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ABSTRACT 

Using sociocultural learning theory, this comparative case study research and 

practitioner inquiry offers my account, as the researcher-facilitator, of organizing three, 

separate, semester-long writing groups (WG), providing insights into ways the peer 

facilitation scaffolded the peer review, in what ways is the facilitation different across the 

three groups, and what the main challenges are to facilitation in this space. As writing 

support for graduate students is diversifying, WGs have emerged as important liminal 

spaces where members learn how to participate in academic discourses through writing 

and especially learn about peer review. As the researcher-facilitator, I facilitated three 

groups where monolingual English and multilingual graduate students at the University 

of Hawaiʻi at Mānoa met on Zoom to peer review each other’s drafts, shared through 

Google Docs.  

The first two groups were multidisciplinary, while the third was discipline-

specific. Primary data included 26 screen-captured video recordings of the meetings and 

audio-recordings of nine retrospective participant interviews. Secondary data 

encompassed my reflection journals, email correspondence with participants, and shared 

Google Drive documents, which I utilized for triangulation purposes. Primary data was 

qualitatively analyzed in two phases through methods of open coding, constant 

comparative method of analysis, subsumption, feedback analysis, and comparative 

thematic analysis. Secondary data was analyzed through open coding. 

The findings suggest that the peer facilitation scaffolded the peer review in three 

main ways: setting the multimodal feedback format, imparting instruction on peer review, 

and participating in peer review. Further, differences were observed in facilitation, with 
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particular reference to the facilitator utilizing some scaffolding strategies in the 

multidisciplinary groups, but not in Group 3, and imparting less instruction in Group 3, 

indicating that facilitation may be tied to disciplinarity. This finding also underscores the 

importance of members’ prior feedback literacy that appears underrepresented in the 

literature. In terms of challenge to facilitation, analysis uncovered graduate students’ 

exhaustion and one monolingual student’s deficit perception of L2 English speakers’ 

feedback. 

This practitioner inquiry proposes a socioculturally-informed model of peer 

facilitation, taking into consideration the disciplinary composition of the groups and 

mediated by members’ prior feedback literacy, their linguistic diversity, the online 

environment, and the process of peer review. The findings endorse a multifaceted 

research approach for broadening current understandings of facilitation by foregrounding 

disciplinarity and linguistic diversity, accompanied by the modes and modality of peer 

review in an online environment. Further, there is a need to cultivate more supportive, 

conscientious, responsible, and socially just ways to engage in WGs. Findings hold 

pedagogical implications for writing instructors and program administrators for creating 

online communities of writing in distance-based learning environments and better 

understanding multimodal feedback.  
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Chapter 1  

Supporting Graduate Student Writing through Peer Review-Based Writing Groups 

This dissertation is concerned with supporting graduate student writing through peer 

review. Peer review refers to “any comments, given either orally or in writing, by members of 

the classroom or group that the learner belongs to” (Baker-Smemoe, 2018, p. 1). There are some 

ways where peer review is not beneficial. For instance, one challenge remains supporting 

reviewers to give quality comments (Chang, 2016). But the advantages of peer feedback are 

well-known. Unlike teacher-student interactions marked by power differentials, peer-peer 

relationships are more horizontal (Lee & Boud, 2003), which can provide a divergent perspective 

on writing (Habibie & Hyland, 2019). Although graduate student peer reviewers may not provide 

the same level of expertise as course instructors or supervisors, they may act as “critical friends” 

(Murphy et al., 2014, p. 239) by checking for clarity and logical flow. 

There are limited avenues where graduate students writing in English can receive 

feedback on their independent writing projects. Doctoral students in particular often solely have 

their supervisors for this purpose (Aitchison, 2014; Catterall et al., 2011; Danvers et al., 2019) 

and need avenues to build academic relationships with their peers (Arslantas et al., 2022). It is 

important for students to become self-sufficient and responsible learners and to transfer some of 

the burden of providing feedback on writing away from faculty (Ferris & Hedgcock, 2014). 

Aside from these advantages for writers, there are benefits for feedback providers as well. For 

instance, graduate students can get preparation for their future roles where they may be required 

to work as conference or journal reviewers. But graduate students face challenges in reaching 

these goals. They can feel underprepared and lack confidence to provide feedback (Eckstein et 

al., 2017), partly due to a lower perception of their own writing abilities. International students 
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who have English as L2 can face additional pressures in research writing (Paltridge, 2018). They 

may also have different academic socialization experiences, for which feedback is vital (Huang, 

2010; Ma, 2019). Doctoral students need to be engaged in peer review communities where they 

can gain genre knowledge (Sandstrom, 2021). In order to meet these pressing needs, students 

should be trained on aspects such as what good feedback looks like; what aspects of the text to 

focus on; and how to phrase feedback in a manner that is clear, specific, and sensitive to writers’ 

emotions (Baker-Smemoe, 2018).  

In recent years writing support for graduate students has grown and diversified to include 

writing retreats, dissertation bootcamps, and writing-togethers (Beasy et al., 2020; Cui et al., 

2022; McMurray, 2020). The proliferation of these activities and events illustrates that graduate 

students are seeking out “additional university resources, activities, or other third spaces offered 

outside their departments such as writing center consultations, writing groups, and writing 

workshops... to develop their own ‘underground’ support systems” (Brooks-Gillies et al., 2020b, 

p. 4). Complementary to such initiatives, writing centers have expanded their programming 

beyond one-on-one tutoring to also involve small group consultations (e.g., Webster & Hansen, 

2014; Wilder, 2021). Especially in the aftermath of the COVID-19 pandemic, substantial writing 

instruction and writing center services have pivoted to online environments. Thus, investigation 

of how online WGs operate is pertinent. Acknowledging the diversity of these non-classroom 

spaces and working with their affordances are salient considerations for writing program 

administrators.  

Among these non-classroom spaces, writing groups (WGs) have been posited as 

important liminal spaces where members learn how to participate in academic discourses through 

writing. A WG can be defined as “an umbrella generic term to refer to situations where more than 
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two people come together to work on their writing in a sustained way, over repeated gatherings, 

for doing, discussing or sharing their writing for agreed purposes” (Aitchison & Guerin, 2014, p. 

7). Over the years, WGs have become fairly common (Eckstein et al., 2017), and their 

importance in supporting graduate writing is now well-established in literature (Allen, 2019; 

Brooks-Gillies et al., 2020a; Eckstein et al., 2017; Lassig et al., 2013; Maher et al., 2013; Spies 

et al., 2021; Wegener et al., 2016; Wilmot, 2018). Peer review is typically the central activity in 

WGs (Aitchison, 2014; Colombo & Rodas, 2021; Cui et al., 2022; Eckstein et al., 2017; Kozar & 

Lum, 2015; Maher et al., 2008; Murphy et al., 2014; Spies et al., 2021; Wilder, 2021). WGs offer 

consistent personalized support through close examination of drafts, while being less resource-

intensive than one-on-one writing center consultations (Ma, 2019). For example, compared to 

giving feedback to one individual at one time, a number of writers may collectively benefit from 

the same advice in a group setting.  

Facilitated WGs are one model with a person responsible for leading, mediating, 

organizing, and coordinating learning and experiences for members (Haas, 2014) to ensure a 

group runs successfully. Facilitators can be fellow graduate students, staff, or faculty (McMurray, 

2017) who may bring to their roles, knowledge in a variety of fields, namely English for 

Academic Purposes (EAP), Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL), English 

Language and Literature, Psychology, Counselling and Mentoring, and Study Skills (Ganobcsik-

Williams et al., 2022), to lead sessions in these spaces. It can be assumed that facilitated WGs 

have the capacity to foster peer review skills, yet this assumption has rarely been empirically 

studied; notable exceptions include Allen (2019), Kozar and Lum (2015), and Kumar and 

Aitchison (2018). 
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Against this backdrop, this dissertation—a comparative case study (Merriam & Tisdell, 

2016)—offers my perspective, as the researcher-facilitator, on organizing three, semester-long 

WGs where monolingual English and multilingual graduate students at the University of Hawaiʻi 

at Mānoa, enrolled in different departments, at different levels of their studies, met on Zoom and 

exchanged oral and written feedback. In this heterogeneous space, peer review is affected by 

three interconnecting and overlapping dimensions: (a) disciplinary composition of the group, (b) 

linguistic diversity of members, and (c) online environment. The analysis of these aspects taken 

together creates an integrative picture of the facilitator’s practice over different levels of 

granularity. I used sociocultural theory as a framework to understand WGs, as it considers their 

instructional, interpersonal, and interactional aspects, targeting facilitator’s scaffolding strategies 

using the concept of mediation. This focus on facilitation illuminates how this technology-

mediated space can scaffold students’ peer review skills. I propose a socioculturally-informed 

model of peer facilitation that takes into consideration the disciplinary composition of the 

groups, their linguistic diversity, the online environment, and the process of peer review. The 

findings of this practitioner inquiry will be salient for creating online communities of writing in 

distance-based learning environments and learning more about multimodal feedback. 

1.1 Purpose of the Study 

Studies on WGs appear to be gaining enough broad mass to generate a new level of 

consideration about core constructs such as academic socialization, academic identity, and peer 

review. In this dissertation, I describe my approach to organizing online WGs for fellow graduate 

students, depicting how members were offered structured opportunities for peer review. My over-

arching goal is to develop a theory of facilitation, which is an under-researched yet important 

construct, by placing it within four important interconnecting and overlapping dimensions: (a) 
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the process of peer review, (b) disciplinary composition of the group, (c) linguistic diversity of 

members, and (d) online delivery mode of the group. A keen awareness of these contextual 

forces driving facilitation is necessary to deepen our understanding of its character, to maximize 

its benefits, and to face up to its challenges.  

Figure 1 on the next page represents three of these constructs—peer review, online 

environment, and linguistic diversity—as constants because they were present in each group. 

These constants are portrayed as cutting across each of the groups with their own inherent 

characteristics of mainly disciplinary composition and academic level backgrounds of members. 

Therefore, the constructs of disciplinary composition and academic level backgrounds are 

represented as variables. All points of the triangle dialogically draw on and inform the others.  
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Figure 1 

Illustration of the Study’s Main Constructs 

 

My purpose is to investigate the delivery of particular feedback knowledge, the benefits 

and limitations of multidisciplinary and discipline-specific encounters, and the quality of virtual 

interactions. Based on the findings, I propose a sociocultural approach to peer facilitation that 

takes into consideration members’ linguistic diversity, the online environment, the peer review 

process, and the disciplinary composition of the groups, which is mediated by their prior 

feedback literacy. Research into increasing students’ knowledge about feedback is usefully 

covered by the term feedback literacy. As aptly defined by Carless and Boud (2018), feedback 

literacy is “the understandings, capacities and dispositions needed to make sense of information 

and use it to enhance work or learning strategies” (p. 1316). By taking a sociocultural theory-

informed investigation into my own role as a facilitator in enabling and managing WGs, I shed 
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light on how I navigated the members’ disciplinary backgrounds to position my work and 

highlight aspects that could complicate the task of guiding linguistically diverse students. 

Additionally, the aspect of technological affordances of the online environment is added to the 

mix, underlining the complexity of the facilitator’s role. Therefore, my aim is to understand not 

only what works, but how this space works, for whom, and under what conditions.  

As I examine facilitation from my own perspective, this study is also a “practitioner 

inquiry” (Nordstrom, 2021, p. 66). Facilitation seems to have been less explored from within. 

Those organizing WGs must be aware of the challenges when working with members of different 

disciplinary and language backgrounds as well as in online space. Paying attention to how the 

facilitator’s role and strategies vary across disciplinary composition can improve the functioning 

of facilitated WGs by illustrating how facilitators devise and construct this space, demonstrating 

its educational value. This investigation, in turn, might also lead to a better set of expectations 

regarding the interface between facilitation and group learning, influencing the way facilitators 

are trained for this role. 

Finally, the purpose of the study was to create a community where members could build 

partnerships across disciplinary alignments and cultivate their peer review skills. While some 

researchers in the past may have accepted “the segregation of theory/research from its practical 

applications whereby theory development and associated research are carried out independently 

and without regard for possible implications for making practical improvements in the life of a 

community” (Poehner & Lantolf, 2024, p. 13), this approach is not the one for me. Taking up 

calls for research in the broader second language studies field to bear social utility (Ortega, 2017) 

and for graduate student writing research to create avenues for students to build academic 

relationships with their peers (Arslantas et al., 2022), this study stretches its purpose beyond 
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advancing intellectual knowledge on the topic to fulfilling a social purpose as well, by 

illustrating the ways in which participants were offered structured opportunities for peer review. I 

talk more about the social purpose later in Origins of Research Project subsection.  

1.2 Analytical Methods and Theoretical Review of Past Studies on WGs 

In this subsection, I provide a review of the methods and theoretical frameworks 

employed in prior WG studies. This review helps to build grounds for the present study’s 

theoretical framework and analytical methods.   

I analyzed 18 studies on WGs and determined that researchers have mostly employed 

case studies as their methods (Allen, 2019; Colombo & Rodas, 2021; Rabbi, 2021; Spies et al., 

2021; Wilmot, 2018; Yallop et al., 2020). Other studies adopted a collaborative autoethnography 

(e.g., Beasy et al., 2020; Vacek et al., 2021) or action research design (e.g., Arslantas et al., 2022; 

Spies et al., 2021). One reason that might account for the appeal of case studies is that a small 

number of bounded systems in a case study permits grasping the complexity of graduate student 

experiences in ways that are perhaps difficult if confronted with a high-number sample size. 

WGs exist in a nested system, subject to its rules, conditions, relations, and members’ 

expectations, for which perhaps case studies are more apt.  

A wide variety of these 18 studies do not specify a research type but are identified by 

their authors simply as qualitative (Aitchison, 2014; Kim, 2018; Kumar & Aitchison, 2018; 

Maher et al., 2013; Wilder, 2021). McMurray (2017) employed qualitative analysis of survey 

data about group outcomes. A point of contrast here can be found in Kozar and Lum’s (2015) and 

Cui et al.’s (2022) mixed-methods survey-based studies about participants’ satisfaction, 

involving quantitative analysis of Likert scale statements and qualitative analysis of open-ended 

items.  
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The popularity of qualitative methods lies in their ability to capture the dynamisms of 

graduate students’ diverse experiences. The purpose is to gain insights, and so researchers’ 

choice of these methods sheds light on group dynamics, which in most cases is unique because 

the purpose, needs, and structure of each WG varies. Studies on writing interventions frequently 

employ qualitative designs to lay out the various variables at work, detailing the processes.  

Studies that have investigated WGs have used various data collection techniques. Among 

these, the most popular are interviews (Aitchison, 2014; Arslantas et al., 2022; Beasy et al., 

2020; Kumar & Aitchison, 2018; Maher et al., 2013), followed by questionnaires (Allen, 2019; 

Cui et al., 2022; McMurray, 2017), or a combination of the two (Kozar & Lum, 2015; Li, 2014). 

Others have supplemented these methods with others, for instance Wilmot (2018) had 

questionnaires and observations and Colombo and Rodas (2021) had interviews and transcripts 

of meetings. It is worth pointing out that video recordings of meetings were not included as a 

data source in any of these studies.  

As far as theoretical framework is concerned, a discussion on it was generally absent in a 

vast majority of these studies (Aitchison, 2014; Colombo & Rodas, 2021; Kim, 2018; Kozar & 

Lum, 2015; Maher et al., 2013; Vacek et al., 2021; Wilmot, 2018). Those studies that do include 

it adopt sociocultural (Kumar & Aitchison, 2018), community of practice (Arslantas et al., 2022), 

language socialization (Spies et al., 2021), and spaces of wellbeing1 (Beasy et al., 2020) theories. 

Wilder (2021), following calls for data-driven theories originating from the writing center field 

of study, analyzed data inductively.  

 
1 Rooted in the field of geography, spaces of wellbeing theory refers to “spatial, social, and 
environmental aspects of health and their consequences for the wellbeing of populations” (Beasy 
et al., 2020, p. 6). 
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Thus, this review makes us aware that research into WGs remains an undertheorized area 

and is mostly practice-oriented. To date, relatively few sociocultural theory-oriented studies have 

been carried out in conjunction with WGs. One example is Kumar and Aitchison (2018), who 

used the concept of zone of proximal development to conceptualize a mentor training program of 

doctoral students as facilitators. The present research uses the concept of mediation to elucidate 

the scaffolding strategies of the researcher-facilitator. 

I argue that those researching WGs should find firmer theoretical grounding for their 

research, and that this grounding may best be achieved by looking into learning theories. By 

borrowing a prominent learning theory that is widely used in SLA research, my work ties to the 

SLA field at large. Simultaneously, I draw a great deal from the scholarship in writing center 

studies field for three reasons: One, to develop my conceptualization of peer facilitation itself by 

comparing it to peer tutoring. Two, to explore how facilitation connects with disciplinarity, 

which draws parallels to tutoring and disciplinarity. Three, to refine my interactional analysis as 

the writing center field includes empirical analysis of tutor-tutee interactions that may yield 

useful insights. I delve into these ideas more in the Literature Review chapter. 

From the above discussion, it is clear that at a broad level, this study lies at the 

intersection of second language studies and writing center studies. However, I must point out that 

though the participants were predominantly multilingual, I was not looking at L2 writing 

specifically. In fact, my focus was on graduate writing in English produced by both mono- and 

multilingual students at the University of Hawaiʻi at Mānoa and how their writing could be 

improved through an opportunity of peer review. That said, the linguistic background and 

attitudes of members came naturally to the foreground in this space of linguistic diversity 

primarily because of one participant’s perceptions towards L2 feedback that may otherwise not 
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have been prominent in a situation of cultural and linguistic homogeneity. I explain this more as 

my finding of third research question. In the next section, I shift my focus to the benefit of taking 

a sociocultural theoretical approach. 

