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This study investigated the differences between two writing classes which have 
the same textbooks, content, and course objectives of academic literacy achievement but 
have different modes of instruction: technology-enhanced versus traditional.  While the 
two classes were taught by the same teacher, how peer feedback differs in theses two 
contexts was explored; in addition, how differences affect students’ revisions was 
investigated.   This study utilized a combination of methods consisting of quantitative 
data from oral interaction in peer review sessions in the face-to-face class and from text 
analysis of written responses in both classes and qualitative data from student and teacher 
interviews and a classroom observation. The results evidenced that the modes of 
communication in the form of peer feedback did not have any obstacles for the L2 
writings in the on-line class.  
 

Introduction 

Networked Classroom Interaction and Second Language Learning 

From drill-and-practice software, to word-processing programs, to network and 

hypertext software, the gradual integration of technology in classrooms over the last forty 

years has the evidence of technological developments.  Simultaneously, technological 

developments have evidenced limitations of each computer era or the theories of learning 

and instruction which has been developed by scholars and construed in teacher’s actual 

practices.  Thus, the introduction of networked technologies in education coincided with 

a shift in education from an interest in cognitive and developmental theories of learning 

to a social and collaborative view of learning (Hawisher, 1994).  

Two kinds of networks have been widely used for instructional purposes within 

social and critical education approaches: national and international networks (a wide-area 

networks, WANs), and local area networks (LANs).  For example, with the help of the 

international networks, learners and teachers are able to access and share information in a 

time- and space- independent fashion by the use of electronic mail, bulletin boards, or 

discussion lists on worldwide networks such as the Internet.  By contrast, the 

instructional use of LANs, which link computers to each other in a laboratory or a 
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classroom, has introduced the possibility of real-time, synchronous, simultaneous written 

discussions with multiple participants by whole class or by smaller groups within the 

class (Warschauer, 1996).  Both technologies underline a view of learning as a 

collaborative act that happens in a social and political context, with learners and teacher 

working together in a new medium of networked interaction (Ortega, 1997). 

In the meantime, Tuzi (2004) utilized an interesting term of electronic feedback 

with an attempt to explore the relationship between electronic feedback (hereafter 

interchangeably used with e-feedback) and its impact on second-language writers’ 

revisions.  It is worthy of noting the role of e-feedback as one of the tools eliciting 

networked collaborative interactions among L2 writers.  Moreover, e-feedback in this 

paper will be utilized in order to compare how peer feedback in on-line class differs in 

effect from that of traditional class.     

  

What is Electronic Feedback?  

 In Tuzi’s paper, e-feedback was defined as follows: “Electronic feedback -

feedback in digital, written from and transmitted via the web (p. 1).”  Tuzi also claims 

that e-feedback transfers the concepts of oral response into the electronic arena.  In other 

words, he defines e-feedback as a tool, merging oral response and technology.   

In my paper, I also utilize the term e-feedback to distinguish it from the forms of 

traditional feedback (oral and written feedback); however, I define it differently than Tuzi 

for three reasons.  First, this is not a new form of feedback.  Rather, researchers have not 

become accustomed to the term yet.  Since the computer-assisted classroom was 

facilitated by writing courses, this form of feedback has existed.  Second, in Tuzi’s 
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definition, he does not consider whether e-feedback is synchronous or asynchronous.  

Instead, readers of Tuzi’s work have to guess that Tuzi studied synchronous e-feedback in 

his study.  E-feedback also could be asynchronous, which differs from a synchronous 

mode of communication, such as Computer-Assisted Classroom Discussion (CACD).  

Third, in this sense, e-feedback should include the feedback transmitted via electronic 

mail (e-mail).   Thus, the definition of e-feedback in this paper is a written form of 

feedback which is transmitted via the web or email synchronously or asynchronously.  

For this paper, I focus on asynchronous e-feedback which is transmitted via the web. 

 

How is it Different from Oral Feedback and Written Feedback?  

E-feedback differs from traditional feedback in a number of areas.  Typical of oral 

feedback, writers and respondents communicate and negotiate verbally and nonverbally 

in real time as well as employ the printed text, which they can view, refer to, and mark up.  

In written feedback, respondents read the text and then write a response on a paper.  

Students may be required to write a response in class or by the next class.  After the 

response is hand-written, it is often given to the writer during a peer group session in 

which negotiation and interaction often take place.  In the electronic environment, 

however, L2 writers using e-feedback may not be able to participate in the myriad of 

communication activities used both in traditional oral feedback and in the oral review 

session in written feedback because the verbal elements are missing.  Other possible 

reasons may be as follows: a time delay involved in the dialogue by email or via the web 

site, or the extent of the familiarity of using the comment function in a word-processing 

program may differ and limit in students’ engagement in e-feedback, or the added writing 
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filter in e-feedback makes encoding and deciphering messages more difficult.  In addition, 

the lack of intimacy, for example, face-to-face interaction, may discourage a sense of 

community for some students - such a lack of intimacy can also inhibit scaffolding (Tuzi, 

p. 219).  

Two forms of feedback, the former in the traditional writing course and the latter 

in the on-line writing course, are currently utilized by the English Language Program in 

the department in which the researcher currently studies.  It is important to discover 

whether limiting the modes of communication to asynchronous written feedback via the 

web is beneficial or it presents an obstacle for L2 writers in the on-line writing course 

which shares the same course objectives and content as the traditional writing course 

(hereafter interchangeably used with face-to-face class).  In other words, despite using the 

same form of written feedback, e-feedback in the on-line course and written feedback in 

the face-to-face course are generated, transmitted, and received differently.  Thus, the 

benefits evident in peer feedback in the face-to-face classroom may not exist in e-

feedback in the on-line writing class or vice versa.   

