriate boxes. Things that you change in your essay that help it go under #1.

Lastly, when you finish, look at the feedback you didn’t use and decide why you didn’t use that
feedback. If you thought it was good, but you just didn’t use it, put it under #2. If you thought it
wasn’t good feedback and wouldn’t help your essay, put it under #4. Please include feedback
from your self-evaluation as well as feedback from others in the form below.

1) Feedback that I thought was good, and I incorporated it into my revision:
(Liked and used)

2) Feedback that I thought was good, but I didn’t incorporate it into my revision:
(Liked but didn’t use)

3) Feedback that I thought was not very good, but I still incorporated it into my revision:
(Didn’t like but used)

4) Feedback that I thought was not very good, and I didn’t incorporate it into my revision
(Didn’t like and didn’t use)

Other comments:
APPENDIX D

Student Survey

At the end of your first essay each week, you were asked to complete a self-evaluation. The self-
evaluation asked you to indicate a positive point, a negative point, a score, and ways to improve.
This section will ask you about your experience with self-assessment.

1. What were the positive aspects of doing self-assessment?

2. What were the negative aspects of doing self-assessment?

3. Do you feel that self self-assessment helped your writing?

4. Ifyou answered yes to the previous question, How or in what ways do you feel your

writing improved because of self-assessment?

After you submitted your essay, you received a peer's essay and were asked to review it. The peer
evaluation asked you to indicate a positive point, a negative point, a score, grammar errors, and
ways to improve. This section will ask you about your experience with giving peer-assessment.

5. What were the positive aspects of giving peer-assessment?

6. What were the negative aspects of giving peer-assessment?

7. Do you feel that peer-assessment helped your writing?
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8. If'you answered yes to the previous question, How or in what ways do you feel your
writing improved because of giving peer-assessment?

After you reviewed a peer's essay, you received feedback from a peer, the teacher, and your self-
evaluation. In this section, please answer questions about the feedback you received.
9. Describe the quality/helpfulness of the feedback you received.
10. Was the feedback you received from peers generally more/equally/ or less helpful
compared to the feedback you gave yourself in your self-evaluations?
[If you thought peers gave you better feedback than your self-evaluation, choose more
helpful; if you thought they were about the same, choose equally helpful; if you thought
your self-assessments were better than peer feedback, choose less helpful]
11. What type of feedback did you find most useful in your revision process?
example: language, elaboration, organization, integration, main points
12. What type of feedback did you find least useful?
example: language, elaboration, organization, integration, main points

After you received feedback, you were asked to revise your original essay. This section will ask
about your experience revising your essay.
13. What type of feedback did you usually use in your revision?
example: language, elaboration, organization, integration, main points
14. What type of feedback did you usually NOT use in your revision?
example: language, elaboration, organization, integration, main points

These next questions will ask you about your overall experience as a participant in the study.

15. Overall, do you think your writing improved over the course of the study?

16. If you answered yes to the previous question, how or in what ways did your writing
improve?

17. Please indicate how your writing improved in the area of organization (in both
independent and integrated tasks)

18. Please indicate how your writing improved in the area of use of language (in both
independent and integrated tasks)

19. Please indicate how your writing improved in the area of addressing the topic (in

independent tasks)

20. Please indicate how your writing improved in the area of explanation and elaboration (in
independent tasks)

21. Please indicate how your writing improved in the area of presenting the main points (in
integrated tasks)

22. Please indicate how your writing improved in the area of accuracy (in integrated tasks)
23. Please indicate how your writing improved in the area of integration (in integrated tasks)

These next few questions will address self-assessment
24. In general, how comfortable did you feel reviewing your own essays through self-
evaluations?
25. In general, how confident did you feel in your ability to evaluate your own work?
26. Do you feel that self-evaluation helped your revision process?
27. Do you like self-assessment?
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Do you feel like you learned something from self-assessment?

These next few questions will deal with peer-assessment.

29.

30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.

37.
38.

In general, how comfortable did you feel reviewing peers' essays through peer-
evaluation?

In general, how confident did you feel in your ability to evaluate the work of your peers?
Do you feel that peer-evaluation helped your revision process?

Do you like peer-assessment?

Do you feel like you learned something from peer-assessment?

Do you feel that your peers were good and reliable reviewers?

Do you feel that you were a good and reliable reviewer for your peers?

Who do you think peer-evaluation is more beneficial for? The person giving the
feedback or the person receiving it?

Which was more difficult for you, peer-assessment or self-assessment?

Did you learn more from your own self-evaluation feedback or from peers' feedback?
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