1.3 Sociocultural Theory as the Theoretical Framework of the Study  

This study is guided by the sociocultural theory of human learning put forth by Vygotsky 

(1980). Sociocultural theory posits that “human mental functioning results from participation in, 

and appropriation of, the forms of cultural mediation integrated into social activities” (Lantolf & 

Beckett, 2009, p. 459). Thus, social interaction is deemed central to learning (Jesson et al., 2016). 

Fundamental to this is the belief that meaning, understanding and knowledge is constructed 

through interactions with others and our environments. 

The specific concept within the theory that I used is of language as mediation (Yoon & 

Kim, 2012), which is a central concept in this theory and is widely used to understand processes 

of SLA (Masuda & Arnett, 2015; Poehner & Lu, 2023). Mediation refers to the notion “that in 

higher forms of human behavior, the individual actively modifies the stimulus situation as a part 

of the process of responding to it” (Vygotsky, 1980, p. 14). It holds that individuals learn through 

tools and signs that “are culturally, linguistically, socially, and historically situated entities” 

(Yoon & Kim, 2012, p. xviii). The teacher mediates students’ learning by using language as the 

principal tool to regulate cognition (Jesson et al., 2016). This role is manifested through the 

concept of scaffolding, which is defined as a “process that enables a kid or novice to solve 

problems, carry out a task, or attain a goal which would be beyond his unsupported efforts” 

(Wood et al., 1976, p. 90). Scaffolding strategies can take the form of repetition, expansion, or 

question. Furthermore, the view of language is not only of linguistic components, but also 

ideological concepts (Lantolf, 2011). Gonulal and Loewen (2018) assert that 
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scaffolding can occur not only in asymmetrical dyads, such as the pair expert–novice, but 

also in symmetrical (i.e., equal-level) dyads, such as a pair of students working on a joint 

problem-solving task. However, the nature of symmetrical scaffolding is slightly 

different: the role of the expert is bilateral in such scaffolding. Donato (1994) coined the 

term collective scaffolding [emphasis added] for collaborative situations of this type. 

Consequently, collective scaffolding expanded the scaffolding technique by including the 

element of collaboration between learners. (p. 2) 

Puntambekar and Hübscher (2005) outline four key theoretical features of scaffolding: 

Intersubjectivity, ongoing diagnosis, dialogic and interactive, and fading. Intersubjectivity refers 

to developing a shared understanding of a task that is to be accomplished. Ongoing diagnosis 

refers to continuously adjusting to learners’ developing understandings. Dialogic and interactive 

is the nature of scaffolded instruction where a teacher monitors progress and provides 

appropriate support and a learner negotiates this process. Fading involves gradually withdrawing 

scaffold as attainment of a level of internalization, where a learner demonstrates the ability of 

working independently, is reached. As Vygotsky (1980) puts it, “An interpersonal process is 

transformed into an intrapersonal one” (p. 57, emphasis in original). In other words, what 

previously needed assistance becomes an independent process.  

Puntambekar and Hübscher (2005) emphasize that scaffolding is present not only in the 

interactions between a tutor and a student, but also in the design of the tools to support student 

learning in group-based environments. The authors help me articulate why I considered 

scaffolding not only in the feedback discussions (i.e., my participation in peer review) but also in 

the format and instruction of the peer review. Hence, in this dissertation, scaffolding is not 

limited to just interaction, but viewed through a broad lens, and is taken to include both activities 
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and practices—a view that seems most generally acceptable to the academy of scholars such as 

Puntambekar and Hübscher (2005), who concern themselves with instructional scaffolding. 

A sociocultural view considers writing as a contextual process comprising social and 

cultural components (Behizadeh, 2014). Whereas other theories of writing frame development 

“as the acquisition of text-level psychological skills or cognitive processes employed by 

individual writers to compose a written text,” sociocultural theory holds that writing is “a social 

event involving construction of that event and relationships with others” (Beach et al., 2016, p. 

89). A sociocultural perspective on collaborative writing underscores the saliency of 

collaborators sharing common goals and tools mediating that collaboration (Beach et al., 2016). 

Furthermore, sociocultural theory validates the benefits of peer review (Baker-Smemoe, 2018), 

because feedback is an interpersonal process, mediated by relationships and emotions (Chong, 

2021). Working with L2 students, Mao and Lee (2022) advocate for sociocultural theory (using a 

number of concepts including mediation) for theorizing the notion of student engagement with 

written feedback and furthering research on the topic, where engagement is defined as “the 

quality and extent of students’ active participation in learning activities” (Jin et al., 2024, p. 129). 

To summarize, a sociocultural lens directs attention to writing as a social practice and to 

relationships in interaction.  

1.3.1 Sociocultural Theory Applied to the Present Study  

Sociocultural theory is highly relevant for understanding WGs because the interactive and 

collaborative activities in this space carry opportunities for jointly constructed knowledge, where 

learners are assumed to be, or at least encouraged to become, the agents of their autonomous 

learning. A sociocultural view of WGs can generate a comprehensive account, covering their 

instructional, interpersonal, and interactional aspects. In the WG space, meeting interactions are 
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pivotal in mediating members’ learning because here they get guidance to develop their strategic 

approaches to develop their independent writing projects. Interaction in a peer-facilitated WG 

entails communication between facilitator and members around describing their writing, 

responding to writing, community building, sharing writing challenges, and posing solutions. 

These interactions are goal-oriented as members delve into an academic text at hand, seek 

solutions, and exchange ideas during talk-in-interaction. The kind of discourse that emerges 

during this process exhibits writers’ beliefs, practices, and attitudes around writing. The analysis 

of these meeting interactions provides insights into the teaching and learning practices and the 

ways in which the facilitator and members worked (or not) to construct understandings of key 

peer review concepts. As a result, aspects of group dynamics (e.g., similarity or dissimilarity 

between the disciplinary background of members, previous or outside group relationship 

between the participants, and linguistic background of participants), the nature of the talk, and 

the array of tools available, that can be physical or technical, such as computers or software, and 

symbolic or psychological such as language to mediate learning (Thorne, 1999), make 

sociocultural theory relevant for analyzing WG interaction.  

WGs also involve aspects of collaborative writing, where students work with each other 

on writing tasks with a shared sense of roles and responsibilities, as opposed to competing with 

each other (Beach et al., 2016). In the WG space, members brainstorm appropriate expressions, 

which writers incorporate in their drafts. In the present study, using Zoom and Google Docs 

(including shared Google Drive) applications, participants collaboratively revised their drafts, 

proposing ideas for revision.  

Sociocultural theory also takes into account the online mode of delivery of the WG. 

Studying the role of technology from a sociocultural perspective takes into account “the material 
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and cognitive potential, and consequences that this instrument might bring into classroom 

activity” (Gánem-Gutiérrez, 2006, p. 233). Referring to the concept of mediation, Jones and 

Hafner (2021) aptly note:  

cultural tools…usually don’t just affect our ability to do a particular task. They also affect 

the way we relate to others, the way we communicate, and the way we think. Cars, trains, 

and busses, for example, don’t just allow us to move around faster; they fundamentally 

change the way we experience and think about space and time, the kinds of relationships 

we can have with people who live far away from us, and the kinds of societies we can 

build. (p. 3) 

Therefore, Zoom and Google Docs were understood as mediational tools (Thorne, 1999).  

Jones and Hafner (2021) add that the “way we use different tools is [in part] determined by their 

affordances and constraints and our own ability to adapt them to different situations” (p. 13). In 

this sense, a sociocultural perspective underscores the ways in which Zoom platform for 

interacting with each other and Google Docs application for sharing their writing can transform 

how members participate in WGs and peer review and make sense about their work. Thus, to an 

extent, the present study will shed some light on how these two tools affect peer review and 

facilitation. To sum it up, I use the sociocultural theory to conceptualize the main constructs and 

their relationships and to discuss my findings.  

1.3.1.1 A Sociocultural Approach to Facilitation  

Through the sociocultural perspectives that ground this research, facilitation is conceived 

as interactional and discursive achievement in the context of meeting interactions. I argue that a 

socioculturally-informed model of peer facilitation takes into consideration the disciplinary 
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composition of the groups, their linguistic diversity, the online environment, and the process of 

peer review. 

The facilitator (analogous to a teacher in a classroom) can be presupposed as the more 

capable peer, guiding the members and imparting writing knowledge. Describing the 

characteristics of an effective facilitator, Aitchison (2009) states that “the facilitator models and 

monitors appropriate feedback behaviours, and provides explicit instruction for the critique of 

member’s writing” (p. 913). It follows that a facilitator is a mentor offering negotiated and 

dynamic mediation and performing the delicate and significant function of helping a group 

attend to its processes, thereby contributing to the individuals’ learning. This mediation from 

facilitators is essential to empower students to improve their writing and engage meaningfully 

with peer review (Chong, 2021), which is typically the main activity in WGs. The processing of 

feedback in the WG space is also collaborative. Since the relationship between facilitator and 

members plays a part in the WG’s success (Allen, 2019; Wilmot, 2018), sociocultural theory can 

reveal these relationships because it foregrounds the social and cultural aspects of contexts, 

which will assist in exploring how peer review, facilitation, members’ disciplinary and linguistic 

backgrounds, and online environment intersect.  

1.4 Significance of the Study 

It is well-established in literature that at the tertiary level, WGs benefit members in 

several ways, namely: providing support and community; enhancing writing productivity and 

accountability; demystifying the publication process; increasing audience awareness and 

feedback to each other; and contributing to a construction of members’ identities as academics 

(Allen, 2019; Brooks-Gillies et al., 2020a; Eckstein et al., 2017; Lassig et al., 2013; Maher et al., 
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2013; Spies et al., 2021; Wegener et al., 2016; Wilmot, 2018). These benefits point to the need to 

understand the opportunities for learning that graduate students have in these spaces.  

How can we enhance the quality of WGs? To begin to answer this question, facilitation 

needs to be considered. Only a few studies have pursued facilitation in WGs (Allen, 2019; Kozar 

& Lum, 2015; Kumar & Aitchison, 2018). These studies focused on the outcomes of facilitation, 

suggesting that the facilitator’s role is a key success factor (Wilmot, 2018). However, the bulk of 

studies involving facilitated WGs carry three limitations: (a) they rarely document what learning 

affordances and limitations can be found in facilitators’ practices (e.g., Allen, 2019; Kozar & 

Lum, 2015); (b) they center around student participant perceptions, gathered through surveys or 

interviews (e.g., Cui et al., 2022); and (c) they involve a facilitator who was either a faculty or 

staff member (e.g., Aitchison, 2014; Colombo & Rodas, 2021; Wilmot, 2018).  

Taking a sociocultural perspective, this research adds to the limited literature on WG 

facilitation by offering my account, as the researcher-facilitator, of organizing online WGs for 

fellow graduate students where they participated in peer review. By qualitatively analyzing 

selected episodes, I examine the multidimensionality of my role in light of real-time interactions 

as one of the primary data sources. In what follows, I will elaborate on how the study fills these 

three limitations in the existing literature. 

Firstly, it is pertinent to probe the nature of facilitation and the underlying factors and 

processes that drive it. Very few researchers (except, e.g., Wilmot, 2018) have foregrounded 

facilitators’ practices and strategies in their studies because facilitation is often implicitly and 

routinely embedded in practice. These aspects are rarely brought to the fore; instead, the focus 

remains squarely on outcomes of facilitation. This absence is consequential, because when the 
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principles and procedures underlying facilitation are not readily apparent, the basis for group 

outcome is even muddier, hence the inherent tensions remain unexamined. 

Secondly, methodological designs that only rely on analysis of post-hoc opinion may 

suffer from a limitation of an excessive focus on participants’ memory rather than capturing what 

happens in real time. These perceptions may not capture what the facilitator actually does, just 

what participants remember the facilitator doing. Such a focus on perceptions may not retrieve 

the contexts and social relations that shape those perceptions. It may overlook participants’ 

discursive choices along with negotiations, resistances, or modifications that may signify a more 

nuanced understanding of facilitator’s role. Thus, there is a need to carefully test the validity of 

characterizations of intent and meaning that data from interviews alone provide.  

The growing popularity of technology-mediated peer review necessitates its examination 

(Breuch, 2004) because these tools are opening up new affordances for giving feedback, and 

what technologically-mediated peer review may mean to participants and what such an activity 

may provide in terms of resources for writing development must be examined. The present study 

makes a contribution by analyzing feedback episodes that include asynchronous comments 

inserted to an online word processing application, Google Docs, with an oral component, the 

synchronous video-based conferencing software, Zoom. As a collaborative writing platform, 

Google Docs has gained popularity in language teaching classrooms at all levels (Li et al., 2017). 

Similarly, the Zoom platform has widespread availability in institutions to deliver instruction. 

Hence, both these tools are worth investigation, though my focus was more on Zoom since 

meeting interactions were my data source. These insights will contribute to our understanding of 

how technological writing tools influence peer review and provide much-needed information to 
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teachers who are interested in integrating technology and writing instruction and oral and written 

feedback. 

I analyzed episodes that featured instances of this combination of synchronous and 

asynchronous forms of feedback. Therefore, I explore how participants make use of Zoom and 

Google Docs and address the interplay among platforms (Google Docs and Zoom) and feedback 

modality (written asynchronous and video synchronous) to the extent it connects with 

mediational resource. In a platform such as Zoom, the facilitator can use the integrated voice tool 

to talk about a particular topic while displaying a graphic, presentation, or document on the 

screen. Members can take turns talking or can type questions or comments in the chat box.  

Through qualitative analyses of screen-captured videos of Zoom meetings, the present 

study seeks to understand how meanings are made and how practical actions and activities are 

accomplished in WGs. Such an approach can flesh out fine-grained analysis of moment-by-

moment verbal interaction and can consequently, document the processes in greater detail and 

precision than is possible with participant observation or interviews. Qualitative analyses of 

screen-captured videos of Zoom meetings can bring to light the real-time display of the 

developing written work and effectively capture students’ behavioral engagement with 

multimodal feedback by showing revision actions, if any.  

Shifting the focus from feedback to facilitation, qualitative insights into carefully sorted 

episodes across meetings that showcase the facilitator’s role are paramount for expanding 

understanding of the tensions and sensitivities in this site, the relationships between facilitator 

and members, and for the effectiveness of facilitation at large. Advantages of this methodological 

approach for analyzing interactions are that it (a) lays out a unique window into the relational 

dynamics of the facilitator’s role, (b) displays how the role unfolds in relation to the practice of 
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peer review, and (c) reflects how this role is conceived and evolves. These aspects will 

underscore how a facilitator guides the members’ participation. As the roles associated with a 

facilitator are established largely in meeting interactions, this study draws heavily on video 

recordings of the meetings to unveil how facilitation was enacted, accompanied by the verbal 

accounts generated from retrospective interviews with participants to document what they may 

have to report about my role. Thus, the study adopts complementary approaches for a principled 

understanding of the facilitator’s role. 

Lastly, since the facilitator in the present study was a peer rather than a faculty or staff 

member, it prompts a reframing of the facilitator’s role. For instance, working with peers may 

add to the participants’ comfort level (Kumar & Aitchison, 2018), but some hierarchy might still 

exist because facilitators in some ways lead the groups. Equally compelling is to look at 

facilitation from the facilitator’s standpoint because it can spur new insights, enabling a refined 

understanding of peer learning and collaboration (Haas, 2014). It can highlight what facilitators 

can learn from being put in these roles, which has implications for training them (Ganobcsik-

Williams et al., 2022). Hence, this research has the potential to inform applied linguistics’ and 

writing studies’ understandings of facilitation from a theoretical and applied perspective. 

1.5 Research Questions 

In this dissertation, the peer facilitator’s role will be made prominent primarily through 

two discursive contexts: meeting interactions and participant interviews. Through these analyses, 

the present study will explicate the teaching and learning that goes on in the WG setting and the 

degree to which this space can support graduate students’ peer review skills. This study brings 

the lens of sociocultural theory to the question of WGs, exploring the interplay between its 

personal, contextual, and structural factors. Considering the study’s theorization, the specific 
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links between facilitation, peer review, disciplinary composition and linguistic diversity of the 

groups, and online delivery mode warrant additional attention. Motivated by the lack of studies 

investigating the facilitator’s role in general, I address the following research questions: 

Q1. In what ways did peer facilitation scaffold the peer review in online WGs of 

disciplinarily and linguistically diverse graduate students? 

Q2. In what ways is the facilitation different across the three WGs? 

Q3. What are the main challenges to facilitation in the three WGs?   

1.6 Overview of the Dissertation 

This dissertation comprises six chapters. I start with this introduction of the study and its 

purpose, followed by an analytical methods and theoretical review of past studies on WGs, 

before turning my attention to the theoretical underpinnings of the present study. Subsequently, I 

outline the significance of the study and its research questions. 

Chapter Two reviews relevant published literature and identifies gaps around empirical 

evidence tied to my research questions. I report on studies on five relevant constructs: 

facilitation, peer review, online environment, disciplinary composition, and linguistic diversity. 

Chapter Three documents the analytical methods by describing the overall study design, 

researcher’s positionality and role, project origins, the research site, and recruitment of 

participants. I also describe the three groups in greater depth, elucidating details of members, 

events of the first meeting, group protocol, and the genres of writing. I then report on methods of 

data collection and analysis, and ethical considerations and data trustworthiness.  

Chapter Four presents the main findings of the study about ways in which the peer 

facilitation scaffolded the peer review, the differences in facilitation between multidisciplinary 

and discipline-specific groups, and the challenges to facilitation.  
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Chapter Five provides a discussion on each of the main findings, and I put forward three 

main takeaways. One, I propose a socioculturally-informed model of peer facilitation, taking into 

consideration the disciplinary composition of the groups, their linguistic diversity, the online 

environment, and the process of peer review. Two, members’ feedback literacy mediates 

facilitation. And lastly, there is a need to cultivate more supportive, conscientious, responsible, 

and socially just ways to engage in WGs. 