In addition to the differences in the modes of communication of the two classes, 

technology-enhanced vs. traditional, I highlight the lack of oral communication in the on-

line writing class.  Current scholarship reveals that many researchers and teachers share 

an intuitive belief that Computer-Mediated Communication (CMC) generates a positive 

influence (Barker & Kemp, 1990; Faigley, 1992; Lafer, 1996; Tuman, 1992).  However, 

there is little-to-no empirical evidence that CMC encourages communication and 

influences writing to a greater degree than oral conversation. (Eldred & Hawisher, 1995; 

Hawisher, LeBlanc, Moran, & Selfe, 1996).  While the students in the on-line class and 
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the face-to-face class both receive written feedback, including written peer response, 

students in the face-to-face class have access to a second form of peer response in the 

form of oral communication.  Whether the lack of oral communication in the on-line 

course makes a significant difference in students’ writings is still undiscovered.   

 

Advantages and Disadvantages of Oral Feedback among Peers 

 Several studies have investigated the effects of oral peer-response on L2 revision 

and indicated its benefits on L2 writing.  For example, oral feedback increases 

participation and interaction among L2 writers because it includes more opportunities for 

negotiating meaning (Mendonca & Jonson, 1994) and for scaffolding (Carson & Nelson, 

1996).  Oral feedback also increases critical reading and analyzing writing skills, 

encourages understanding of audience, and presents writing as a process. (Ferris & 

Hedgecock, 1998; Mendonca & Jonson, 1994; Mittan, 1989, quoted by Tuzi)  

 Even though oral feedback has many advantages, some studies notes negative 

aspects of oral feedback in writing class.  For example, L2 writers often focus heavily on 

surface errors in oral response (Berger, 1990; Hall, 1990).  

  

E-feedback for Collaborative Interaction 

E-feedback may be seen as one type of Computer-Mediated Communication 

(CMC) which promote collaborate interaction since CMC refers to both asynchronous 

communication such as e-mail or the web and virtual synchronous conversation in multi-

user domain object-oriented (Moo’s).   
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Belcher (1999) claims that CMC extends the interaction possibilities beyond the 

classroom walls, which literally limit students to “time constraints” and interactions with 

only those students with who are involved in pair or group work (Belcher, 1999, p. 255).  

In addition, Belcher claims that CMC offers an additional and possibly less anxiety-

provoking means of learner-to-learner communication within language classrooms than 

face-to-face interaction.   

In addition, many studies suggest that on-line class tend to have higher student 

involvement than that of traditional classrooms.  Selfe (1992) claims that on-line 

environments “offer alternative spaces for academic student involvement because they 

offer different conversational power structures” than those of traditional settings (p. 

149).”  Weigle and Nelson (2004), based on their observations of the use of email to 

supplement face-to-face tutoring, suggest that internet-based tutoring might well be more 

productive than face-to-face tutoring for many second language writers.   

Self, and Weigle and Nelson have focused on the degree of collaborative 

interaction in two different learning contexts: on-line classroom and face-to-face 

classrooms.  Meanwhile, Honeycutt (2001) emphasizes that the different mode of 

communication leads different feedback in his comparison of feedback sessions using an 

asynchronous mode (email) and a synchronous one (chat).  Honeycutt found that 

“asynchronous media tend to produce more directive comments about potential revision 

strategies, whereas synchronous conferencing supports informative and elicitive 

comments indicating a greater amount of personal and collaborative involvement 

between participants” (p. 54).   
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With reference to various previous studies, e-feedback seems to be a potentially 

powerful tool for enhancing collaborative interactions among L2 writers under certain 

circumstances; however, the research on how the impacts of e-feedback affect revisions is 

relatively few.  Hewett’s (2000) and Tuzi’s (2001) research are the only related literatures 

available that actually explore the impact of e-feedback on revision.  Hewett’s research 

on “whether and how students apply what they learned through peer talk to their writing-

in-progress” (p. 266) indicated that the type of interaction had a different impact on 

revision.  Whereas oral conversation includes abstract and global idea development, e-

feedback focused on more concrete writing issues.  In contrast, Tuzi found that e-

feedback has positive impacts on second language writers in terms of the quality of their 

revisions, a result of their environment in the writing process.  However, Hewett’s and 

Tuzi’s studies have in common that they compare oral feedback with e-feedback as a 

synchronous mode of communication.  

In my paper, I focus on the role of e-feedback as an asynchronous mode of 

communication. Whether or not an asynchronous mode of communication via the web as 

peer response is beneficial to L2 writers is the major concern of this paper.  In sum, the 

on-line class and the face-to-face class have different characteristics in their modes of 

instruction (technology-enhanced versus face-to-face) as well as types of communication 

(written feedback via web versus written and oral feedback in class) among peers.  In 

order to address how the different types of feedback differently impact L2 writing, the 

following questions will be explored throughout this study.  
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1) How does peer feedback differ in the on-line class and in the face-to-face class?  

2) How do the revisions students make differ in the on-line class and in the face-to-face 

class?  

 

Method 

Participants 

 Six participants volunteered.  Of the six participants, three are enrolled in a face-

to-face writing class and the other three are enrolled in an on-line writing class in an 

English Language Program (ELP) at an American state university.  These two classes 

have the same instructor and same curriculum.  The researcher has a role as an observer.  

Table 1 shows more details about the participants.  

 It was noted that there is an interesting difference between the two classes in their 

students’ educational backgrounds and school years.  While all three students in the face-

to-face class are freshmen, those in the on-line class are higher in their school years: 

seniors and junior.  In addition, the participants in the on-line class have been more 

exposed to the university level of academic context in the target language.   

 

Setting 

Typically taken in undergraduate students’ first year of enrollment, the course in 

which my participants are enrolled is a foundational course in academic writing whose 

content should also provide English-as-an-additional-language students with venues for 

future development in academic writing.   Even though some of the participants are 

Juniors and senior, they are enrolled in this course since they are determined by  
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Table 1. Participants 

 On-line  Face-to-Face 
 A B C D E F 
Age 
(gender) 

25 
(male) 

20 
(female) 

21 
(female) 

21 
(female) 

24 
(female) 

26 
(female) 

Nationality East 
Timor 

Philippine China Japan Japan Japan 

Year at 
UH 

Freshman Freshman Freshman Senior 
(exchang
e 
student)  

Junior Senior 

Major Secondar
y 
Educatio
n 

Pre-
Nursing 

Accountin
g 

Second 
Languag
e  
Studies 

Travel 
Industry 
Manageme
nt 

Psycholog
y 

Educationa
l 
Backgroun
d 

-moved 
to the 
United 
States to 
finish BA 
degree in 
the 4th 
year of 
his 
universit
y at East 
Timor.  
 

- 
graduated 
middle 
school in 
Philippine
s. – 
educated 
in the 
United 
States 
since high 
school. 

- moved to 
the United 
States in 
the third 
year of her 
high 
school. 

- studied 
in New 
Zealand 
for 11 
months 
at the age 
of 15.  

- studied in 
the 
university 
in Hong 
Kong for 2 
yrs and 
transferred 
to the 
university 
in the 
United 
States. 

-graduated 
two-year-
college in 
Japan and 
transferred 
to the 
university 
in the 
United 
States.  
 

 

administrators to be in need of academic writing instruction when they were transferred 

to this university.  The course emphasizes language, pragmatics, and topics such as 

plagiarism for students who may be unfamiliar with the conventions of academic English.  

Completion of this course is expected to prepare students for future academic writing 

assignments throughout their college careers.  Unlike other courses in the English 

Language Program, this course is equivalent in credit to English 100 (ENG 100), a 

required writing class for all undergraduate students.  Students are expected to complete 
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four major papers: Analytical Essay, Argumentative Essay, Critical Response Essay, and 

Research Paper.   

The researcher gathered quantitative data from oral interaction in peer review 

sessions in the face-to-face class and from text analysis of written responses in both 

classes.  The researcher also collected qualitative data from student and teacher 

interviews and a classroom observation. 

 

Data Collection Procedure  

With the limitation of access to the target class, data collection has been delayed 

and has been limited to one major paper, a research paper, out of four major papers which 

were assigned alike to the students in the two classes.  In other words, all observation, 

papers, and revisions were collected as data during the period of time that one target 

paper was dealt with in the course schedule.  Thus, this study has limitation in terms of 

generalizing results.  However, this study will be utilized as a pilot study to examine the 

possibility of further, larger scale research.  

Moreover, the course schedule has been changed since the researcher began this 

study.  Ideally, the researcher intended to collect data from the two peer review sessions 

in the face-to-face class and two peer response comments in the on-line class.  The due 

date for the target paper in the on-line class has been re-scheduled three weeks behind the 

face-to-face class which conflicts the researcher’s time-frame to collect sufficient data.  

Thus, of two multiple revision processes, the researcher limits text analysis to the first 

draft and its revision in the two classes for this paper.  
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In the face-to-face class, students brought their initial essays in the form of hard 

copy to class and shared their papers with two peers and exchanged written feedback with 

their peers as a group.  Since the researcher could access three participants in the face-to-

face class, the researcher asked the instructor to group the three participants together to 

avoid the possibility of bothering their classmates.  After the written feedback was 

completed, they were allowed to ask questions in order to negotiate meaning in peers’ 

essays.  However, students (including my participants) in class discussed papers with 

each other during the time that was allowed for written feedback.  

In addition, there was a lack of time since each paper was long and each 

participant was expected to read two papers and provide written feedback.  Most of the 

students in the class could not finish giving written feedback within the given time.  

Alternatively, the instructor asked the students to take their peers’ papers home and finish 

them before the next peer review meeting.  The next peer review meeting was self-

arranged in the following week and the feedback was given orally.  However, a second 

peer review session is not included in this paper since the researcher had no opportunity 

to analyze the second peer feedback from the online class within the given time for this 

paper.  However, more data will be collected for further study even after this paper is 

completed.  

The analysis process began by observing peer responses in which written 

feedback was provided in the face-to-face class.  The researcher recorded participants’ 

verbal responses.  Subsequently, the researcher collected the copies of their initial papers 

and the papers on which hand-written peer comments were written as well as the 

subsequent revision papers.  While analyzing the data collected, the teacher feedback was 
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also gathered to be utilized in order to distinguish the revisions affected by the teacher as 

opposed to the revisions affected by peers.  The researcher also conducted interviews 

which evidenced the distinction.  

In the on-line class, after students posted their initial essays to two websites, 

WebCT and Comment, the students arranged themselves into peer review groups.  While 

the teacher gave feedback to the students by using the comment function in a word-

processing program, peers submitted e-feedback via the website, called Comment.  It was 

mandatory for students to provide feedback at least 2 or 3 peers and it became part of 

their grades.  Subsequently, the researcher printed students’ initial papers and e-feedback 

as well as the subsequent revision papers from Comment.  The teacher feedback was also 

treated as above.  One revision paper in the on-line class was not included in this paper 

since one participant did not submit.  