Chapter Six sums up the study, presenting the implications of the findings for theory, 

research and pedagogy, limitations of the study, and future directions of the project. 
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Chapter 2  

Literature Review 

Before exploring the literature on WGs, it is worth reviewing how graduate student 

writing can be developed through peer support groups generally. In this chapter, I first outline 

what we know about peer support groups. I then turn to WG scholarship, and report on current 

research related to it that connects with my study. As laid out in subsection 1.4, WGs carry 

several benefits. They also take a variety of forms (Cui et al., 2022; Haas, 2014) depending upon 

management (self or facilitated); purpose (silent writing, accountability, or peer review); 

composition (discipline-specific or multidisciplinary); or delivery mode (in-person or virtual) 

(Golde et al., 2016). In consideration of the highly contextualized and variable nature of WGs, I 

look here at only those factors that inform the current study. The defining characteristics of the 

WGs described in this study are:  

1. They are facilitated by a peer; 

2. They involve peer review as a purpose; 

3. They exist in an online environment;  

4. They include members from both the same and different departments; and 

5.  They include members with monolingual English and multilingual backgrounds.  

Based on these five key characteristics, the following literature review presents research 

around only these aspects of WGs that are central to my study: facilitation, peer review, online 

mode of delivery, disciplinary composition, and linguistic diversity. I have separated these 

constructs for the sake of clarity, but they intertwine and thus influence each other. Since I 

endeavor to offer a more multidimensional consideration of the facilitator’s role, I have tried to 

unravel how these five constructs interlink with facilitation. Most of the studies included in this 
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review are rooted in the WG context; those outside WG context are added because they add 

important conceptual information.  

My goal in this review is to not only summarize existing knowledge around my research 

questions but also point towards the key questions that still need to be addressed. This 

examination of the literature conveys that current research gaps exist in documenting desirable 

elements of facilitation, preferably by a peer, through meeting interactions. Regarding peer 

review, I identify how online modality is not typically recognized as a factor in peer review in 

the WG space. Furthermore, the following review makes apparent that WG research has rarely 

used the feedback literacy concept (which I will delve into in section 2.3.1) and that limited 

research has looked at the potential of (facilitated) WGs to increase students’ feedback literacy.  

2.1 Peer Support Groups for Graduate Writing  

Scholarship on graduate writing has addressed what pedagogies have been profitable for 

learning necessary advanced writing skills. For instance, Catterall et al. (2011) quantitively and 

qualitatively analyzed perceptions of students and faculty in a large science, health, and 

technology department (geographical location not specified) and determined that “most students 

learn advanced academic literacy skills through a combination of effective supervisory practices 

and engagement in writing and review practices in other disciplinary social contexts” (p. 8). 

Furthermore, results revealed that successful students involved themselves in pedagogies that 

required them to interact with peers. As a result, supporting graduate students’ writing relies on 

partnerships between not only students and faculty, but also students across campus. 

Research has also looked into how to establish peer groups. Martin and Ko (2011) 

provided valuable insights into establishing and maintaining a peer working group: establishing a 

purpose and guidelines for the group; engaging in constructive review and critique of materials; 
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honing writing; encouraging career development; setting personal goals, timelines, and 

accountability; navigating relationships and networking; developing ownership and expertise; 

sharing knowledge; and offering moral and emotional encouragement to group members. 

Similarly, Lee and Boud (2003) discussed the working of two WGs for the faculty of Education 

at a university in Australia. The first group consisted of members with less experience than the 

second group’s members. The data encompassed records of group activities and members’ 

responses to these kept by the group “leaders” (p. 191), the researchers themselves; an e-mail-

based survey of group members; and papers prepared for conferences concerning the WG 

process by group members. Based on their qualitative analysis, the researcher-facilitators offered 

three principles for successful development of WGs: mutuality, defined as collegial relationships 

between the members; normal business, explained as making research writing a part of normal 

routine; and identity and desire, which the authors argued were entwined because desire, the 

motivation to participate in activities that develop academic writing, leads to change in one’s 

writing abilities, which in turn leads to one taking on new identities.  

Research has further investigated what features make peer support groups useful for 

fostering research writing. Arslantas et al. (2022) carried out an action research study to establish 

an academic research WG at a university in Turkey to improve the research writing skills of 

graduate students. Fourteen graduate students were grouped in terms of shared interests, forming 

nine groups in total. During the semester, participants collaborated and wrote academic 

publications, especially for conferences. One of the main findings from the first cycle was the 

need for feedback. Participants proposed the practice of critiquing each other’s research ideas 

and methodologies. Consequently, this feature was added in the second cycle, which participants 

welcomed. This addition points to the importance of feedback in such spaces. However, 
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Arslantas et al. (2022) did not highlight the role of five student peers who took on the additional 

responsibility of coordination activities and did not investigate the feedback generated in the 

space.  

To summarize, research into peer groups in graduate studies has focused on their 

importance, establishment, and efficacy. The broader domain of student-led initiatives on 

enhancing peer review knowledge is a neglected research agenda, and there is a need to expand 

the constellation of variables.  

2.2 Facilitation in WGs 

There is no widely accepted definition of facilitation in the literature, and the term is 

mostly defined with particular reference to facilitator’s activities that are more or less similar. 

Aitchison (2009) describes characteristics of effective facilitators as modeling and monitoring 

appropriate feedback practices and instructing on writing- and language-related aspects. In a 

chapter offering a typology of WGs, Haas (2014) states that facilitators are responsible for 

mediating, organizing, and coordinating learning and experiences for members. McMurray 

(2017) lists the following functions: “keep[ing] an eye on the clock, tak[ing] the emotional 

‘pulse’ of the group, catch[ing] problems with the group’s functioning, help[ing] members to 

troubleshoot issues, and interpret[ing] and model[ing] feedback about members’ writing” (p. 46). 

In Cui et al.’s study (2022), tutor facilitators led discussions and facilitated peer review 

workshops. In Wilmot (2018), the facilitator “conceptualised and designed a short-term WG 

programme for the students” (p. 259), which involved writing and language exercises, and was 

also responsible for “logistical running” of the group (p. 263). Colombo and Rodas (2021) used 

the term coordinator, who was responsible for modeling how to give and receive feedback. Allen 

(2019) mentioned the following topics that the facilitator proposed for group discussion: 
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information on drafting and writing strategies, editor’s comments from specific journals, research 

on various publishers’ peer-review processes, and participants’ own writing and publishing 

experiences. Therefore, there is mostly overlap in how facilitation is conceived and presented.  

An interplay between the facilitator’s role and successful WGs has become increasingly 

apparent. McMurray (2017) probed factors behind effective functioning of discipline-specific 

graduate student WGs through surveys of group members and interviews with facilitators at a 

Midwestern university. The analysis yielded three decisive factors that affect the functioning of 

the WGs: the facilitator’s role, the events of the first meeting, and the method for giving and 

receiving feedback. These findings imply that the possibilities for learning are shaped by 

facilitator-group member relations and their mutual expectations and joint responsibilities. In 

another study, Wilmot (2018) described a pilot program of two WGs at a South African 

university. Both the groups comprised mixed-level graduate students, except that the second 

group also included one staff member (the department’s postgraduate coordinator). The groups 

carried linguistic, cultural, and educational background diversity. While the first group was self-

managed and multidisciplinary, the second group was facilitated by the researcher (background 

details not provided) and was discipline-specific (commerce). Analysis of anonymous online 

evaluations using Google Forms and facilitator observations revealed that participants reported 

benefiting from the language advice and instruction provided by the facilitator. It appears that 

there is much potential in examining facilitators’ actions. 

A small body of research focuses on WG facilitation (Allen, 2019; Kozar & Lum, 2015; 

Kumar & Aitchison, 2018). Allen (2019) traced the development of two multidisciplinary 

facilitated WGs at a Japanese university–one for graduate students and the other for faculty. 

These groups were established to increase the research output published in the English language. 
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Each group was made up of writers with varying abilities–from complete novice to more 

experienced writers. The facilitator was a writing advisor fellow, hired to support both graduate 

students’ and faculty members’ academic writing through activities like discussing their research-

related issues and developing their knowledge of academic writing practices, consulting with 

them, and conducting academic writing workshops. The noteworthy distinction in the manner of 

facilitation between the two groups was that in the graduate student group, facilitation was more 

“structured” (p. 440), and the facilitator assumed the role of the “teacher” (p. 440), whereas in 

the faculty group, facilitation was “less structured” (p. 440), and the facilitator’s role was more 

of a “colleague” (p. 442). This finding implies that the relationship between the facilitator and 

the group members may mediate facilitation.  

Kozar and Lum (2015) sought to clarify how degree of facilitation (self-managed, 

partially facilitated for the first three meetings or fully facilitated for all the sessions) and 

delivery mode (synchronous meetings over Skype or asynchronous communication via email) 

influenced the perceived effectiveness of three online doctoral WGs. The participants, studying 

in Australia, were a blend of English dominant and international English as an additional 

language (EAL) students,2 belonging to three areas: business, social science, and science. The 

facilitator in the study was “an academic language specialist” (p. 42), and the fully facilitated 

group opted to communicate asynchronously via email. The synchronous groups met four times, 

in which each member received feedback on their writing. The asynchronous group decided to 

assign each participant a turn to have his or her writing reviewed. The data comprised a pre-trial 

survey of participants, during-trial surveys, and post-trial semi-structured interviews. The survey 

questions related to the quality of the interpersonal interaction and the clarity and validity of the 

 
2 I use these terms because they appeared in the original. 
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feedback received during the meeting. The findings revealed that the degree of facilitation was 

irrelevant, and groups with synchronous communication were deemed more satisfactory than 

asynchronous ones.  

Before moving on, a few observations are in order. In neither Allen’s (2019) nor Kozar 

and Lum’s (2015) study was the focus on the underlying processes, strategic behaviors, and 

activities involved in facilitation. Allen (2019) did not provide a detailed account of the strategies 

of the facilitator, while Kozar and Lum (2015) did not describe how facilitation was 

conceptualized or how it panned out over emails. Without understanding these aspects, the 

pertinence of the facilitator’s role cannot be understood. Facilitation needs to be properly 

considered and not simply a backdrop in which the action occurs. 

Additional attention needs to be paid to facilitator preparedness to cultivate facilitation 

skills in thoughtful and supportive ways. Kumar and Aitchison (2018) addressed these concerns 

as they delineated the development of a program in which doctoral students were mentored to 

initiate WGs at a university in New Zealand. Participants first attended a 10-week doctoral 

writing course. Then, they facilitated WGs of other doctoral students mostly in their own 

disciplines. Finally, they taught the doctoral writing course to other more junior doctoral 

students. Analysis of participants’ interviews illustrated that they developed their expertise as 

writers, enriched their writing habits, surged their productivity, enhanced their confidence, and 

developed their teaching skills. One feature of the program that the participants prized was its 

being peer-led, as “students were more comfortable asking their peers than supervisors ‘beginner 

questions’” (p. 366). Hence, peer facilitators can play a valuable role.  

Other studies involving facilitated WGs relegate facilitation to a marginal role. They 

reflect a perspective of facilitation focused chiefly on participating students’ perceptions. Within 
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such a perspective, the primary emphasis is on the group outcomes rather than on the relationship 

between the facilitator and the group members, thus leading to a de-contextualized and abstract 

representation of facilitation in relation to group learning. One such example is Cui et al. (2022), 

in which the authors provide their model of running multidisciplinary graduate student WGs to 

support thesis writing at Indiana University of Pennsylvania. In their model, the groups were 

facilitated by an advanced graduate student tutor facilitator, “nearing the end of their own 

dissertation writing journey” (p. 5), responsible for leading the group, including teaching 

members how to do peer review. The researchers collected pre-and post-surveys from 

participants (N=83) spanning three semesters to gauge the model’s impact. The analysis 

exhibited that the model significantly improved students’ approaches to writing in five main 

areas—goal setting, focusing on dissertation writing, generating plans for writing sessions, 

writing productivity, and writing progress. The researchers acknowledged that the WGs were not 

the only factor leading to these results.  

I will conclude this subsection with three points. Firstly, the facilitator in most studies 

(Aitchison, 2014; Allen, 2019; Colombo & Rodas, 2021; Kozar & Lum, 2015; Li, 2014; Wilmot, 

2018) was a faculty or staff member, and not a peer. Secondly, these studies did not explore 

facilitation from the facilitator’s own perspective. Lastly, they provide scant interactional data 

documenting what learning affordances and limitations can be found in facilitators’ practices. I 

believe that a construct-centered approach to facilitation would begin by attending to questions 

of who (relationships) does what (role) and how they do it (practices and strategies). Research 

must go further, by examining how learning is mediated in peer facilitated groups, and what 

kinds of relationships and responsibilities are involved. Hence, many questions and issues 

regarding facilitation linger. 
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2.3 Peer Review in WGs 

What is peer review in the WG space? What factors distinguish feedback generated in 

this space from other classroom-based practices of peer assessment or peer evaluation? In one 

chapter, Aitchison (2014) answers these questions by outlining structural characteristics of peer 

review in the WG space. I render these aspects in my own words: 

1. Elements of expert scholarly peer review: Peer review shares features of both expert peer 

review and the teaching and learning approaches to feedback.  

2. Voluntary: Driven by members’ voluntary participation, unique power relations, 

purposes, and practices characterize the relationship between givers and receivers of 

feedback.  

3. Non-curricular: Peer review is unlikely to be an institutionally sanctioned aspect of the 

curriculum or of assessment, due to which it does not carry much formal weight. 

4. Lateral: The usual boundaries of authority and expertise are disrupted because of the 

heterogeneity in level of study, disciplinary knowledge, and research writing expertise of 

members. 

5. Face-to-face: Feedback is given face-to-face within a relationship of mutually agreed 

purposes with benefits to both parties.  

These five factors are noteworthy because they disentangle the feedback given in the WG 

space from other classroom-based practices of peer assessment, peer feedback, peer evaluation, 

or peer grading. These five factors shape our understanding of what peer review in WG means 

and the nature of our discussions about it, so that there emerges a widely accepted way of 

thinking and producing knowledge on this subject that tends to exclude or ignore alternative 

modes that do not fit the expectations produced by Aitchison’s paradigm.  
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With substantial writing instruction happening online and feedback being increasingly 

digital and multimodal (Jiang et al., 2024), Aitchison’s (2014) conceptualization of restricting 

peer review in WGs to face-to-face contexts only is no longer valid. In the contemporary 

environment in higher education, exclusion of online instructional modes limits our 

understanding of peer review in WGs. It is unclear how the online environment translates (or 

not) or adds (or not) to peer review. Thus, I offer this online aspect full treatment in this study, 

making it a point of departure from Aitchison (2014). I hope to extend this truncated paradigm of 

peer review to encompass online as well. 

In addition to enhancing our understanding of the feedback in WG space, Aitchison (2014) 

investigated how writers negotiated and incorporated multiple responses into their writing. The 

author facilitated a multidisciplinary doctoral WG at a university (geographical location not 

mentioned). Out of eight members, three were English as a Second Language (ESL) students. 

The data encompassed drafts circulated in the group for feedback, written peer comments on it, 

audio recording of group discussions, revised drafts, and author interviews. The findings 

demonstrated that students orchestrate agentive strategies for attributing authority and 

appropriateness to the feedback they receive, and with growing confidence move from being 

passive recipients of others’ views to empowered seekers and implementers of feedback. 

Aitchison (2014) did not, however, take into account her own role as a facilitator in creating this 

learning space.  

2.3.1 Feedback Literacy and WGs 

Graduate students are expected to provide quality feedback to their peers’ writing, yet 

they are not typically taught how to do that. Although research depicts that peer review is a 

regular feature of WG activity (Aitchison, 2014; Colombo & Rodas, 2021; Eckstein et al., 2017; 
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Kozar & Lum, 2015; Maher et al., 2008; Murphy et al., 2014; Spies et al., 2021; Wilder, 2021), 

research into exploring the value of WGs in developing students’ peer review skills is limited. 

Research into increasing students’ knowledge about feedback is usefully covered by the term 

feedback literacy, defined as “the understandings, capacities and dispositions needed to make 

sense of information and use it to enhance work or learning strategies” (Carless & Boud, 2018, p. 

1316). Some studies have looked at the potential of WGs for enhancing members’ feedback 

literacy, but they have not used this concept.   

Literature has primarily centered on students’ uptake of feedback given in the WG space. 

Yallop et al. (2020) and Rabbi (2021) offer examples of how multilingual students incorporate 

the feedback given in WGs into their drafts. Yallop et al. (2020) ascertained that affect (i.e., 

emotions, feelings, beliefs, moods, and attitudes) had a significant role in how a student 

interpreted and implemented feedback comments. Using a grounded theory approach, the 

researchers investigated the affect of asynchronous written feedback comments on the peer 

feedback process within one doctoral WG constituting primarily of L2 English students (I write 

“primarily” because one member, the researcher, had a different background). The participants 

were interviewed retrospectively about their perceptions of effective feedback comments. The 

findings imply that WGs may be able to develop more effective feedback practices if emotion is 

taken into consideration. 

An especially vital factor is understanding what accounts for effective feedback activities. 

In a recent study, Rabbi (2021) looked at one L2 English international graduate student’s uptake 

of feedback given in research group meetings and reviewers’ letters, which were characterized as 

“dialogic spaces” (p. 148), in which feedback was negotiated, interpreted, and responded to. 

Feedback in this study (which was conducted in a university in the U.S.) came from various 
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sources: advisor, anonymous publication reviewers, and peers. The researcher makes the 

following observations about effective feedback activities: they carry a self-defined agenda, 

acknowledge the hierarchy of the members present in the situation, and interrupt habitual uptake 

of the resultant revision procedures. Stated otherwise, a crucial point in the developmental 

process occurs when writers begin to actively participate in the feedback process. For example, 

they may recognize the hierarchical roles of feedback-givers, which may lead them to prioritize 

one feedback comment over the other. Feedback appears to require competence to be negotiated, 

and revisions should be carefully reflected upon and not automatically responded to.  

Some researchers (e.g., Aitchison, 2009; Kim, 2016) are challenging the common line of 

inquiry and calling for broadening the conceptualization of graduate student feedback as not 

merely serving a pedagogical function, but rather a vital process in shaping students’ scholarly 

identity. In the same strand of research, Spies et al. (2021) looked at ways in which a 

multidisciplinary feedback WG supported the language socialization of four international/ EAL 

doctoral students at a public university in the southwest U.S. The analysis of interviews 

illustrated that the participants found the feedback loops, operationalized as “the back and forth 

exchanges students engaged in with a group while giving or receiving feedback” (p. 141), as 

particularly helpful for advancing their writing skills. Yet, the study did not interrogate how this 

outcome was achieved. In another study, Buell (2016) drew on Bakhtinian theory of utterance 

and response to probe how one Korean doctoral student’s participation in two networks—a 

dissertation WG and writing center sessions—shaped her dissertation and her identity as a 

scholar in the field of anthropology. Analysis of written drafts, transcripts of meetings and 

observations, and interviews revealed affect to be an influential factor—a finding which echoes 
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Yallop et al. (2020). The collegiality that the student shared with the group members impacted 

how she incorporated the feedback.  

To conclude, although none of these studies probe the facilitator’s role in creating these 

spaces, mediating the peer review therein, or raising members’ feedback literacy, they lay out 

guidelines for orienting the feedback process in the WG. 

2.4 Online Mode of Delivery in WGs 

The online environment has gained increased importance in the aftermath of the COVID-

19 pandemic. Online virtual communication has been placed at the heart of our daily lives, both 

professionally and privately. Digital technologies are reshaping our way of communication 

because it is “not just that we’re doing ‘old things’ in ‘new ways’. Digital technologies are 

actually introducing new things for us to do like tweeting, memeing, and gramming” (Jones & 

Hafner, 2021, p. 1, emphasis in original).  

Rapid advancement in communication technologies has also impacted “the ways we 

write, the genres we create, the authorial identities we assume, the forms of our finished 

products, and the ways we engage with readers” (Hyland, 2013, p. 58). Writing is increasingly 

being done digitally through language tools in ubiquitous word-processing software. These 

technological advancements have necessitated a closer examination of their impact on different 

aspects of writing practices, including doing peer review.  

With the new online tools and their potential to enrich learning experiences beyond the 

capabilities of a traditional setting come new challenges for educators and educational research. 

Research has not fully accounted for how specific technological tools are influencing WG 

interactions in an online context. Online WGs are distinct from onsite settings in that they are 

conducted through video conferencing platforms with features that merge text, audio, and video 
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(Themelis & Sime, 2020). The configuration of tools in these platforms provides users with a 

rich environment for collaboration (White, 2013).  

Some studies regard mode of delivery as one of the top five factors to consider in forming 

groups (Eckstein et al., 2017). Yet, online mode of delivery is an aspect not well covered in 

literature. For instance, Cui et al. (2022) report on one model of virtual WGs, but they neither 

describe its features nor draw out any implications of findings for organizing online WGs. In 

Kozar and Lum (2015), the one group that was fully facilitated met asynchronously, which may 

have regulated the efficacy of the group by limiting students’ opportunities to engage 

meaningfully. The researchers also point out that WG participants tend to have a more 

satisfactory experience when there is an opportunity to consider feedback in real time and 

speculate that video conferencing may yield even higher satisfaction than audio-only 

conferencing because it is richer and permits feedback discussion in real time. But, overall, there 

is little information on affordances of online WGs. 

2.4.1 Analyzing Interactions in WGs 

As pointed out earlier in section 1.4, research on WGs is dominated by a focus on 

participant perceptions and rarely deals with investigation of meeting interactions. To understand 

meeting interactions, I draw from writing center scholarship partly because the field 

encompasses empirical analysis of tutor-tutee interactions that may yield useful insights. One 

study is Mackiewicz and Thompson’s (2018) because it parallels my study’s theoretical focus on 

scaffolding strategies and provides fruitful methodological insights into how to analyze feedback 

interactions.  

Mackiewicz and Thompson (2018) analyzed 30-minutes long interactions in ten 

successful writing center conferences to understand tutors’ scaffolding strategies. The 
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conferences were categorized as successful because the tutors and the tutees that participated in 

them rated them as five or six on a six-point scale. The researchers identified three main 

strategies that tutors used: instruction, cognitive scaffolding, and motivational scaffolding. 

Instruction was defined as “the directive aspects of teaching and tutoring–supplying solutions or 

options, rather than supporting or making room for student writers to generate solutions 

themselves” (p. 6); cognitive scaffolding was concerned with “a range of strategies that prod 

students to think and then help them to push their thinking further” (p. 7); and motivational 

scaffolding strategies were those that related to writers’ emotions. It is from Mackiewicz and 

Thompson’s (2018) analysis of tutor-tutee interactions in successful writing center conferences 

that I draw some key understandings to inform my analysis of group feedback interactions.  

Nevertheless, “the collaborative context of peer feedback should not be confused with 

that of a tutorial session” (Nordlof, 2014, p. 53), just like tutoring is different from classroom 

instruction. In the words of Harris (1995), “Tutorial instruction is very different from traditional 

classroom learning because it introduces into the educational setting a middle person, the tutor, 

who inhabits a world somewhere between student and teacher” (pp. 27-28). The asymmetrical 

relationship between a tutor and a student is a critical part of a tutoring session. Therefore, it is 

necessary to draw distinctions between facilitation, tutoring, and classroom instruction, and how 

exactly facilitation differs from the other two is not quite clear.  

Before exploring the value of WG interaction in online settings, it is worth reviewing 

what is known about interaction in traditional, onsite settings. The few studies that analyze WG 

interaction have investigated questions such as how members negotiate their emerging authority 

(Wilder, 2021) and how peer feedback addresses questions of structure and writing style within 

the broader question of researcher identity (Wegener et al., 2016).  
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Wilder (2021) qualitatively analyzed conversations in two multidisciplinary facilitated 

WGs (one for undergraduate and the other for graduate students) at a large public research 

university in the Midwest, to theorize how more and less experienced writers negotiate their 

emerging authority. Overall, graduate writers, in their interactions with writing center tutors, did 

not refer to their dissertation advisors as much as their undergraduate counterparts did. However, 

like the undergraduates, the graduate writers most frequently referenced advisors as guides to the 

writing process. Yet, they tended to rely less heavily on advisors to rectify problems because of 

their greater experience in writing about research. They more often seemed to understand their 

advisor-guides as problem posers, pointing to the writing problems that needed to be confronted 

next. In comparison to the undergraduates, graduate writers were also more likely to refer to 

advisors as the primary readers of their theses than as stand-ins for disciplinary knowledge. In 

another study, Wegener et al. (2016) analyzed one 90-minute session in a doctoral WG in a 

university (geographical location not mentioned) to demonstrate how peer feedback addresses 

questions of structure and writing style within the broader question of researcher identity. 

Wegener and colleagues neglect to state if the group was discipline-specific, but the description 

of members’ research areas implies that it was (health sciences). The study showcases how the 

WG space helped members develop their texts as well as their scholarly identity. Hence, research 

on in-person WG interaction reveals that the groups aid members to improve their texts, develop 

their identity, and negotiate authority as they develop their expertise. 

The potential affordances of technology for facilitating learning have grown 

exponentially, leading researchers to study how educators mobilize technology for classroom 

interaction. Using a multiple case study approach, Moorhouse et al. (2022) looked at five EAP 

teachers’ practices and identified the competences needed to use digital tools (Zoom and 
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Blackboard platforms) to facilitate classroom interaction during synchronous online lessons in 

three universities in Hong Kong. Data collection tools included a survey, video recordings of 

lessons, teachers’ reflections, and a stimulated recall interview. The findings uncovered a novel 

interaction sequence mixing chat and oral channels. The study signifies how teachers and 

learners orchestrated different communication channels in co-constructing classroom 

interactions.  

2.4.2 Peer Review in Technology-Mediated Contexts 

Much of what we know about feedback in face-to-face settings can be applied to online 

settings as well, such as what good feedback is—“timely, appropriate, needs-based, dialogic, 

higher order” as Aitchison (2014, p. 61) puts it—or how to phrase it. But rapidly advancing 

communication technologies are also developing new ways of conveying meaning, namely 

allowing screen and file sharing or sending links through chat, making possible new methods for 

peer review.  

In analyzing technology-mediated peer review, one might attend to screen-sharing or chat 

activities that comprise technology-mediated resources of online settings. These features signal 

the emergence of new social practices as interactants multi-task with different interactional 

resources. These skills are entirely new and may require frequent and high-quality technology 

use to develop (Monteiro, 2014). As new methods for giving and receiving feedback become 

technologically possible, the scope widens for methodological approaches that broaden and 

challenge practice in feedback studies.  

Using technology to give feedback is a complex endeavor, and research into this area has 

taken different paths such as automated writing evaluation (e.g., Koltovskaia, 2020) and written 

corrective feedback (e.g., Monteiro, 2014; Yilmaz et al., 2024). Many of these studies are also 
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quantitative and probe the affordances of digital tools, such as Peerceptive (Jin et al., 2024), 

Grammarly (Koltovskaia, 2020), and MS Word and Loom screencast (Imsa-ard & Barrot, 2024). 

This body of research reveals that specific types of digital tools can influence the focus of peer 

review. For instance, Laflen (2023) compared instructor’s written feedback from Canvas 

Speedgrader, Google Docs, and Turnitin GradeMark. Analysis of 131 feedback files from the 

three programs, five student surveys, and two instructor interviews found that feedback in terms 

of location, form, type, focus, and mitigation varied. Compared to Canvas and Turnitin, Google 

Docs carried more marginal comments. Most of the comments in Google Docs were in the type 

of suggestions and requests. Moreover, most of the feedback in Google Docs pertained to higher 

order concerns or carried a reference to the assignment compared to Canvas and Turnitin. 

Overall, Google Docs had the highest number of feedback frequency. It is a different matter that 

the study focused on instructor feedback and not peer feedback, and text-based, not multimodal, 

feedback.   

To examine the content of L2 doctoral students’ peer review, Sandstrom (2021) examined 

online feedback provided by 24 L2 doctoral reviewers on 73 texts written by their L2 peers. The 

platform was an online student forum in a teaching platform (name not specified). To determine 

the potential relevance of the feedback to the scientific research article, review comments were 

thematically coded, and the categories of comments were then compared with descriptions of 

text features of research articles in the natural sciences. Findings demonstrated that review 

comments focused on precision, organization, cohesion, voice and stance, and research 

knowledge, categories that reflect key aspects of scientific articles. Sandstrom’s study focused 

only on written feedback, whereas the present study uses both written and video modes. 
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Online peer feedback has become prevalent in university writing classes. How peer 

review unfolds over online synchronous video-based platforms is an area that remains largely 

unexamined, and it is likely that WGs’ interactions over such platforms differ from in-person 

settings. For instance, Wisniewski et al. (2020) compared writing center interactions in in-person 

and remote one-on-one tutoring sessions through the WCOnline platform (that carries similar 

interactional features as Zoom) at the University of Illinois at Urbana–Champaign and 

determined that online sessions tended to address microlevel concerns (namely punctuation, 

grammar, and syntax) three times more than face-to-face sessions. Therefore, it is possible that 

the online environment generates relatively different content of peer review than in-person 

settings. Consequently, it would make good sense to observe how online modalities facilitate as 

writers participate in peer review. 

In feedback studies, there have been comparatively fewer studies on processes of 

feedback negotiation that draw upon both asynchronous written comments followed by 

synchronous discussion via video conferencing platforms. There is some evidence that formats in 

which written and oral feedback are used jointly may be more useful for L2 learners (Baker-

Smemoe, 2018). In the present study, the peer review combined a written component, which was 

provided through asynchronous comments inserted to an online editing software, Google Docs, 

with a video component, which was offered through synchronous video-based conferencing 

application, Zoom.  

The present study makes a methodological contribution by offering one way of analyzing 

feedback episodes that include asynchronous comments and synchronous video-based 

conferencing software, thereby examining the potential of this way of peer review. How various 
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meaning potentials and information are represented and communicated across modalities is of 

interest to scholars and researchers investigating online peer review.  

2.5 Disciplinary Composition of WGs 

When it comes to the formation of WGs, a distinction is typically made between (a) 

discipline-specific, defined as a group where members belong to the same academic department; 

and (b) multidisciplinary3, defined as one constituting of disparate departments (e.g., botany, 

marketing, and information and communication) (Brooks-Gillies et al., 2020; Wilmot, 2018). 

Discipline-specific and multidisciplinary groups hold relative benefits (Eckstein et al., 2017). In 

discipline-specific groups, participants bring their subject matter expertise to give content-related 

feedback (Brooks-Gillies et al., 2020; Eckstein et al., 2017). Conversely, in multidisciplinary 

groups participants “have the opportunity to compare and contrast disciplinary differences in 

thesis writing, for example, the structural elements of varied research designs, and the writing 

conventions and distinctive styles of particular disciplinary discourses” (Li, 2014, p. 150). 

Therefore, multidisciplinary WGs make it possible for graduate writers to become rhetorically-

savvy writers and readers both within and outside their disciplinary discourses (Wilmot, 2018). 

In multidisciplinary WGs, students may learn to communicate to an audience that is beyond their 

immediate disciplinary community, which Paltridge (2018) claims as one kind of writing, 

students do not get to practice in typical academic English courses. Since students in 

multidisciplinary groups come from a range of sub-disciplines, they end up being the lone expert 

in their specific research area, and the practice of explaining their research to a more general 

academic audience is valuable for them. As a result, this cross-disciplinary space gives students 

 
3 I prefer the term multidisciplinary to the alternatives interdisciplinary, transdisciplinary, or 
cross-disciplinary because it is more commonly used in literature. 
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an opportunity to vocalize their ideas in a way they may not have had in discipline-specific 

contexts. In other words, disciplinary distinctions, though challenging, can also be helpful for 

writers as they compare and contrast disciplinary discourses. In most cases, disciplinary 

distinctions can aid writers to make the conventions of their home disciplines more explicit and 

familiarize with the larger landscape of academic writing and research.  

Conversely, there is also a perception that multidisciplinary groups carry minimal 

benefits since reviewers lack vital disciplinary knowledge for making sense of their peers’ texts 

(Wilmot, 2018). Additionally, students from different disciplines may have been exposed to 

varying kinds of writing instruction, and their supervisors may also have varying levels of 

competence in writing instruction. For these reasons, their peers may view them as less expert 

and thus, not qualified to offer quality feedback. This variability in backgrounds may in turn 

influence members’ engagement in peer review. Although some degree of variability of 

knowledge may exist across all groups irrespective of disciplinary backgrounds, this degree may 

be higher or more noticeable in multidisciplinary groups.  

There is evidence that researchers are beginning to question the conventional 

understanding of the term multidisciplinary. Colombo and Rodas (2021) weighed the empirical 

merits of groups formed by members from cross disciplinary areas in two Latin American 

countries, Argentina and Ecuador. In Argentina, three WGs were formed by master’s and 

doctoral students, and in Ecuador, four groups comprising early career academics and 

experienced research professors were formed. The groups constituted L1 Spanish speakers 

writing in their L1, except for a few cases in the Ecuadorian groups where the participants 

worked in the English as a foreign language field or wanted to publish in an English-medium 

journal. The member composition in these seven groups was as follows: (a) history, philosophy, 
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and sociology; (b) ancient history, psychology, and sociology; (c) education only; (d) medicine, 

hospitality, chemistry, and mathematics; (e) bioscience, literature, mathematics, and medicine; (f) 

applied geography, environmental science, sustainability, and chemistry; (g) medicine, 

organizational psychology, and industrial engineering. In groups from both countries, in the first 

few sessions, the researcher-facilitators established group processes and trained participants in 

giving and receiving feedback. After the first few sessions, the groups in Argentina continued 

without the facilitator, while the facilitator of the Ecuadorian groups attended every meeting. 

Analysis of participant interviews and group session transcriptions revealed that 

interdisciplinarity can be advantageous if the distance between the disciplines is “not too great” 

(p. 207). In the words of one participant from the Education department: “In the Social Sciences, 

I don’t know if someone from Physics would work” (p. 215). Relatedly, a History student further 

explained it as follows: “I think that with someone in Physics is not even a matter of fields. It is a 

matter of epistemological frameworks, of a lot of paradigms” (p. 215). The two main advantages 

of multidisciplinary groups were: one, getting access to a wider audience, as it permitted 

members to make explicit what might be taken for granted in their fields of study; and two, 

accessing distinct rhetorical knowledge and literacy practices that served to make them aware of 

their own disciplinary conventions as well as how to manage the writing process. The two main 

disadvantages were: one, making greater effort (as reviewers) to understand the theme of the 

writing; and two, receiving less useful feedback (as writers), though this challenge diminished 

with time as participants became accustomed to each other’s topics.  

These findings suggest that multidisciplinary and discipline-specific are static, binary 

categories that obscure a much more complicated reality. It is possible that groups where 

members belong to different departments may not necessarily be multidisciplinary in that there 
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can still be an ontological and epistemological overlap. For example, students from 

communication studies and marketing may share similar research interests in media, or students 

from biology and mathematics may share ways of creating knowledge. To summarize, the 

classification multidisciplinary may be relative, and the distance between the disciplines may be 

a more nuanced description. Nevertheless, throughout this dissertation I use the term 

multidisciplinary for the first two and discipline-specific for the third group, fully aware that 

these labels are inadequate for articulating the complexity of the disciplinary connections 

between the members and the facilitator. As my findings demonstrate, I cannot dismiss these 

labels entirely because I have reason to believe that this dichotomous characterization is of some 

use. I will return to this discussion in Chapter Six.  