The researcher also collected the documents that used for training students about 

how to provide feedback on peers’ papers from the instructor and attach it to the 

Appendix C, which were different in the two classes.  

 

Analysis 

How research questions are answered.  In order to answer research question 1) 

“How does peer feedback differ in the on-line class and in the face-to-face class?” I 

utilized classroom observation to record what kinds of oral interactions occurred in peer 

review sessions in the face-to-face classroom.  I also utilized students’ written feedback 

in the two classes to compare what kinds of feedback were given to the students in the 

two classes.  To analyze oral and written responses in terms of feedback, I coded both by 
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using a modified version of Stanley’s (1992) response analysis, whose components are 

advice, alternatives, questions, quick fixes, statement, praise, criticism, and requests.  

Definitions and examples of a modified version of Stanley’s response analysis are in the 

Appendix B.  While categorizing responses to the following components: advice, 

questions, and requests, I found that some questions implied advice, others implied 

requests.  Even though some advice and requests were in the form of questions, I 

categorized them according to what I understand to be the comment providers’ intentions 

after interviews.  The degree of inter-rater reliability will be provided for the further 

study.  

Subsequently, the student interviews were conducted by focusing on the L2 

writers’ perspectives on peer feedback and teacher feedback in the two classes.  

Reviewing interviews data several times, the researcher attempted to categorize the data 

according to recurring themes.     

For research question 2) “How do the revisions students make differ in the on-line 

class and in the face-to-face class?” student interviews were conducted to question the 

actual changes they made in their revisions as well as stimulus for the changes.  This 

helped the researcher to identify how the L2 writers take oral and written responses in the 

face-to-face class as well as how the L2 writers utilized e-feedback in the on-line class.  

Furthermore, how the L2 writers incorporated peer feedback into their revisions in the 

two classes was also studied.  

In addition to the qualitative analysis of data, I analyzed the written data of 

revisions students made as a result of oral and written interaction.  This analysis utilized a 

modified version of Chris Hall’s (1990) revision analysis rubric with an attempt to 
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determine the changes that the students made and compare the revisions to the originals 

in order to determine if any of the interactions influenced revision changes in the two 

classes.  Teacher written feedback was also gathered as data to recognize which revisions 

which were affected by the teacher.  Thus, revisions were analyzed by identifying 

specific characteristics of the revised essays.  The rubric includes the following 

components: the level (such as punctuation, word, phrase, sentence, clause, and 

paragraph), type of revisions (such as replace, add, delete, move, split, combine, and 

rephrase), the purpose (such as clarify intended meaning, impact, new information, 

surface, grammar, structure, and not needed), and stimulus (peer oral feedback, peer 

written feedback, teacher feedback, and self) for those revisions.   

In order to compare the revisions of the two classes, I investigated the level, type, 

purpose and stimulus of the revisions from each class while comparing the stimulus with 

each level and purpose specific to each class.  Detailed descriptions and examples of 

these two rubrics are given in the Appendix B.   

 

Findings 

Quantitative Data 

Feedback in the On-line Class vs. Feedback in the Face-to-Face Class.  Tables 2 

and 3 show that the total number of peer feedback in the face-to-face class (109, 

including oral feedback of 6) was almost twice as many as in the on-line class (51) while 

teacher feedback between the two classes evidences no significant difference in the total 

number.  That is to say, the total number of peer e-feedback occurred in the on-line class 

was remarkably fewer than that of peer feedback in the face-to-face class.  Contrary to 
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the researcher’s expectation, the number of occurrences of oral responses in the face-to-

face class was very low as six: one advice, three questions, one statement, and one 

request.   

 

Table 2. Comparison of Peer Feedback between the Two Classes  
 
 Advice Alternatives Questions Quick fixes Statement Criticism Request Praise Total 

Online 14 0 6 0 10 1 1 19 51 

% 27.45 0 11.77 0 19.61 1.96 1.96 37.26 100 

Face-to-Face (Oral) 21(1) 0 31(3) 1 19 (1) 4 2 (1) 31 (6) 109 

% 19.27 0 28.44 0.917 17.43 3.67 1.84 28.44 100 

 
 
Table 3. Comparison of Teacher Feedback between the Two Classes  
 
 Advice Alternatives Questions Quick fixes Statement Criticism Request Praise Total 

Written Feedback 

Online 12 2 25 5 2 4 5 8 63 

% 19.05 3.18 39.68 7.94 3.17 6.35 7.94 12.70 100 

Face-to-Face 10 3 21 11 3 9 5 11 73 

% 13.70 4.11 28.77 15.07 4.11 12.33 6.85 15.07 100 

 

Comparison of the Types of Feedback.  As Table 5 illustrates, in general, the 

frequent types of peer feedback used in the on-line class did not significantly differ from 

the face-to-face class.  In contrast, the teacher utilized different types of feedback 

between the two classes.  For example, the teacher utilized quick fixes more frequently in 

the face-to-face class than in the on-line class.  However, there was no significant 

discrimination in the usage of quick fixes by the teacher between the on-line class and the 

face-to-face class.  It is uncertain if a specific mode of comments (using the comment 
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function in a word-processing program or using hand-written comment) may influence 

the teacher to employ quick fixes more frequently.  