Colombo and Rodas (2021) did not report on the effect of facilitation on the eventual 

group outcomes, but did recognize that “the functioning rules agreed with the participants at the 

beginning of the writing groups serve[d] as a means to facilitate these exchanges by setting the 

ground for real dialogues to emerge” (pp. 210-211). Hence, there is much to learn about the ways 

in which facilitators scaffold student encounters with multidisciplinary writing and broker 

disciplinary genres and writing practices.  

2.5.1 Disciplinarity and Facilitation 

It seems that researchers investigating WGs have engaged only variably with the aspect 

of facilitators’ disciplinary background, whereas the factor of tutor expertise has long been 

recognized as influential in writing center studies. Writing center practitioners are typically 

trained to navigate disciplinary discourses to position their work. There is some evidence that 

tutors lacking in disciplinary expertise were both less able and less willing to discern global 
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issues, evaluate and challenge the writer’s point of view, ask effective questions, and draw 

general conclusions (Dinitz & Harrington, 2014), but this claim is not universally accepted.  

When there are differences between a tutor’s and a tutee’s disciplinary backgrounds, how 

do tutors navigate these differences? Summers (2016) investigated this question by examining 

the strategies that consultants at the University of California Los Angeles writing center relied 

upon to tutor outside of their disciplines to navigate the tensions of lack of expertise. By 

analyzing observations of consultant training sessions and interviews with new and experienced 

consultants, the researcher determined that the tutors relied on conventional strategies such as 

modeling or managing expectations, along with unconventional strategies such as hiding their 

expertise. These strategies allowed the consultants to meet writers’ needs with “flexibility and 

confidence, even when they lack experience with particular disciplines or genres” (p. 139). Put 

briefly, these two studies highlight that the question of how facilitators navigate disciplinary 

variability is vital since facilitators without disciplinary expertise may be less effective. 

Transferring these ideas to the WG context, I reason that the aspect of multidisciplinary 

writing may pose another layer of challenge to facilitation, for there may not always be a 

similarity between the facilitator’s and the members’ disciplinary backgrounds. However, unlike 

one-to-one writing center sessions, in WG interactions facilitator expertise may be shared with 

other members, for the latter are also expected to give feedback, not only to receive it. In a group 

interaction, the facilitator need not take the lead in feedback discussions as the main information 

and explanation provider, but may instead invite and engage in the contributions of the other 

members. The benefit of the group model is that the members are accountable to each other in a 

horizontal, non-hierarchal manner, which offsets numerous barriers of writing. These are some 
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of the ways I develop my conceptualization of peer facilitation by comparing it to peer tutoring 

as mentioned in section 1.2 previously.  

While facilitators will still grapple with disciplinarity, their strategies for dealing with 

these challenges may be unique to the group context, since it is a lateral network. WG studies 

connecting disciplinarity and facilitation have as yet yielded little understanding. Wilmot (2018) 

ascertained the role of a disciplinary expert facilitator as particularly salient in their pilot study. 

They observe: 

As the group facilitator (with a Social Science background), it was at times challenging to 

navigate these disciplinary differences. While literature claims that the writing group 

space is for the development of ‘writing abilities’ rather than ‘products of writing’ 

(Croker & Trede, 2009, p. 231), it is at times difficult to avoid discussions about 

disciplinary norms and conventions. This brings into focus the knowledge work enacted 

through language and raises the question of whether or not feedback can be given on 

writing without paying explicit attention to the (disciplinary) knowledge practices being 

enacted through the writing. While agreeing with the literature that the facilitator should 

at no time replace or compete with the disciplinary role of the supervisor, this proved to 

be a point of tension in the group. (pp. 262-263) 

These words seem to not acknowledge the benefit of understanding differences in ideas, only in 

knowing one’s own academic conventions, which might be limiting. The feedback model in this 

case might be more efficiency-focused. In any case, Wilmot implies that feedback literacy seems 

an important construct because the facilitator may not only just provide feedback but may raise 

members’ knowledge of how they give and receive feedback, which in turn may improve their 

own writing.  
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Although much of the literature on WGs and facilitation has not closely looked at the 

facilitator’s disciplinary background, Kumar and Aitchison (2018) reported that participants felt 

uneasy about working with peers from different disciplinary fields. The facilitator in Allen 

(2019) had a background in composition studies and did not possess disciplinary expertise. 

Interestingly, the words facilitator and facilitation do not appear even once in Allen’s (2019) 

Findings section. Stated otherwise, the success or failure of the group is not discussed in light of 

facilitation. In Kozar and Lum (2015), the facilitator possessed academic language expertise but 

not disciplinary knowledge. Neither of these studies went into the details of connecting the 

disciplinary background of the facilitator with group outcomes. However, Eckstein et al. (2017) 

caution “that having a writing expert might disrupt the horizontal organization of the group” (p. 

9). In other words, a facilitator with writing expertise may be less effective than one without. All 

in all, the question of how facilitators’ disciplinary expertise plays out in group context merits 

examination and more research is needed to understand how disciplinarity influences facilitation. 

2.6 Linguistic Diversity in WGs 

Students undertaking graduate degrees in the U.S. come from diverse language, cultural, 

and educational backgrounds. Curry (2016) believes that this population can be bifurcated into 

wide categories. One, domestic students, may include monolinguals or bi/multilinguals and 

immigrant/refugee-background students, including Generation 1.5 students, who are immigrant 

or native-born and raised in the U.S. but may speak a language other than English at home. The 

other, international students, may be multilinguals and EAL students or monolingual English-

speaking students. In short, there is great diversity in the higher education landscape today. The 

number of international students continues to grow in the U.S. In 2023, the U.S. hosted more 
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than one million international students, which includes graduate, undergraduate, and non-degree 

students (Institute of International Education, 2024).  

Writing instruction sites that bring linguistically diverse students together (akin to a WG) 

may be power-infused. For example, Cheng (2013), adopting a sociopolitical4 perspective, 

followed one Korean English L2 master’s student’s academic literacy development over a year as 

she collaborated with her L1 English peers in two courses in a university located in the southeast 

U.S. The study illustrated how group dynamics influenced the student’s academic literacy 

development, where in the first semester she was marginalized by her peers, and in the second 

she employed coping strategies to play a more equal role in group projects. The author 

recommends that instructors should clarify their expectations on group work ethics at the time of 

setting tasks, and also calls for other studies to capture the L1 English student’s perspectives in 

working with L2 English students.  

In another study concerned with mixed L1 and L2 English students’ face-to-face 

interactions in a writing workshop at a Southwestern university in the U.S., Mangelsdorf and 

Ruecker (2018) determined that peer reviews were generally productive, with some constraints 

in cases where students could only provide limited assistance. The findings highlight that huge 

proficiency differences between participants may be problematic.  

Though neither Cheng (2013) nor Mangelsdorf and Ruecker (2018) were based in a WG 

context, they caution that a WG of linguistically diverse students may carry unequal benefits for 

all participants and may have an undesirable impact. Therefore, one challenge that may arise for 

a facilitator is the need to balance the needs of relatively mono- and multilingual students. 

 
4 Although the term is not clearly defined in the paper, the power dynamics between the native 
and nonnative speaker students is the main analytical construct.  
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The value of feedback from multilingual students has been researched for some time 

(Chang, 2016). Often, in ESL university courses, students who are asked to do peer reviews will 

express their reservations about the value of this feedback, as they have been led to believe that 

being a nonnative speaker means being inadequate as a writer on some levels. Research from 

writing center contexts in this regard has yielded mixed findings. Wang-Hiles (2023) 

qualitatively explored L2 English international students’ perceptions of working with L2 English 

tutors with whom they shared L1s. The results indicated that the multilingual international 

students held a positive attitude toward working with multilingual tutors, without any preference 

between choosing an L1 English-speaking tutor or a multilingual tutor to work with. They 

perceived that the multilingual tutors were as helpful (in some cases even more advantageous) 

and competent as monolingual English tutors.  

Research on WGs has determined that these spaces can advance the language 

socialization of multilingual students (Rabbi, 2021; Spies et al., 2021) and has also identified 

challenges in facilitating such groups for multilingual students. In one chapter, Li (2014) 

described her experiences of facilitating multidisciplinary WGs for L2 English doctoral students 

at an Australian university. The data included participant surveys, interviews, focus groups, and 

written work-in-progress as part of the WG processes. The author cited catering to the linguistic 

and cultural diversity of the members as the most demanding aspect. The author advocated for an 

“empathetic and culturally sensitive approach” (p. 159) when organizing similar groups, 

emphasizing that multilingual students are not a homogenous group; rather, they represent a 

variety of backgrounds and needs. Instead of seeing this diversity as a problem, instructors and 

writing program administrators should take a more positive and encouraging approach that 
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respects multilingual students’ cultural resources, and the varying strengths these students bring 

to academic research and writing.  

Research on WGs needs to identify some best practices when dealing with linguistically 

diverse groups. Working with L1 Japanese speakers using English as an L2, Allen (2019) was 

unsettled by the fact that instead of “discussing elements of argument style, for example, the 

group dedicated time discussing particular grammatical issues (e.g., plural and singular forms),” 

which “slowed the momentum of other more proficient students in the group” (p. 447). The 

author’s solution was “to offer different writing groups based on L2 proficiency levels” (p. 447). 

Wilmot (2018) warns against a facilitation approach that over-relies on language activities, 

which can position the multilingual students as deficient and may perpetuate harmful language 

ideologies. In the same vein, while Kumar and Aitchison (2018) did not take up the question of 

students’ language background, they did acknowledge that in some cases participants felt 

uncomfortable about the language proficiency of their peer facilitators. These findings attest to 

the fact that the facilitator needs to play a careful role in dealing with the language needs and 

attitudes of the members. Kozar and Lum (2015) also identified that common cultural and 

linguistic background and shared level of academic maturity fostered rapport and enriched the 

delivery and reception of feedback. They also identified that the members of Group 3, the least 

satisfied group, had only EAL students and lacked a common cultural background, which may 

have been a factor influencing participants’ satisfaction. 

Overall, there is scant research documenting how linguistic diversity influences 

facilitation or how peer review unfolds in mixed L1-L2 English WGs. 



 
 

 
 
 

52 

2.7 Chapter Summary 

In this chapter, I have reported on five key aspects of WGs that are central to my study: 

facilitation, peer review, online environment, disciplinary composition, and linguistic diversity. 

Since I endeavor to offer a more multidimensional consideration of the facilitator’s role, I have 

attempted to unravel how these five constructs interlink with facilitation. Most of the studies that 

I have included in this review are based on the WG context, except some that come from outside 

this context (writing center and classroom) but add relevant ideas, such as how the facilitator’s 

disciplinary background is a salient factor, how the type of digital tool leveraged can mediate the 

feedback content, and how peer review spaces of linguistic diversity may carry unequal benefits 

for all participants.  

Research exploring student and faculty perceptions of what approaches promote graduate 

students’ writing skills has ascertained peer review along with effective supervision to be 

prominent factors (Catterall et al., 2011). Research has also suggested guidelines for establishing 

and maintaining a peer group (Martin & Ko, 2011); identified principles of mutuality, normal 

business, and identity and desire for their successful development (Lee & Boud, 2003); and has 

determined the aspect of peer review to be vital (Arslantas et al., 2022). 

WGs take various forms (Cui et al., 2022; Haas, 2014), and facilitation is conceived 

variably but mostly in terms of practices (Aitchison, 2009; Allen, 2019; Colombo & Rodas, 

2021; Cui et al., 2022; Haas, 2014; McMurray, 2017; Wilmot, 2018). Though the possibilities for 

learning in a WG are shaped by facilitator-member relations and their mutual expectations and 

joint responsibilities (Allen, 2019; McMurray, 2017; Wilmot, 2018), limited research has 

explicitly explored facilitation.  
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The facilitator in most past studies was a staff or faculty member (Aitchison, 2014; Allen, 

2019; Colombo & Rodas, 2021; Kozar & Lum, 2015; Li, 2014; Wilmot, 2018), and the focus of 

these studies was on the group outcomes to the exclusion of the underlying processes and 

activities involved in facilitation (Aitchison, 2014; Allen, 2019; Cui et al., 2022; Kozar & Lum, 

2015). Research investigating peer facilitation has determined facilitators to play a valuable role 

(Kumar & Aitchison, 2018), but has ascertained facilitation, which functioned asynchronously, to 

be irrelevant and synchronous communication to be most effective in online WGs (Kozar & 

Lum, 2015). Key characteristics of peer review in the WG space exclude the online instructional 

mode (Aitchison, 2014), which the present study aims to treat fully.  

Although WG scholarship has not utilized the term feedback literacy (Carless & Boud, 

2018) to examine the value of WGs, scholarship has focused on students’ uptake of feedback 

primarily (Aitchison, 2014; Rabbi, 2021), for which the collegial spirit between the members has 

been determined vital (Yallop et al., 2020). Other studies have looked at the potential of the 

feedback given in this space leading to developing the disciplinary identity of members (Buell, 

2016; Spies et al., 2021; Wegener et al., 2016). None of these studies dealt with the facilitator’s 

role in creating WGs, mediating the peer review therein, or enhancing members’ feedback 

literacy.  

Although mode of delivery, i.e. online or onsite, is regarded as a top five factor to 

consider in forming groups (Eckstein et al., 2017), online WGs are an aspect not well covered in 

literature. Studies indicate that participants may have a preference for provision of feedback 

through video conferencing over audio-only conferencing (Kozar & Lum, 2015). Research 

involving analysis of onsite WGs interactions has investigated questions such as how members 

negotiate their emerging authority (Wilder, 2021) and how peer feedback addresses questions of 



 
 

 
 
 

54 

structure and writing style within the broader question of researcher identity (Wegener et al., 

2016). Analysis of successful writing center consultations has determined instruction, cognitive, 

and motivational as the three main types of scaffolding strategies (Mackiewicz & Thompson, 

2018). Research outside of the WGs context indicates that technology generates different 

communication channels in co-constructing classroom interactions (Moorhouse et al., 2022).  

Research comparing the content of feedback in in-person and virtual writing center 

interactions has found that online sessions tended to address microlevel concerns three times 

more than face-to-face sessions (Wisniewski et al., 2020). Studies outside of the WGs’ context 

indicate that specific types of digital tools used can also influence the focus of peer review 

(Laflen, 2023; Sandstrom, 2021).  

Research has also identified the specific benefits that multidisciplinary and discipline-

specific groups—the two main types—yield for members. Multidisciplinary groups make it 

possible for graduate writers to become rhetorically-savvy writers and readers both within and 

outside their disciplinary discourses (Li, 2014; Wilmot, 2018). On the other hand, discipline-

specific groups generate more content-related feedback (Brooks-Gillies et al., 2020; Eckstein et 

al., 2017). Multidisciplinary groups can be disadvantageous in that they may require greater 

reviewing effort and generate less useful feedback, but interdisciplinarity can be advantageous if 

the distance between the disciplines is “not too great” (Colombo & Rodas, 2021, p. 207). 

Limited WG studies have tried to deal with the interrelationships between the facilitator’s 

disciplinary expertise and the success of the groups, with some noting that such expertise is a 

relevant factor (Kumar & Aitchison, 2018; Wilmot, 2018).   

Given the linguistic diversity in the higher education landscape today, it is important to 

investigate how linguistically diverse WG spaces work. Studies outside of the WG context 
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indicate that sites that bring linguistically diverse students together may carry unequal benefits 

for all participants and may have an undesirable consequence (Cheng, 2013; Mangelsdorf & 

Ruecker, 2018). Research on WGs has found that these spaces can advance the language 

socialization of multilingual students (Rabbi, 2021; Spies et al., 2021), and common cultural and 

linguistic background and shared level of maturity can help build rapport and enrich the delivery 

and reception of feedback (Kozar & Lum, 2015). Research has also identified the challenges in 

facilitating WGs for multilingual students (Li, 2014). Other studies warn against a facilitation 

approach that is too dependent on language activities (Allen, 2019), positioning the multilingual 

students as linguistically disadvantaged (Wilmot, 2018), whereas in other studies participants 

have voiced their discomfort in working with facilitators with low proficiency (Kumar & 

Aitchison, 2018). 

In sum, the work that scholars have done in the area of WGs guides and provides the 

rationale for the present study. I hope to extend and complicate their work through offering my 

perspective, as the researcher-facilitator, on organizing three semester-long WGs where mono- 

and multilingual graduate students, at different levels of their studies, enrolled in both the same 

and different departments at the University of Hawaiʻi, met on Zoom to peer review each other’s 

drafts shared through Google Docs. The study sought to determine the ways peer facilitation can 

scaffold peer review in this space. The study aims to theorize facilitation by placing it within four 

aspects primarily: (a) peer review, (b) disciplinary composition of the group, (c) linguistic 

diversity of members, and (d) online environment. 
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Chapter 3  

Methods  

This chapter covers the study design, researcher positionality and participant-observer 

role, project origins, research site, recruitment of participants and their details, description of the 

groups, methods of data collection and analysis, and trustworthiness of the data and ethical 

considerations. 

3.1 Comparative Case Study Design 

This comparative case study research adds to the limited literature on WG facilitation by 

offering my account, as the researcher-facilitator, of organizing online WGs for fellow graduate 

students at the University of Hawaiʻi at Mānoa where they participated in peer review. Case study 

research is  

a qualitative approach in which the investigator explores a bounded system (a case) or 

multiple bounded systems (cases) over time, through detailed, in-depth data collection 

involving multiple sources of information (e.g., observations, interviews, audiovisual 

material, and documents and reports), and reports a case description and case-based 

themes. (Creswell, 2013, p. 97; emphasis in original) 

Case study is suitable for answering how and why questions (Rogers, 2023), which makes it an 

apt method for answering the research question concerning an enriched understanding of 

facilitation. This method permits a detailed contextual analysis of a limited number of 

interactional exchanges (Gerring, 2004), which can be especially valuable when the 

multidimensionality of facilitator’s role is not well understood. Case-oriented research seeks to 

understand complex interdependencies (Pahl-Wostl et al., 2022), which can help evaluate how 

facilitation links with members’ disciplinary and linguistic backgrounds, accompanied by the 
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modes and modality of peer review in an online environment. In writing-related research 

particularly, this method has been used to investigate theoretical considerations and pedagogical 

innovations (Rabbi, 2021). Moreover, studies adopting a sociocultural theoretical framework 

often take qualitative case studies as their design (Hulstijn et al., 2014). 