 

 

Table 5. Frequency of Components  
 
Peer On-line Face-to-Face Teacher On-line Face-to-Face 

1 Praise 
(37.25%) 

Praise 
(28.44%) 1 Questions 

(39.68%) 
Questions 
(28.77%) 

2 Advice 
(27.45%) 

Questions 
(28.44%) 2 Advice 

(19.05%) 
Praise 

(15.07%) 

3 Statement 
(19.61%) 

Advice 
(19.27 %) 3 Praise 

(12.70%) 
Quick Fixes 

(15.07%) 

4 Questions 
(11.76%) 

Statement 
(17.43%) 4 Request 

(7.94 %) 
Advice 
(13.70%) 

5 Request 
(1.96%) 

Criticism 
(3.67%) 5 Quick Fixes 

(7.94%) 
Criticism 
(12.33%) 

6 Criticism 
(1.96%) 

Request 
(1.83%) 6 Criticism 

(6.35%) 
Request 
(6.85%) 

7 Quick Fixes 
(0.00%) 

Quick Fixes 
(0.92%) 7 Statement 

(3.17%) 
Statement 

(4.11%) 

8 Alternatives 
(0.00%) 

Alternatives 
(0.00%) 8 Alternatives 

(3.17%) 
Alternatives 

(4.11%) 

 

Revisions in the On-line Class vs. Revisions in the Face-to-Face Class. According 

to Table 4, students made 1 revision out of 51 peer feedback given in the on-line class 

and 1 revision out of 103 peer feedback given in the face-to-face class.  Only small 

fraction of the total peer feedback was evidenced in revisions in both classes (1.96 % 

from the on-line class and 0.97 % the face-to-face class).  In addition, teacher feedback 

was not utilized much in both classes.  Only 4 revisions were made out of 63 teacher 

feedback (6.35%) in the on-line class and 4 revisions were made out of 73 teacher 

feedback (5.48%) in the face-to-face class.  Meanwhile, among a total of 12 revisions 
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completed in the on-line class, self revision occurred most in 7 which figures as 58.33 %.  

Self revision also takes the highest rank in the face-to-face class.  85 % of the total 

revisions in the face-to-face class were self revisions.  As for the oral feedback, there was 

not a marked impact on their revisions.  Only one revision was made out of 6 peer oral 

feedbacks.   

In sum, neither written feedback nor oral feedback significantly impacted on 

students’ revisions in both classes.  However, self revision was remarkably practiced; 

moreover, more self revisions were made in the face-to-face class than in the on-line 

class.  

 

Table 4.  The Stimuli for the Changes made in the Drafts  
 
 On-line class  Face-to-Face class 
Peer oral feedback 0(0) 1(6) 
Peer written feedback 1(51) 1(103) 
Teacher feedback 4(63) 4(73) 
Self 7 34 
Total 12 (114) 40 (182)  
*Parentheses show a total number of feedbacks given to the students.    

 

Qualitative Data 

 Text Analysis.  First, the qualities of the first drafts were different in the two 

classes.  The first drafts in the on-line class had higher qualities than the first drafts in the 

face-to-face class in terms of organization and content.  Interviews with the teacher about 

the general quality of the papers between the two classes also support this observation:  

“Some of them already were higher level when they started this course (on-line writing 

course).  More experienced writers.  It really depends on the individual but I’d say the 
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majority of people in the on-line class are more experienced.”  For the students in the 

face-to-face class, she said, “They are more mixed, the experienced with the 

inexperienced, in training and in writing.”  The teacher continued talking about her 

impressions of students in the on-line class, saying “With some of the requirement and 

instructions for writing, they know what they have to improve on.”  With my observation 

and teacher interviews, the reason why fewer comments and revisions were made in the 

on-line class than those of the face-to-face class throughout the revision process has been 

clearer.  In other words, since the qualities of the first drafts in the on-line class were 

higher than those of the first drafts in the face-to-face class, fewer comments and 

subsequent revisions were required in the on-line class.  

Second, in both classes the majority of teacher comments on the first drafts 

highlighted organization and content.  One interview with a participant in the face-to-face 

class evidenced that the student valued on the teacher’s comments on organization and 

content in their first drafts: “I prefer to have teacher feedback at the first draft.  If the first 

draft is totally wrong, I can change.  But in the second draft, it is too late to change 

because I already research a lot.”  Interestingly, while students focused on rearranging 

sentences, paragraphs, and adding supporting ideas from various sources according to the 

teacher’s comments, I found that students often ignored the comments about minor errors 

including the use of articles, and spellings.  Since the data I collected was the first and 

second drafts among two multiple revision process, in which the third drafts are their 

final papers, I conclude that the teacher has a tendency to give general comments 

regarding organization and contents; accordingly, students in their early revisions have a 
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tendency to focus more on organization and contents than mechanics including grammar 

and minor errors.   

Third, in the face-to-face class I found that while students revised their papers, the 

sentences for which negative feedbacks were provided from both teacher and peers were 

commonly deleted.  Sometimes even the paragraph including the sentence was deleted. 

Students refused to rewrite, paraphrase the sentences instead of making them stronger by 

quoting from different sources as their peers and the teacher requested. 

I also found this phenomenon in the paper of low level English within the online 

class.  The reason was unclear whether it was because revising the sentences became 

challenges for a certain English level of students.   It is too early to say that the reason for 

this phenomenon which is found in the papers with low level English in the face-to-face 

class as well as in the on-line class is due to their writing abilities.  It may be because 

students had negative feedbacks from more than one person and considered the sentences 

as unnecessary.  Further study is required to make this assumption clear.  