The uniformity in the three groups lay in the number of members and the linguistic 

diversity within each group: they all had three members, one of whom was a monolingual 

English speaker while others were multilingual. I use the terms monolingual and multilingual 

because the participants themselves used them. The dissimilarity was in disciplinary composition 

and academic level (see Figure 1 in section 1.1). This academic level difference was not the 

focus of my analysis. In the first two groups, members came from different departments, and in 

the third they belonged to the same department. Group 1 had two master’s students, but the other 

two groups constituted doctoral students only.  

The disciplinary variation across groups was used to answer the second research question 

(In what ways is the facilitation different across the three WGs?). I considered the first group as 

multidisciplinary even though two members were from the same department because the 

presence of even one member from a different discipline can alter the group dynamics (Yallop et 

al., 2020). The groups also differed in the number of meetings, genre and amount of members’ 

writing shared in each meeting (see Tables 2, 4, and 6 later), and members’ prior familiarity with 

each other (which will be explained in subsections 3.7.1.1, 3.7.2.1, and 3.7.3.1 subsequently). In 

Groups 1 and 2, members did not know each other; in Group 3 they did. More details about each 

group’s structure and procedures are shared in section 3.7. 

Regarding the number of cases, Palmberger and Gingrich (2013) maintain, “Qualitative 

case-oriented studies tend to restrict the number of cases to numbers between two and four” (p. 
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97).  This small number is recommended because the goal of comparative case studies is to 

discover contrasts, similarities, or patterns across the cases (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). In the 

present study it helps to achieve the objective of understanding not only what works in the WG 

space, but also how, for whom, why, and under what conditions. The variation in the three groups 

make the interpretation of findings more compelling, strengthening their precision, validity, and 

stability (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016) since the “value of a qualitative comparative approach is in 

‘understanding rather than measuring difference’” (Lewis, 2003, quoted in Palmberger & 

Gingrich, 2013, p. 95). By drawing on data from three discrete groups with the same facilitator 

(Figure 1), I could further understand whether facilitation provided by a single facilitator differed 

enough among discrete groups to warrant additional research and how contextual features added 

to or shaped facilitation.  

One characteristic of case studies that Rogers (2023) points out is that they do not 

manipulate the behavior of participants. Looking at the design of the present study at a macro 

level where I organized the groups, an objection can be raised that this element constitutes 

manipulation, or rather, a wholesale experiment. I understand that it may appear so, but this is an 

inherent problem in the nature of the informal, student-led groups that are the subject of this 

study. Graduate students often create WGs for peer review entirely on their own or with the 

prompting of a faculty advisor. These groups are by design created. How they came into being, 

i.e., the ways the group members collaboratively instantiated them, was the object of my 

analysis. It made it possible for me to uncover the inner workings and dynamics of these online 

communities. For the sake of gaining access to these communities, it was easier for me to initiate 

the groups, resulting in my taking on a participant-observer role. I might have considered the 

possibility of joining an already established group had the writing center at the research site been 
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offering them as part of their service (section 3.5). However, it would have denied me the 

opportunity of starting a group myself and generating salient insights about the process of group 

formation. As established through the literature review, the facilitator’s actions in creating and 

organizing these spaces have received less attention (section 2.2); hence, I would not have been 

able to gather valuable information about initiating groups. Furthermore, given my personal 

investment in supporting my fellow graduate students’ writing development, I might have created 

these groups even if I were not collecting data on them.  

3.2 Researcher Positionality 

I was born in Karachi, Pakistan, where I grew up fluent in Urdu and English, with 

exposure to Sindhi and Punjabi, two regional languages, as well as skills in reciting Quranic 

script (with diacritical marks) in Arabic. When I came to the U.S. as an international student to 

pursue my Ph.D., I brought ten years of academic writing teaching experience in a university in 

Karachi with me, along with experience in presenting at conferences and writing research papers. 

In the U.S., I taught academic writing to multilingual students at my university. I believe that 

both mono- and multilingual graduate students face challenges in research writing (Habibie & 

Hyland, 2019), which is why my focus was on monolingual English and multilingual students 

collectively.  

In my view, feedback is central to learning to write for academic purposes. At school and 

college level, I received feedback on my writing only from teachers through course assignments. 

This instructor feedback was more content-oriented, focused on my fulfilling the assignment 

instructions, rather than my strengths and weaknesses as a writer. It was only when I was 

pursuing my graduate studies that I started receiving more feedback on my writing abilities. It 

was generally deemed clear, well-organized, and simple, and was at times adjudicated better than 
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my peers’. In Pakistan, I reviewed my colleagues’ research papers for grammar, organization, 

and clarity. I believe I have learned how to write due, in part, to these opportunities of 

responding to others’ writing, which I greatly enjoy. As an academic writing instructor, giving 

feedback to students is a big part of my job responsibilities, but I am certain that peer-to-peer 

response is equally important.   

Through my professional networks, I came to know about the disparities in the writing 

support provided to graduate students. My experiences at my university compelled me to 

consider diversifying graduate student support here. I believe that different “sets of meaningful 

experiences will lead to different trajectories of writing development and a paucity of engaging 

learning opportunities will result in truncated trajectories of learning and development” 

(Bazerman, 2016, pp. 15-16). It was this intention to offer a meaningful experience that I 

initiated the project. 

When implementing the groups, I drew on my own knowledge of and experience with 

writing in participants’ disciplines from my past experience of teaching a course that followed a 

genre analysis approach to assist graduate students learn the disciplinary conventions of their 

specific fields as well as gain linguistic competence (Swales & Feak, 2012). I gathered relevant 

information about WGs through websites, handouts, workshops, orientations, start-up kits, and 

other literature. Although I did not have prior experience with facilitating such WGs, I sought to 

bring all my experiences and knowledge to bear in facilitation.  

3.3 Researcher Role: Participant-Observer 

Since the study is the researcher-facilitator’s investigation into her own practice, this 

study can be characterized as a “practitioner inquiry” (Nordstrom, 2021, p. 66). Cochran-Smith 

and Donnell (2012) “use the term practitioner inquiry to refer to the array of educational research 
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genres where the practitioner is the researcher, the professional context is the research site, and 

practice itself is the focus of study” (p. 711). Nordstrom’s (2021) use of the term practitioner 

inquiry involves four approaches: systematicity, triangulation, validity, and transferability. 

Systematicity refers to “[t]hick description and uniformity in presentation of information so that 

processes are replicable; adopting recursivity as part of systematic processes” (p. 71). 

Triangulation means “[m]ultiple data identified and the way they are operationalized or 

explained; engaging in dialectic with different sources” (p. 71). Validity entails explaining how it 

is determined. Finally, transferability is “[h]ow and when might the research be applicable to 

another site; the limitations of transferability identified” (p. 71).  

Although practitioner inquiry has many points in common with the more well-known 

action research, there are some differences between the two. A primary difference is that action 

research may have a solution-oriented approach, whereas practitioner inquiry may just deal with 

investigating or analyzing a problem. In other words, unlike action research, practitioner inquiry 

is not intervention-based with cyclical analysis. Besides, in comparison to action research, 

practitioner inquiry may be a broader, umbrella term: most action research may be characterized 

as practitioner inquiry, but not all practitioner inquiry can be termed as action research.  

In this practitioner inquiry I took on a participant-observer role. I looked for the meaning 

of facilitation in my performance as a facilitator. The participant-observer role influences 

research implementation in complex ways. It is important that researchers stay “aware of the 

compromises in access, objectivity, and community expectations that are being made at any 

particular place along the continuum” (DeWalt & DeWalt, 2011, pp. 27-28). Reiterating a point 

mentioned in section 3.1, in order to gain access to the WGs I wanted to research, I made the 
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conscious decision to initiate the groups myself. Therefore, without the participant-observer role 

I may not have gained access to the research site.  

3.4 Origins of the Research Project 

I was inspired to initiate this project because of my participation in a three-day virtual 

event by the Consortium of Graduate Communication (CGC), a professional community of 

writing studies and oral communication experts working with graduate and post graduate 

students. This event introduced me to WGs. As I learned about this space for developing peer 

support for writing, my interest grew in understanding it, and I eventually decided to carve out 

such a space myself. I organized these groups with the intention of forging collaborations 

between students who may have never met previously but could benefit from working together 

on peer review. This dissertation study provided a means to work with them where limited other 

venues promoted interdepartmental communication. Thus, at the center of this study is also a 

social purpose.  

After receiving the IRB approval, I started this project in fall 2021 when I was in my 

second semester of studies, amidst lockdown necessitated by the COVID-19 pandemic. At the 

time, as the rest of the world moved its business online, I too shifted my project to the online 

context because it lent itself to online activities and Zoom had become the default platform for 

convening meetings. The potential of this study to examine the online landscape did not strike 

me immediately, but as the project developed, I understood its implications for online 

communities of writing in distance-based learning environments. Advancement in technology 

has allowed “new ways of configuring and accessing distance language learning opportunities, 

independent of place and/or time,” due to which they “have been adopted by institutions as a 

means of expanding access to their courses” (White, 2013, p. 1). Therefore, with time I realized a 
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practical need that justified investigating online WGs in their own right to determine the 

conditions under which they can maximize learning opportunities.  

3.5 Research Site 

The present study took place at the University of Hawaiʻi at Mānoa where I studied. In 

fall 2021, 4978 graduate students were enrolled. The institutional context is explained in my self-

study presenting a teacher’s account of validating an in-house diagnostic assessment procedure 

in an EAP writing course with a view to refining it: 

All doctoral students must write a dissertation, and some master’s students are expected 

to write a thesis or a scholarly paper. Incoming students who have English as an 

additional language and do not meet any of the university’s criteria for automatic 

exemption (which include evidence of academic English proficiency e.g., a minimum 

score of 7 on International English Language Testing System, IELTS) take a placement 

test and are placed into, or exempted from, EAP courses.  (Qayyum, 2024, p. 3) 

Not all programs required GRE for admission, and of those that did, their departmental score 

requirements varied. Additionally, many departments that otherwise required GRE, waived it for 

admissions during the COVID-19 pandemic, so students admitted that academic year were not 

required to take GRE. 

Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the university had conducted all courses online in the 

previous semester. Thus, all participants had recent experiences using online synchronous 

communication tools and were well familiar with it. This point is important because any claims I 

make in this study regarding mediational tools and artifacts take into account participants’ 

relatively high proficiency in use and their easy access to the technology.  



 
 

 
 
 

64 

Support for developing writing was delivered primarily through students’ discipline-

specific courses. The quality and quantity of this support varied by department. Ongoing 

graduate writing support resided at the writing center that provided free consultations to the 

entire university community. The writing center did not offer a WG service, though. My 

interactions with other graduate writing program administrators in CGC led me to believe that 

more diverse support structures should be offered.   

3.6 Recruiting Participants  

I sent out a call for participation through the university’s graduate student email list, 

inviting students to voluntarily join a group if they were seeking peer feedback (see Appendix A 

for the Recruitment Message). Participants were informed that they would meet on Zoom for an 

hour every week to share their writing and exchange feedback on it (see Appendix B for the 

Consent Form). Hence, the criterion for joining the research was to be a current graduate student 

with an ongoing writing project on which the participant was seeking feedback.  

I then put participants in groups based on their availability. By agreeing to participate in 

the study, they were coming in with expectations to give and receive feedback, which is often the 

“raison d’être for joining or forming writing groups” (Aitchison, 2014, p. 61, emphasis in 

original). Eventually, three groups were organized between August 2021 and May 2023. There 

were nine participants across the groups. They were invited to choose their own pseudonyms to 

protect their privacy. Their basic information is provided in Table 1 below. 

Table 1 

Participant Profile 

Group Participant Level of study Department Languages spoken other 
than English 
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1 John Master’s (Y2) Entomology  
1 Maya Master’s (Y1) Applied linguistics Tagalog 
1 Yiwen Ph.D. (Y6) Applied linguistics Mandarin Chinese, 

Cantonese, and 
Taiwanese 

2 Chris P. Bacon Ph.D. (Y2) Marketing  
2 Robert 

Langdon 
Ph.D. (Y2) Botany Mandarin Chinese 

2 ZhuZhu Liu Ph.D. (Y4) Information and 
communication 

Mandarin Chinese 

3 Georgia Ph.D. (Y1) English Korean 
3 Michelle Ph.D. (Y3) English Spanish 
3 Nicholas Ph.D. (Y3) English  

Note. ‘Y’ refers to year in graduate program.  

The groups were predominantly multilingual, and only three participants reported 

themselves as monolingual English. All participants spoke English and wrote in English for the 

papers they shared in the WGs, except for Michelle, who used a few Spanish words in one of her 

texts. Half were international, and the other half were domestic students. The disciplinary spread 

represented was applied linguistics, English, marketing, botany, information and communication, 

and entomology. Among the doctoral students, four were at all-but-dissertation stage. At least 

three participants reported having previous experience with WGs. I did not have information 

regarding their socio-economic background. 

Originally, I had, perhaps a tad ambitiously, envisioned the meetings to be two hours 

long. At the end of Group 1’s second meeting, however, a member proposed that the duration 

should be reduced to an hour. This proposal was agreed upon by others. Subsequently, for the 

remaining meetings for this group as well as for the next two groups, the meeting duration was 

an hour. I modified the consent forms for Groups 2 and 3.  

I started with four members in the first group, but after the first meeting, one member 

decided to drop out of the study. Henceforth, I decided to stick with the model of three members 

in one group. I wrote in my reflections: “I think this number works well. It’s not easy to get 4 



 
 

 
 
 

66 

people to agree on one time for a meeting. Especially when they come from different 

departments and levels and so have different schedules.” Coordinating the availability of five 

students (myself included) becomes quite an arduous task, especially when they do not belong to 

the same department. Kozar and Lum (2015) also reported this challenge for participants in 

different time zones. In my study, only for Group 2, were we, i.e., the members and I, all in the 

same city, and even then, some of us were frequently travelling to attend conferences.  

As I was collecting data for the first group, I started receiving interest from other 

students. Consequently, the second group emerged while I was already gathering data for the 

first. After the completion of these two groups, a one-year interval followed, in which I was 

preoccupied with coursework responsibilities as a doctoral student. I kept engaged with the 

project by analyzing data from the first two groups, preparing manuscripts for research journals, 

and looking for ways to refine my approach to designing and conducting the study. The feedback 

from anonymous reviewers helped me in clarifying my research questions. In terms of 

organizing the groups, one thing became immediately clear: I, being the facilitator, could not stay 

away from the peer review discussion. Accordingly, I decided to engage directly with students’ 

writing and participate in the peer review in Group 3. I explain this decision briefly in section 

4.1.3 and take it up in more detail in Chapter Five.  

To start collecting data for the third group, I reached out to the university’s writing center 

in spring 2023 to circulate the call for participation. In response, three students from the 

department of English reached out to me, thus forming the third, discipline-specific group. At 

that point, I had also moved to another state after completing my coursework.  



 
 

 
 
 

67 

3.7 Description of Groups  

In this part of the dissertation, I introduce the three groups, giving more details about the 

members. Given that the events of the first meeting are a key factor in a group’s success 

(McMurray, 2017), I chronicle these events separately with the hope that other writing program 

administrators might borrow worthwhile aspects to establish an online peer support network. 

Finally, I describe the independent writing projects that participants brought to the group, which 

makes apparent how they chose to employ this space.  

In this section, I outline the groups’ structural and procedural components with several 

objectives in mind. One, to explain how the study’s purpose of creating a community was 

achieved, I describe my approach to organizing the groups, depicting how they were set up. Two, 

to establish my own voice and positionality, it is necessary to gain an understanding of the key 

players in this research story. Three, to aid transferability (Holliday, 2013; Nordstrom, 2021) of 

the findings, it is important to know what transpired in a typical meeting. Lastly, to exemplify 

how we, i.e., the members and I, established collegial relations, set clearly-communicated goals 

and expectations, and created a collaborative learning environment, which is the key element of 

intersubjectivity (Puntambekar & Hübscher, 2005), an essential component of scaffolding, I 

describe how group norms and working practices were established. Additional background on 

the participants, their work environment, and their shared group understandings can help us 

understand the role that their dialogue plays in creating intersubjectivity.  

3.7.1 Group 1: The Multidisciplinary Mixed-Level Group  

The first group was a multidisciplinary group of graduate students, which ran from 

September to December, 2021.  
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3.7.1.1 Members  

The members in this group were John, Maya, and Yiwen. None of us had interacted with 

each other before our first meeting, although I knew Maya from another course that I was taking 

as part of my doctoral studies (I consider this relationship aspect in subsection 3.10). Though 

Maya and Yiwen belonged to the same department, they had not interacted with each other 

before.  

John was a master’s student in Entomology. After completing the program, he had plans 

to gain industry experience, working for companies in mosquito control districts. Maya was a 

master’s student in Applied Linguistics. As part of her degree requirements, she had to write a 

5,000 to 7,500-word scholarly paper. She had started writing it even though it was not due until 

several months later. Yiwen was a Ph.D. student in Applied Linguistics. At the time of data 

collection she was located in Taiwan. She had recently become a parent and had an eight-month-

old boy. She had been a part of another WG for six years, where she wrote together with two 

friends. She found that experience beneficial.  

3.7.1.2 First Meeting  

I began with an oral ice-breaking activity Spin the wheel, which I had created through the 

website pickerwheel.com. On first click, the wheel would start spinning; on the second, it would 

stop. A participant had to answer the question the arrow of the wheel landed at. The questions 

asked, for example, “if you could learn any new skill what would it be” or “talk about an 

experience that altered your perception toward something.” I conducted this activity through 

screen sharing with the website displayed. We took turns in the order members’ names appeared 

on my screen.  