 Fourth, it was noteworthy that some peer feedback in the form of request and 

advice were not often utilized when students revised their papers.  Instead, peer feedback 

in the form of question and statement were highly utilized to improve their papers.  Since 

peer feedback in the forms of questions and statements provided students insights of how 

different readers can have various perspectives to the same topic, students often said that 

they had ideas from peers’ questions and statements about what should be supplemented 

in order to make their arguments stronger.   
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Student Perspectives about Peer Feedback vs. Teacher Feedback.  In both on-line 

class and face-to-face class, all students satisfy peer feedback.  Moreover, students 

equally valued teacher feedback and peer feedback and revealed any preferences between 

them.  However, their expectations towards peer feedback and teacher feedback were 

different.  Students appreciated peer feedback of providing diverse perspectives to their 

papers.  In contrast, students appreciated the teacher’s comments in the forms of 

alternatives since it helps students understand the teacher’ intentions better as well as it 

saves students’ time to come up with an alternative idea in order to revise the target 

sentences or the paragraphs.   

  

Discussion 

Peer Feedback in the On-line Class and in the Face-to-Face Class 

One of the major findings of the study reveals that although the types of the peer 

feedback provided in the two classes are similar, the total number of e-feedback was 

remarkably fewer.  It is difficult to conclude that the different modes of communication 

(computer-enhanced vs. traditional) resulted in more feedback in the face-to-face class.  

As qualitative analysis evidenced, more feedback was provided in the face-to-face 

because the qualities of the first drafts in the on-line class were higher than those of the 

face-to-face class.  Thus, fewer comments were required in the on-line class.  As this 

qualitative analysis demonstrates, looking at the total amount of feedback made between 

the two classes does not give a complete picture of the effect of technology on the peer 

review process.  
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In other words, rather than the different modes of communication, the qualities of 

the students’ initial papers are the major factor of affecting the total number of peer 

feedback; meanwhile, the teacher feedback is provided regardless of the qualities of the 

students’ papers in both classes. 

 

 

The Revisions in the On-line Class and in the Face-to-Face class  

While the total peer feedback in the on-line class was fewer than that of face-to-

face class, the proportion of the revisions students made from peer feedback was lower in 

the on-line class.  This result is mainly because of one oral peer feedback evidenced in 

revisions in the face-to-face class.  Since the total number of revisions made was very 

few in both classes, it does not support that the oral feedback had huge impacts on 

revisions.   In fact, neither e-feedback nor oral and written feedback from peers 

significantly resulted in revisions.  However, self revisions in both classes are highly 

utilized.  Most self revisions have been inspired by the comments that students were 

provided from peers and the teacher.  For example, most of the teachers’ general 

comments, often offered at the last page of students’ first drafts, were about organization 

and content.  Especially, comments about content made students find more literatures to 

support their ideas, and it guided them to self-revise their papers at a great degree.  

Moreover, diverse questions and statements from peers also became a trigger to revise 

their papers by understanding peers’ different perspectives on their papers.   

This study concludes that since the qualities of students’ initial papers in the face-

to-face class were lower, more revisions were essentially required to improve in the face-
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to-face class.  However, no evidences were found that the different modes of 

communication in peer feedback have different impacts on revisions.  

 

Conclusion 

Due to the small size of this project, the findings and implications are not meant 

to be generalized beyond the scope of this study.  However, I make a number of 

observations based on the preliminary findings.  First, the lack of oral communication in 

the on-line class did not significant difference in students’ writings.  In addition, the 

differences in the modes of communication of the two classes, technology-enhanced vs. 

traditional, had any disadvantages, or obstacles for L2 writers in the on-line writing class 

in terms of the number of feedback given and its types or qualities of feedback given.  

Rather, the total number of feedback and the types or qualities of feedback has been 

decided by the qualities of students’ initial papers.  Subsequently, the different modes of 

communications did not make any significant differences in the revisions students made 

between in the on-line class and in the face-to-face class.   Rather, what kinds of 

comments students receive is the major factor of the occurrence of self revisions.  

One important pedagogical implication of the current study for L2 writing 

teachers is that the content based peer review instruction could be more emphasized in 

order to improve self revisions in both on-line and face-to-face class.  It is desirable to 

increase self revisions since teachers have limitation to provide detailed feedback to 

students.  Especially for students, who have lack of ability in organization of ideas, 

sharing different perspectives from peers on the same content will be helpful to organize 

and support their ideas more effectively.   
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Appendix A.  
 
Table 1. The stimuli for each level of revision in the online class  
 word Sentence phrase paragraph Punctuation Clause  total 
 Peer 
Oral Feedback  

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Peer  
Written Feedback 

0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
 

Teacher feedback 3 0 0 1 0 0 4 
Self 0 0 0 6 0 1 7 
 
Table 2. The stimuli for each type of revision in the online class 
 replace add delete move split combine rephrase total 

 Peer oral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Peer written 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Teacher written 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 4 

Self 0 2 1 3 0 0 1 7 

 
Table 3. The stimuli for each purpose of revision in the online class  
 meaning Impact New 

info 
Surface grammar structure Not 

needed 
total 

 Peer Oral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Peer Written 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Teacher 
Written 

1 0 0 0 1 0 2 4 

Self 1 4 1 0 0 0 1 7 
 
Table 4. The stimuli for each level of revision in the face-to-face class  
 word Sentence phrase paragraph punctuation Clause  total 
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 Peer 
Oral 

0 1 0 0 0 0 1 

 Peer 
Written 

0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

Teacher 
Written 

2 2 0 0 1 0 4 

Self 3 15 1 14 0 1 34 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 5. The stimuli for each type of revision in the face-to-face class 
 replace add delete move split combine rephrase total 
Peer Oral 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Peer Written 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
Teacher Written 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 4 
Self 0 18 4 4 0 0 8 34 
 
Table 6. The stimuli for each purpose of revision in the face-to-face class  
 meaning impact New 

info 
Surface grammar structure Not 

needed 
total 

Peer Oral 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
Peer Written 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
Teacher 
Written 

2 0 0 0 1 0 1 4 

Self 2 14 12 0 0 2 4 34 
 
 
Table 7. The Stimuli for the Changes made in the Drafts 
  On-line 

class 
Online % Sum Sum. % Face-

to-
face 
class 

Face. % Sum. Sum. % 

Peer oral 
feedback 

0 0.00  0 0.00  1 2.50  6 16.67  

Peer 
written 
feedback 

1 8.33  51 1.96  1 2.50  103 0.97  

Teacher 
feedback 

4 33.33  63 6.35  4 10.00  73 5.48  

Self 7 58.33      34 85.00      
sum. 12 100.00   114  10.53 40 100.00   182  21.97 
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Appendix B.  Data coding explanations and examples.  

The response analysis rubric for evaluating the responses  

Components Example 
Advice “You might want to include an example here.” 
Alternatives “You need a more specific claim. For example, *****.”  
Questions “What’s the topic of your paper?” “Is this a logical response?” 
Quick Fixes “I try to break the door down > tried to break.” 
Statements These components did not fit any of the other categories. “I can relate 

to your experience. When I was young I did the same thing.”  
Praise “This is an excellent beginning to your essay.” 
Criticism  “Your first two sentences don’t fit the rest of the paragraph at all.” 
Requests “Can you give me a reason for believing this?” “Can you explain this 

for me?” 
 
The revision analysis rubric  
Level Example 
Clause We sat down and took a long rest.  After reaching the top of the mountain, 

we sat down and took a long rest.  
Paragraph I find that this movie is not making light of one of the most horrific events 

in human history at all.  It shows us simply how horrible this was and how 
it tore families apart, and shows the determined strength and great love of a 
father in a dire situation. I don’t know whether it is right or wrong to depict 
war comically.  However I appreciate this movie making us rouse such 
opinions. 

Phrase Jesse waited for the call.  Jesse waited in her office for the call.  
Punctuation Then he admitted what he did; he killed his horse.  Then he admitted 

what he did.  He killed his horse.  
Sentence He got off the bus slowly.  
Word  Look at the ball  Look on the ball.  Look on the mirror.  
 
Type Example 
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Add Salome went out the door.  When she heard the gun shots, Salome went 
out the door.  

Combine Debra was looking for the keys to the house.  She found them under the 
plant.  Debra was looking for the keys to the house and found them 
under the plant.  

Delete Jeff took his shoes off all by himself.  Jeff took his shoes off by himself. 
Move The old man walked slowly off the ramp. The old man slowly walked off 

the ramp.  
Replace Thomas runs to the phone.  Thomas ran to the phone.  
Rewrite I got angry at my father when I learned what he had done.  Having 

discovered the terrible crimes he committed, Alice became enraged at her 
own father.  

Split Jill liked the new home well enough, but she had a strange feeling because 
it was in the middle of the woods.  Jill liked the new home well enough. 
But, she had a strange feeling because it was in the middle of the woods.  

 
Purpose Example/ Explanation 
Grammar  We try to hit the ball over the fence.  We tried to hit the ball over the 

fence.  
Impact My father read quickly through the manual to find out what to do next.  

My father raced through the manual to find out what to do next.  
Meaning Why do athletes do doping anyway?  Why do athletes take drugs and 

steroids anyway?  
New info Swimming was lots of fun for the kids.   Swimming was lots of fun for 

the kids.  But they did not know an enemy was lurking under the surface – 
a snake.  

Not needed A particular section is deleted because the contents changes or are 
redundant making the section unnecessary.  

Structure My father had many reasons for not trusting us.  First of all, we all had a 
criminal record.  

Surface We tried to hit the ball ove the fence.  We tried to hit the ball over the 
fence.  
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Appendix C.  Peer Comment Instruction  
 

          [On-Line] 
 

Peer Response Guidelines 
 
Directions: 
 
Read the paper completely before making a response. Unless errors 
interfere with your ability to understand what the writer is saying, read 
for meaning only. Your goal can be to help the writer discover what 
works and what doesn't work and to find ways of strengthening the 
paper. 
 
1. Begin with positive reinforcement. Tell the writer what you like 

about the paper and what you think should not be changed. 
 

2. Insert your criticism. Tell the writer what confused you, misled 
you, bothered you, or left you wanting more. Be specific. 
Remember that providing a good critical analysis will help your 
peer. It is a good thing. 
 

3. Finish with a ray of hope. Give the writer helpful suggestions. Be 
specific. If you were the  

writer of this paper, what would you do to strengthen it? 
 

Source: Spack, R. (1998). Guidelines. New York: Cambridge 
University Press. 
 
 

The Web-based tool Comment is a useful feature that we will be 
doing peer response in throughout the semester. Go to Filter by 
Assignments, and select "Argumentative Essay - Draft 1" Then, give 
peer feedback only to the 2 people in your peer response group. If you 
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are having trouble using the tool, refer to the demo on how to add 
comments: Go to the Demo Site and click on adding comments. 
 

The primary focus of your feedback is on the use of sources, the 
content, and the direction of the ideas in the paper. You may also give 
some feedback on grammar, organization, introductions, conclusions, 
etc, but remember to focus on content. You may use the rubric (found 
on the Major Writing Assignments page) to help you think about what 
kinds of feedback to give. 

 
You are expected to put a strong effort into peer response and do 

your best to provide meaningful and helpful feedback. I will be 
looking over your feedback and giving you feedback on it. 