 
 

 
 
 

69 

The next activity was negotiating group norms and procedures. I shared the link of a 

Google Doc titled Negotiating Group Norms (Appendix C) in chat to organize a discussion and 

took notes on the consensus reached on different questions. We negotiated the platform for 

sharing writing, the number of texts that would be shared in one meeting, the length of this text, 

the stage of writing this text would be in (i.e., brainstorming, rough draft, or polished draft), and 

how to deal with conflicts that might arise. This activity was important for it set shared standards 

for giving feedback, communication, and problem solving and allowed members to get on the 

same page, minimized any contradictions, and reduced future tensions regarding participation. It 

enabled them to visualize how they would be using the groups. 

After negotiation, we decided on the following protocol:  

• The total number of pages on which feedback would be given would not exceed 

four double-spaced pages (including accompanying figures and graphs). If the 

texts were short, two members could present in one week (i.e., one text each). 

There was no minimum word limit.  

• Members would bring pre-existing drafts of their choosing. 

• Texts would be academic in nature, not fiction. 

• Writing would be exchanged through a shared Google Drive folder, to which 

writers would upload their Google Doc file for everyone to comment on. 

• Members would sign up for available spots in meeting time slots, choosing which 

day they would like to share their writing.  

3.7.1.3 Genres of Writing  

Ten meetings were held for this group. What was covered in each meeting and the 

duration of each session is summarized in Table 2.  
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Table 2 

Group 1 Meeting Agendas and Duration 

Meeting Agenda/Draft under discussion Duration 
(minutes) 

1 Negotiating group expectations and norms 66 
2 Abstract and part of introduction section of John’s research 

paper 
Analysis section of Yiwen’s dissertation 

101 

3 Maya’s cover letter 
Maya’s scholarly paper 

58 

4 Revised draft of analysis section of Yiwen’s dissertation 56 
5 Revised analysis section of Yiwen’s dissertation 58 
6 Method section of Maya’s scholarly paper 57 
7 John’s research paper’s discussion section 58 
8 Analysis chapter of Yiwen’s dissertation 59 
9 Revised method section of Maya’s scholarly paper 52 
10 Abstract of John’s research paper for journal publication 54 

 

As Table 2 illustrates, Yiwen, the only doctoral student in the group, brought sections of 

her dissertation to the meetings, which is not surprising considering that she was in the 

dissertation writing phase of her doctoral journey. John also displayed similar focus on his 

research manuscript and consistently brought different sections of it. Maya brought diverse texts, 

including revised versions of her scholarly paper.   

The group found a regular meeting day of Thursday from the third to the eighth meeting 

but met on other days for the remaining meetings due to members’ unavailability. John missed 

the eighth meeting due to a conference, about which he had informed us in the first meeting. 

Though for John and Maya this study could presumably be their first time experiencing a 

WG, all members developed close relationships with each other outside the group. For example, 

Maya met John in his lab to seek help with statistical analysis for an assignment. Thus, the 

commitment and support of each member expanded beyond participation in the WG.  
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3.7.2 Group 2: The Multidisciplinary Doctoral Group  

The second group was a multidisciplinary group of doctoral students, which ran from 

October to December, 2021.  

3.7.2.1 Members  

The members in this group were Chris, Robert, and ZhuZhu. None of the members had 

interacted with each other before our first meeting, except I knew Robert as a student in an 

academic writing course I was teaching at the time (I delve into this relationship aspect in 

subsection 3.10). 

Chris was a Ph.D. student in Marketing. He was originally from Utah. His research 

introduced a systems-level framework for understanding the business environment, which 

challenged traditional models that considered individual factors (e.g., social, economic, political, 

legal). On Sundays, he taught online courses at two different universities. Robert was also a 

second year Ph.D. student, studying Botany. He was from the north of China, where he had 

completed his M.Sc. in Ecology. He came to Texas in 2013 to do his M.A. in Higher Education. 

After staying in Texas for a couple of years, he moved to Hawaiʻi in 2019 to do his Ph.D. in 

Botany to research dioecious plants5. He had plans to pursue college teaching. At the time of data 

collection, his dissertation was stalled because he was unable to collect field data due to COVID-

19 pandemic (a stark contrast to my own project that I could adapt to online environment). Of the 

six multilingual participants, he was the only one enrolled in a non-credit academic writing 

course to meet the university’s admission requirements for international students.  

 
5 According to Google, “(of a plant or invertebrate animal) having the male and female 
reproductive organs in separate individuals” (Beaulieu, 2024). 
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ZhuZhu was a fourth-year international Ph.D. student in Information and 

Communication, an interdisciplinary program. Like Robert, she came from the north of China. 

She had graduated from a theater school in Beijing. Some courses in the program were taught in 

both English and Mandarin, and proficiency in English was one of the requirements for 

admission. She came to the U.S. in 2018 to do her Ph.D. She was doing research on visual 

communication using video analysis from a performative or theatrical perspective, to look at 

people’s everyday online self-presentation. She was also teaching organizational communication 

courses at the same university.  

3.7.2.2 First Meeting  

I began with a traditional introduction with members informing about their academic 

backgrounds and research interests. Then, I gave them an opportunity to share their degree 

programs, motivations for joining the group, and their writing challenges. I shared a Google 

Sheet through chat and asked them to fill it in, for which they took three minutes. Table 3 

presents their exact responses6, which illustrate that they aligned in their common goal for 

feedback, but they also listed other motivations including socialization, accountability (i.e., help 

with meeting project deadlines to sustain their progress), and language accuracy. 

Table 3 

Group 2 Texts to be Shared in the WG, Writing Challenges, and Group Expectations 

Member Writing planned to share 
with the WG 

Challenges faced 
in writing 

Expectations from the WG 

Chris Course work, a few initial 
research ideas (front ends, 
lit review) 

Organizing my 
crazy ideas 

Minor: feedback on writing, 
major: human interaction, 
haha 

 
6 ZhuZhu’s disciplinary background has been modified for confidentiality purposes.  
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Robert Course assignments or 
meeting report 

Language 
accuracy 

get feedback about my 
mistake from others because 
I cannot find them. 

ZhuZhu Dissertation proposal Difficult to get 
started; Staring at 
a blank page; Feel 
fearful to write 
(self-
judegemental) 

Meet weekly writing goals – 
at least produce things along 
the way 
Feel comfortable to write 
regardless of good or bad  
Hear feedback 

 

Then I did the same activity as with Group 1, to negotiate group norms and procedures.  

After negotiation, we decided on the following protocol: 

• Only one member would get feedback in each meeting. 

• The text shared would be 4-5 pages long. 

• Writers could bring texts at any stage of the writing process. 

• Writers could bring pieces of writing shared in earlier meetings (after substantial 

revision). 

• Writers would upload their drafts on a shared Google Drive folder at least a 

couple of days before the meeting. 

• ZhuZhu would share her writing in the first meeting. 

3.7.2.3 Genres of Writing  

Group two’s meeting agendas and duration are presented in Table 4. Seven meetings 

were conducted for this group.  

Table 4 

Group 2 Meeting Agendas and Duration 

Meeting Agenda/Draft under discussion Duration (minutes) 
1 Negotiating group expectations and norms 46 
2 ZhuZhu’s abstract for conference 60 
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3 Robert’s progress report for dissertation committee 61 
4 Chris’s conference paper 57 
5 ZhuZhu’s extended abstract 60 
6 Robert’s revised progress report for dissertation committee 44 
7 A section of Chris’s longer paper for publication in a journal 41 

 

Table 4 depicts how members brought academic papers, conference papers, conference 

abstracts, and extended abstracts—all typical genres, except for progress report to the 

dissertation committee, which can perhaps be characterized as an “occluded” genre (Swales, 

1996, p. 46). Importantly, it conveys that none of the members brought their dissertations to the 

meetings, perhaps because they were yet to start writing them. The group met every Wednesday. 

None of the members missed any meeting.  

3.7.3 Group 3: Doctoral Students in Creative Fiction and Literary Studies  

Group 3 was a discipline-specific, doctoral WG, which ran from February to May, 2023.  

3.7.3.1 Members  

The members in this group were Georgia, Michelle, and Nicholas. They were all Ph.D. 

students in the department of English, knew each other prior to the group, and had even taken 

some courses together. I did not know any of them prior to this study. 

Georgia was a Korean Ph.D. student in Literary Studies. She declared she spoke better in 

Korean but wrote better in English. She was enrolled in three courses. She was also tutoring 

Korean students and taught 4-5 classes per week. As part of her Graduate Assistantship, she was 

also teaching English composition to first-year students. She had done her bachelor’s and 

master’s both in English Language and Literature in Korea; however, she had not taken any 

language or linguistics classes, only literature ones. She joined the group to keep the focus on her 

coursework. 
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Michelle was doing her Ph.D. in Creative Writing. She had completed a Master’s in Fine 

Arts with a specialization in Poetry. She divulged she was more fluent in English than Spanish in 

terms of reading, writing and listening, but in speaking her Spanish was better than English. She 

was also teaching at the same university. She was a book author as well, having published a 

poetry collection. She was the parent of a toddler.  

Nicholas was a Ph.D. student in Creative Writing. He had completed a Master of Arts 

with Creative Writing focus. He was monolingual in English and had worked as a writing center 

tutor. He was also part of another WG at the time of data collection.  

3.7.3.2 First Meeting  

I began with an ice breaking activity where I asked the members to explain the story of 

their names. I started this activity with my own story to set an example. Through this activity I 

was able to gather information surrounding members’ cultural backgrounds. After everyone had 

spoken, I then asked what “gifts”—by which I meant their strengths or positive personal traits—

they all possessed. I responded first by announcing that I brought the gift of listening. Michelle 

reported that she was a community-builder. Georgia remarked that she was talkative and made 

those around her comfortable. Nichloas’s gift was being an organizer. 

I then asked the members to do the same activity as Group 2, sharing their academic 

background, motivations for joining the group, and their writing challenges. I shared a Google 

Sheet, which they filled in four minutes. Table 5 displays their exact responses, reflecting that 

accountability was an objective for all of them. I assured them that the group would be working 

on these challenges. In the fourth meeting, I returned to these expectations and asked them to 

assess if the group was meeting its goals.  
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Table 5 

Group 3 Texts to Be Shared in the WG, Writing Challenges, and Group Expectations 

Member Writing planned to share 
with the WG 

Challenges faced 
in writing 

Expectations from the WG 

Georgia Course assignments, 
conference presentation, 
PhD dissertation 

- anxiety to do 
with finishing the 
assignment in time  
- I try to make 
every phrase and 
sentence perfect 
that I get caught up 
in a headache and 
lose the big picture 
of the writing and 
cannot finish the 
whole assignment 
in time 

I hope that this group will 
help me stick to a schedule 
better by breaking some of 
the anxiety I feel towards 
submitting – I think I will see 
this group as a stage before 
the submission 

Michelle dissertation, research 
article 

starting Accountability 
 

Nicholas dissertation, prospectus Finding 
muse/inspiration. 
Working in time to 
write 

Accountability and regular 
schedule 

 

After the members had shared their academic background, motivations for joining the 

group, and their writing challenges, I did the same activity as with Groups 1 and 2, to negotiate 

group norms and procedures.  

After negotiation, we decided on the following protocol: 

• All three members would get feedback in each meeting. 

• Members would bring one to two double-spaced pages of drafts. 

• Writers would submit drafts for feedback by Mondays, and feedback would be 

given any time before the meeting, which would be on Thursdays. 

• If a member is unable to submit a draft, others’ work would be discussed. 
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• The meeting would be rescheduled if two members are absent. 

It was initially decided that a 250-300-word draft length (one page, double-spaced) would be the 

maximum, which was changed to 500 words at Nicholas’s request in the fourth meeting. The 

first meeting lasted 48 minutes. 

3.7.3.3 Genres of Writing  

Nine meetings were held for this group. Table 6 pinpoints what was covered in and the 

duration of each meeting.  

Table 6 

Group 3 Drafts Shared and Duration of Each Meeting 

Meeting Georgia Michelle Nicholas Duration 
(minutes) 

2 Course 
description (ENG 

XXX) 

Artist statement 
(first half) 

Dissertation plot 
outline 

53 

3 Course 
description (ENG 

XX1) 

- Dissertation plot 
synopsis 

46 

4 Poem Artist statement 
(revised) 

Dissertation plot 
outline (revised) 

54 

5 Short analytical 
paper 

Prospectus (section 
1) 

Teaching philosophy 
(part 1) 

43 

6 Conference 
abstract 

Introduction section 
of prospectus 

- 42 

7 Reflective essay Literature review 
section of 
prospectus 

Teaching philosophy 
(part 2) 

57 

8 Teaching 
statement 

- DEI statement 42 

9 Conference 
abstract 

- DEI statement 
(revised) 

51 

Note. Artist statement is Michelle’s personal statement for a grant.  

As Table 6 depicts, Georgia brought a diversity of texts. On the other hand, Michelle and 

Nicholas mainly brought their dissertations. Since she was only in her second semester, Georgia 
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had not started working on her dissertation yet. Michelle’s dissertation was a collection of lyrical 

essays with the themes of motherhood and multicultural identity. Nicholas’s dissertation was a 

novel involving time travel.   

The group met on Thursdays for the first three meetings, after which there was variability 

for the next two meetings because members had departmental workshops. In the fourth meeting, 

on Michelle’s request, we switched to Sundays. Michelle did not attend the third meeting, and 

Nicholas was unable to attend the sixth meeting. Moreover, for the last two meetings, Michelle 

did not submit any draft for feedback, though she did attend the meetings, because she was busy 

with her dissertation defense and was also moving houses.  

Collectively, all participants got their writing reviewed at least twice. Table 7 presents a 

breakdown of the exact number of times they got their writing reviewed.  

Table 7 

Number of Times Participant’s Draft Reviewed 

Group Member # of times 
1 John 3 

Maya 4 
Yiwen 4 

2 Chris 2 
Robert 2 
ZhuZhu 2 

3 Georgia 8 
Michelle 5 
Nicholas 7 

 

Participants always had their videos on except for brief moments of interruption. In only 

one meeting, Michelle announced in the beginning that she would keep her video turned off 

because she was logging in from home and was sharing space with her son. Participants would 

frequently have their voice muted if another person was speaking.  
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3.8 Methods of Data Collection  

The data collected was of two types: primary and secondary. Primary data included 

screen captured recordings of the meetings and audio-recordings of retrospective participant 

interviews. Secondary data included my reflection journals, email correspondence with 

participants, and shared Google Drive documents, which I utilized for triangulation purposes. 

Table 8 demonstrates the total amount of data. In this subsection, I outline how I gathered, 

transcribed, and analyzed this data.  

Table 8  

Overall Data 

Data type Total quantity across groups 
Meeting video recordings 26 video recordings of approximately 55 minutes on 

average, yielding roughly 24 hours of video data 
Interviews Nine (30 minutes each) 
Facilitator’s reflection journal 26 entries (300-350 words on average) 
Email correspondence  20 PDF files 
Shared Google drive documents 67 items 

 

3.8.1 Meeting Video Recordings 

I used the Record feature residing in the Zoom platform to screen record the meetings 

when all the members had joined in. One exception was in Group 3’s fifth meeting, when I 

started without Nicholas after waiting for some time. He had not informed me regarding his 

coming late, so I started in his absence. I always asked for participants’ permission before 

starting recording. I also recorded the period of social talk which preceded the feedback 

discussions. I felt this beginning was a vital part of the meetings because it set the tone for the 

remaining part. I continued recording until closing the window when all the members would log 

off. I saved the video, audio, and chat files on my computer.  
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On two occasions (the third meeting in Group 1 and the fifth meeting in Group 3), the 

recording was interrupted by poor connectivity issues on my end. Luckily, I did not miss much 

on both occasions and only lost two or three minutes of interaction. Altogether, the three groups 

generated 26 video recordings of approximately 55 minutes on average, yielding roughly 24 

hours of video data. 

3.8.1.1 Creating Multimodal Transcripts  

Taking account of the Zoom platform necessitated a diversification in the multiple 

semiotic modes to be studied. To map out the interactions of these modes, I transcribed the data 

in multiple rounds, verifying the information by returning to the video recordings (Kowal & 

O’Connell, 2013) at each stage. Researchers dealing with multimodal data have noted that  

the representation of the complex simultaneity of different modes and their different 

structure and materiality…has not been resolved in transcription, nor have satisfactory 

ways as yet been found to combine the spatial, the visual and the temporal within one 

system. (Flewitt et al., 2009, p. 47 as cited in Chanier & Lamy, 2017, p. 433)   

To transcribe the video data, I borrowed from the work of Norris (2019) and Nishino and 

Atkinson (2015). I relied on the former for steps to transcription and the latter for presentation of 

extracts in my dissertation. I first transcribed the oral interaction and then put together this 

transcription with the visual data. I transcribed the oral interaction using a speech-to-text 

software, Otter.ai, which generated 90% of the oral interaction with time stamps. Emphasizing 

the importance of written transcripts for video data, Knoblauch et al. (2013) note that 

“understanding audiovisually recorded sequences could be accomplished without the transcript, 

but experience proves that the written transcript is a very helpful tool for identifying the 

sequence of audiovisual action” (p. 444). I then exported the downloaded transcript from Otter.ai 
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in an MS Word document and listened to the audio again to revise errors in the automatic 

transcription. I aimed to get the transcription as accurate as possible (Kowal & O’Connell, 2013). 

I used a modified Jeffersonian system of transcription (see Appendix D for transcription 

conventions). I transcribed some words as they were pronounced (e.g., gonna and wanna), but 

used standard orthography otherwise and refrained from taking into account variations in 

pronunciation (Kowal & O’Connell, 2013) out of respect of participants’ language backgrounds 

(Mangelsdorf & Ruecker, 2018). I also transcribed filler words (e.g., uh and mhm) and 

lengthening of vowel sound (e.g., a: for thoughtful reflection), and captured repetition and 

restarts (e.g., I wa-we wanted to say). I used symbols to capture paralinguistic features, such as 

laughed speech, pause placement and length (Tracy & Mirivel, 2009), and overlapping speech. 