 
The peer response groups for your Argumentative Essays will be 

as follows: 
 
Team Rhinoceros 
Carolina, Eric, Nemanja, Yao 
 
Team Elephant 
Lavelle, Magnus, Mami 
 
Team Giraffe 
Jongmin, Pavel, Mei, Yuko 
 
Each person only has to respond to TWO people's papers. For the 

groups of four, please respond as follows: 
 
Carolina: respond to Eric and Nemanja 
Eric: respond to Nemanja and Yao 
Nemanja: respond to Yao and Carolina 
Yao: respond to Carolina and Eric 
 
Jongmin: respond to Pavel and Mei 
Pavel: respond to Mei and Yuko 
Mei: respond to Yuko and Jongmin 
Yuko: respond to Jongmin and Pavel 
 
 

 
SAMPLE PHRASES FOR PEER REVIEW 

 
"I really like this sentence because ______________." 
"I really like the way you say this." 
"I think this word/phrase is effective because ______________." 
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"This part is very clear to me." 
"I liked how you described ______________" 
 

~ ~ ~ OR ~ ~ ~ 
 

"What do you mean by '______________'?" 
"This part is not clear to me. What do you mean by 

______________?" 
"I don't understand this word/phrase. Could you please explain?" 

"I'm not sure what you mean by this (circle or underline text). 
Could you clarify?" 

"I would like to know more about ______________." 
"Could you give some examples?" 

"I think your main point is that _______________. Is that right?" 
 

 
 

[Face-to-Face Class] 
 

To revise your essay, you must evaluate it. Then you make improvements and in turn 
evaluate them in the context of the surrounding material. This process continues until you 
are satisfied that the essay is in final draft. 

ADD. Insert needed words, sentences, and paragraphs. If your additions require new 
content, return to the idea-gathering techniques. 

CUT. Get rid of whatever goes off the topic or repeats what has already been said. 

REPLACE. As needed, substitute new words, sentences, and paragraphs for what you 
have cut. 

MOVE MATERIAL AROUND. Change the sequence of paragraphs if the material is 
not presented in logical order. Move sentences. 

-- http://www3.ashland.edu/centers/writing/draftres.html  

Revising well means asking and answering […] questions about your own writing. It 
requires keeping an open mind about your work and going back over it again and again, 
until you get it just right. 

-- http://www.powa.org/revise/index.html  

To revise your essay, you must evaluate it. Then you make improvements and in turn 
evaluate them in the context of the surrounding material. This process continues until you 
are satisfied that the essay is in final draft. 
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ADD. Insert needed words, sentences, and paragraphs. If your additions require new 
content, return to the idea-gathering techniques. 

CUT. Get rid of whatever goes off the topic or repeats what has already been said. 

REPLACE. As needed, substitute new words, sentences, and paragraphs for what you 
have cut. 

MOVE MATERIAL AROUND. Change the sequence of paragraphs if the material is 
not presented in logical order. Move sentences. 

-- http://www3.ashland.edu/centers/writing/draftres.html  

Revising well means asking and answering […] questions about your own writing. It 
requires keeping an open mind about your work and going back over it again and again, 
until you get it just right. 

-- http://www.powa.org/revise/index.html 

USE FOR A LATER UNIT ON REVISION 

From http://www.csuohio.edu/writingcenter/revision.html 

Revision  

Revision tends to be divided into two categories, changes that alter the meaning of a text 
and changes that leave meaning intact. Think of how many changes you can make to a 
piece of writing. 

Since there are so many things a writer can do to a text and, often, so little time, it makes 
sense to make those changes that will make the meaning of your writing more clear to a 
reader. There are, of course, lots of ways to figure out how to revise a particular piece of 
writing; every writer is different. What follows is a method that works, either on a whole 
paper or on a paragraph.  

1. Finish a draft or at least part of a draft before you consider revising--otherwise 
you may never get anything finished.  

2. Reread your draft and decide what issues you need to focus on. Always start with 
the most serious meaning-blocking issues and work down; always make notes on 
the draft that you read, and consider getting another reader's opinion--maybe even 
a Writing Center tutor's opinion. 
 
Levels to consider: 

o subject & purpose  
o shape  
o paragraphs  
o sentences  
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o format  
3. Focus on a single issue.  
4. Maintaining your focus, talk or write through potential solutions to places where 

communication breaks down; often problems and solutions are easier to find with 
the help of an objective reader (e.g., another writer, a Writing Center tutor, or 
your instructor).  

5. Sketch in solutions and write them up.  
6. Repeat steps 1 through 5 as often as necessary. 

Revision Checklist 

Words like thesis, organization, paragraph, coherence, and comma splice, don't exist just 
to make your life miserable. All of these terms define the effects of a piece of writing. 
That is, a paper with a well-defined thesis lets a reader know where it's going; a well-
organized paper is one that enables a reader to get from beginning to end without getting 
lost. Your handbook or a Writing Center tutor can help you describe the effects of your 
writing (probably using terms like those listed above), but only you can decide to make 
your writing more meaningful or effective. A revision checklist like the following one 
can help you write a better paper, but only if you understand what makes effective 
writing and are willing to make changes. 

Check your draft for the following devices: 
 
Subject 

• thesis  
• unified information  
• tone  

Shape  

• organizational pattern  
• transitional words  
• introduction & conclusion  
• coherent information  

Paragraphs  

• topic sentences  
• examples  
• warrants  
• transitional words  

Sentences  

• complete sentences  
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• sentence variety  
• transitional words  

Format  

• special punctuation  
• page setup  
• documentation  

Checking for these devices is one way of making sure that your paper sticks to and 
develops a single idea. Of course, a list cannot replace your commitment to 
communicating with an audience. If you are not trying to affect your reader with an idea 
or two, perfect structure and grammar will only go so far. 
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