Utterances which I could not understand due to poor sound quality were marked as unintelligible 

(Mercer, 2004). I excluded suprasegmental characteristics (like intonation or voice quality) 

because my focus was more on the content of the talk. I only included rising intonation, 

represented by a question mark, when it was salient to mark participants asking questions of each 

other. For my research purpose this level of detail was sufficient, and it became progressively 

challenging to incorporate additional levels of details.  

After transcribing the audio data, I transcribed the visual data in the same Microsoft file 

of the written transcription of the oral interaction. For this step, I only transcribed those parts that 

I wished to analyze (Norris, 2019). I watched the videos multiple times at both normal and slow 

speeds (Norris, 2019) to manually transcribe visual data involving three aspects: (a) screen 

sharing features noting who was sharing and displaying what on screen and if any text was 

highlighted; (b) text-based chat7; and (c) participants’ gestures and facial expressions to the 

 
7 The recording feature of Zoom separately stores this information in a text file. 
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extent they were visible on screen. I wrote descriptions related to these aspects one at a time 

(Norris, 2019). I included those elements of the screen sharing that were being referred to in the 

conversation. For example, if a member was sharing the background of the text while the text 

was displayed on screen, I did not include the on-screen text in the transcription. On the other 

hand, if members were considering what word to rephrase in a sentence, I included this on-

screen text to fully understand the context of the feedback discussion. I included all instances of 

text chat and did my best to match when they happened during the meeting using the time stamps 

that are also saved in the Zoom recording. 

In my presentation of extracts, the transcripts were supplemented with screenshots to 

highlight noteworthy actions. For these screenshots, I first took notes by hand on what was 

happening at the time in the video. Then, I included only noteworthy screenshots as numbered 

figures. I did not include multiple screen grabs of an entire sequence of a video because unlike, 

for example a YouTube video or a TV show, the layout of a Zoom video does not change as the 

camera positioning is fixed. I used a red rectangle shape to highlight relevant parts of any image. 

I transcribed any textual portion of the image separately if it was not clearly visible in the 

screenshot and if necessary, edited a portion of the screen to preserve anonymity of the 

participants or confidentiality of their work. An example in the subsection 3.9.1.3 shows a 

representation of transcription. 

3.8.2 Interviews 

Semi-structured, audio-recorded, one-on-one interviews with participants provided a 

means by which I gleaned their individual constructions of the WG. For this study, the strengths 

of interviews as a means of data collection include the ability to discuss with them their 

meanings of the WG experience. It was also vital to understand group members’ learning 
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experiences in order to better run these groups and shed light on their affective engagement with 

feedback by capturing their attitudinal responses. The discourse that comes from asking 

questions which do not have closed responses provides the opportunity to develop an account 

based on how participants reflect on their own experience in the WG, and in relation to the 

sociocultural theory, the need to understand the participants in the broader context. 

Interviews were held at the end of each group’s schedule, which was in December 2021 

just before the holiday break for members in Groups 1 and 2 and in May 2023 shortly after the 

semester had concluded for Group 3. They were held over Zoom and lasted around 30 minutes 

each. They followed a protocol of questions focused on understanding participants’ insights into 

their own writing processes, the benefits and hinderances to participation in WGs, and 

recommendations for future improvement of these groups (see Appendix E). Concomitant with 

the findings of a detailed analysis of meeting video recordings, interviews provided a variety of 

insights into the benefits that participants appropriated through engagement in the WGs.  

In Group 3, a copy of the questions was shared with the participants ahead of the 

interview. This alternative approach was brought about by my own awareness of better processes 

(Roulston, 2013). Rather than putting participants on the spot, I decided to share the questions in 

advance, hoping to allot them ample time to reflect on their responses. It is possible that it would 

have introduced some potential confounding factors, but I could not skip taking this approach at 

the expense of collecting richer data. On average, compared to Groups 1 and 2, the duration of 

these interviews exceeded by six minutes.   

I followed the same transcription protocols as with the oral transcriptions for the 

meetings. 
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3.8.3 Facilitator’s Reflection Journal  

Throughout the group schedule, I kept a journal to note down questions that interested 

me. I would write page-long, handwritten reflections-in-action, immediately after each meeting. I 

would focus on events of the meeting or any writing challenges that arose for participants, 

thinking of any advice or resource that could resolve that problem. There were 26 entries in total. 

I did not transcribe these reflections and used this data for triangulation.  

3.8.4 Email Correspondence 

I collected emails that members shared with their group during the course of the group 

schedule as well as my subsequent emails to individual participants to gain clarity on minor 

questions like their background information. I used this data to gain more contextual information 

for triangulation purposes. I saved these emails as 20 PDF files.  

3.8.5 Shared Google Drive Documents  

Group members and I used a shared Google Drive, a service that permits sharing and 

storing big files easily online, accessing these files from multiple devices, and collaborating on 

them with others. The drive contained documents such as student drafts with feedback comments 

that were discussed in the meetings, video recordings of meetings, handouts, and other 

instructional materials. It also included a Google Doc titled Resources, which was both 

facilitator- and member-curated repository to which we would keep adding mostly online 

resources associated with members’ writing needs. The drive also included an end-of-semester 

survey (Appendix F) from the first two groups administered via Google Forms, intended to elicit 

additional details regarding participants’ participation in the groups. The questionnaire contained 

a total of 11 questions and included selected response items (Likert-scale and multiple-choice) 
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and open-ended items. I used data from the Google Drive to supplement my analysis. On 

occasions, I used it to look up participants’ writing discussed in the meeting (carrying feedback 

comments) to more easily read the drafts under discussion and verify my analyses and 

transcription. Altogether, there were 67 items in the drive: 24 for Group One, 17 for Group Two, 

and 26 for Group Three.  

3.9 Data Analysis 

I performed data analysis myself over several cycles of many months. As mentioned in 

section 1.2, studies on WGs have so far, to my knowledge, rarely employed video recordings as a 

data source, which required me to break new ground. Even in studies involving technology-

mediated feedback, it is rare to find analysis of video data. For instance, Monteiro (2014) offers a 

salient example of Brazilian EFL learners giving feedback to each other over Skype, but the data 

was an audio-recording of the interaction. My approach echoed Wilder’s (2021) data-driven 

approach, though working with multimodal transcripts unlike Wilder’s audio transcripts, and 

Moorhouse et al.’s (2022) approach to qualitative coding, though working individually rather 

than with collaborators.  

I analyzed data in two phases using iterative data analysis methods. A synopsis of how 

my research questions relate to data sources, methods of analysis, phases of analysis, and case-

wise analysis is presented in Table 9. A general inductive approach (Kawulich, 2017) was taken 

for the content analysis of the data, and categories for coding were developed through multiple 

readings and interpretation of the data. Inductive approaches are characterized by a systematic 

search for patterns in the manifest content of a text and the interpretations of the underlying 

meanings constructed between the lines of a text (Kawulich, 2017). Such approaches move from 

particulars to generalities.



 
 

 
 
 

86 

 

Table 9 

Study Design Overview 

Research question Data source Aspect explored Methods of 
analysis 

Analysis 
phase 

Case analysis 

Q1. In what ways did 
the peer facilitation 

scaffold the peer 
review in online WGs 
of disciplinarily and 
linguistically diverse 
graduate students? 

Interviews Participants’ 
perceptions 

Open coding 
 

1 
 

Cross-case 
comparison 

Meeting video 
recordings 

Facilitator’s actions 
Similarities and 

differences in scaffold 
between groups 

Constant 
comparative 
method of 
analysis 

2 
 

Participants’ 
engagement in 

feedback episodes 

Feedback 
analysis 

Facilitator’s 
reflection journal 

Triangulation Open coding 1-2 

Email 
correspondence 
Shared Google 

drive documents 
Q2. In what ways is 

the facilitation 
different across the 

three WGs? 

Meeting video 
recordings 

Similarities and 
differences in 

facilitator’s actions 

Comparative 
thematic 
analysis 

2 
 

Cross-case 
comparison 

Interviews Similarities and 
differences in 
participants’ 

perceptions of 
facilitator 
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Facilitator’s 
reflection journal 

Triangulation Open coding 1-2 

Email 
correspondence 
Shared Google 

drive documents 
Meeting video 

recordings 
How the meeting 

interactions correspond 
to interview perception 

Subsumption 
 

2 

Facilitator’s 
reflection journal 

Triangulation Open coding 1-2 

Email 
correspondence 
Shared Google 

drive documents 
Q3. What are the 

main challenges to 
facilitation in the 

three WGs? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Interviews Participants’ 
perceptions 

Open coding 
 

1 
 

Cross-case 
comparison and 

within case 
analysis 

 

Meeting video 
recordings 

Facilitator’s actions 
Members’ opinion 

about their emotions 
How the meeting 

interactions correspond 
to interview perception 

Subsumption 
 

2 
 

Participants’ 
engagement in 

feedback episodes 

Feedback 
analysis 

Facilitator’s 
reflection journal 

Triangulation Open coding 
 

1-2 

Email 
correspondence 
Shared Google 

drive documents 
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To answer the first research question, in the first phase, I open coded (Merriam & Tisdell, 

2016) interviews and video recordings of the meetings to generate an overall picture of the 

groups. In the second phase, I combined these coded segments through axial coding into 

categories using a constant comparative method of data analysis (Corbin & Strauss, 2007) to 

identify the ways in which the peer facilitation scaffolded the peer review. To answer the second 

research question, I did a comparative thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006) across groups to 

examine the differences that I noticed. The answer to the third question was driven by frequent 

mentions of exhaustion and stress made by participants as well as a comment made by one 

participant which emerged in phase one of the analysis (3.9.1.1). In answering the first two 

questions, I make cross-case comparisons with variable-oriented analysis because such an 

analysis makes explicit reference to the appropriate combination of different measures to achieve 

a certain outcome or the conditions under which a certain intervention might achieve a certain 

outcome (Pahl-Wostl et al., 2022). In answering the third research question, my analysis is both 

cross-case comparison and within case-oriented (Pahl-Wostl et al., 2022), which is particularly 

well suited to analyzing the emergence of phenomena (i.e., how conditions lead to or are 

associated with outcomes).  

3.9.1 Phase One 

3.9.1.1 Open Coding of Interview Transcripts  

The starting point of this investigation was the open coding of the participant interview 

transcripts to see how they understood their overall experience in the groups, the facilitation, and 

their challenges. By looking at the interviews first I sought an emic or participant-relevant 

perspective with a view to understanding the group outcomes. I open coded (Merriam & Tisdell, 

2016) each interview in the order I had conducted it. Open coding permits qualitative data to be 
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shown efficiently, demonstrates the presence of constructs and their relationships (Merriam & 

Tisdell, 2016; Rogers, 2023), and permits the possibility to later undertake layers of analysis at 

varying levels of details.  

I did the coding manually in the MS Word transcription documents. Using the New 

Comment feature under Review tab, I selected utterances of variable length (from a few words to 

several continuous turns) that pertained to one main point and gave those utterances a descriptive 

code (Saldaña, 2009), capturing the topic that they were covering (e.g., Overall experience: 

positive (discussions useful)).  

Open coding yielded codes with a broad typology of roles. I was struck by how each 

member mentioned a different group benefit, indicating that for every individual the WG 

represents a unique experience, collectively resulting in a wide range of benefits. From this list 

of benefits, I separated feedback-related codes (those carrying the word feedback in it) because it 

was the focus of my research. 

I then compiled all these codes in each interview in an MS Excel Sheet, giving each 

participant a separate column and a different color to help me track who uttered what. Inserting 

all the codes in side-by-side columns brought into view what was similar and different across 

data sets. I rephrased the codes as I compared and contrasted them across interviews. I then 

compiled codes that related to the same area on a new sheet, adding them together in a single 

column. This step yielded nine broad areas or themes into which all the codes could be distilled. 

Appendix G presents the themes, code frequencies, sample codes, and examples.   

Data collection and analysis are recursive processes, and I began keeping typewritten 

analytic and reflective memos (Rogers, 2023) during the early stages of collecting data. 

Throughout the open coding process, I continued to make analytic memos about emerging 
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themes, ways I was defining individual codes, and categories that I might use subsequently in the 

coding process.  

At this point, I discovered a critical opinion voiced by Chris, which drew my analytic 

attention. Describing his overall experience in the group, he asserted that the groups had 

“limited” benefits, which he attributed to the fact that the other two members in his group did not 

have English as their L1. At a time when the groups had been credited by participants as 

favorable, generating different benefits, Chris’s opinion stood out, which compelled me to take a 

closer look at it. While my reflections on linguistic diversity based on Group 1’s experience were 

positive, Chris’s unanticipated opinion focused my attention to this phenomenon. The matter of 

linguistic diversity had always been at the back of my mind since I wrote in my reflections for 

Group 1: “Very interesting space a multilingual and monolingual student are interacting. How do 

they learn from each other? What do they learn from each other? An inclusive space?” 

(Reflections, October 1, 2021). There was not a specific incident that prompted this reflection, 

but, in my knowledge, most of the studies on WGs (e.g., Li, 2014; Rabbi, 2021; Spies et al., 

2021) had focused on multilingual students’ experience only, and few studies involved models 

that integrated multi- and monolingual English-speaking graduate students. I found it interesting 

how this space invited cross cultural and cross-linguistic dialogue on academic conventions, 

moving beyond corrective feedback.  

Furthermore, the study’s adoption of the sociocultural theoretical framework rendered 

Chris’s perception, which is to do with linguistic diversity, as salient. Sociocultural theory 

focuses on the ways individuals make meaning of their experience, and, in turn, the ways the 

broader social context impinges on those meanings. Accordingly, I decided to include this aspect, 
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(i.e., Chris’s opinion), in relation to the third research question. In this way, I used interview data 

to narrow my field of vision. 

3.9.1.2 Open Coding of Meeting Transcripts  

After open coding interview transcripts, I open coded the transcripts of the meetings in 

MS Word documents. I selected interactional units of variable length (from a few words to 

several continuous turns) that pertained to one main point and gave that unit one descriptive code 

(Saldaña, 2009).  

I coded the groups simultaneously, i.e., I coded the first meeting of Group 1 and then 

moved on to the first meetings of Groups 2 and 3. Then, I coded the second meeting of Group 1 

and so on. Since my research focus was on comparing what I was observing in the groups, this 

approach alerted me to a variety of differences and commonalities of conditions and processes 

that cross-cut each group. Through such an approach “comparison achieves generalization but in 

a more moderate, middle-range way” (Palmberger & Gingrich, 2013, p. 99). 

During the first round of coding, almost all text was assigned codes. The only part left out 

was the beginning (“And John how is it going for you?” “Good”) and ending of the meetings 

(“Alright everybody, bye”), or any internet connections interruptions (“I’m sorry, I’m in the 

living room again”). I did not assign multiple codes to a single text, rather made the descriptions 

longer to capture the text’s essence. Where I became aware of text that related to the facilitator’s 

practices, but did not straightforwardly relate to a code, I created new codes appropriate to that 

content. Where I noticed problematic conceptual overlap between two codes, I combined the two 

codes into a single code, or eliminated the less salient code. I also adjusted the code labels to 

more precisely describe the observed phenomena. To give one example, instead of generalized 

language such as “How a graduate student was surviving COVID,” I changed it to “How John 
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was surviving COVID-19,” as participants’ identities and backgrounds took on relevance. In this 

way, I began to refine the codebook. 

3.9.1.2.1 Demarcation of Feedback Boundaries. While the boundaries between the 

initial meeting activities (small talk) and subsequent feedback discussions were obvious, 

identification of individual feedback sequences within a chain of feedback discussion was more 

challenging. It was useful to demarcate the beginning and ending points of feedback episodes 

within an extended sequence of talk to understand the discussion. I will illustrate how I defined 

episode boundaries through the example below.  

This interaction occurred 20 minutes into the second meeting of Group 1. It lasted a 

minute and 13 seconds. A draft of the introduction section of John’s research paper was under 

discussion. Here, ‘J’ denotes John, ‘F’ the facilitator, and ‘Y’ Yiwen. 

1 J: Correct. There are two more paragraphs 
2 F: Two more paragraphs?   
3 J: Yep. (4.0) a: Yiwen says ((clicks on highlighted part))  
4  should do that. You’re right. It stands for international I think 
5  French International Union for Conservation Nature. Um (7.0) 
6  Because I’m citing this source ((highlights citation in his text)) 
7  which is a literature, a scientific literature I don’t need page 
8  page number it was like a book 
9 Y: Okay, cuz in applied linguistics when we have direct quotations  
10  it’s required that we have the page number following that quotation  
11  so if that’s if it’s a convention in this field then I don’t have  
12  any questions about that 

 

In line 1, John informed the group that there was some part of the section that he had written that 

he had not brought to the meeting. I asked for confirmation of this in line 2. After a 4-second 

pause, the conversation shifted to feedback. In line 3, John highlighted the comment, which was 

“No need to spell out this abbreviation?” and responded to it in lines 4-5. Figure 2 below exhibits 

the screen activity on the Google Doc.  
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Figure 2 

John Reading Yiwen’s Comment 

 

After another pause of seven seconds, John moved on to the subsequent comment, which 

was “Was the page number (if there is one) required?” After that, this feedback was negotiated in 

lines 6-8, where he explained that the electronic reference did not carry page numbers. In Figure 

3 on the next page, we see that John highlighted the text “Lowe et al. 2004.” 
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Figure 3 

John Highlighting Citation in His Text 

 

In this extract, I identified two feedback episodes in a single turn. I coded the interaction 

from lines 3-5 as one feedback episode and lines 6-12 as the next episode because they related to 

two different feedback comments pertaining to two different places in the text, made visible by 

John’s response to the two comments on screen and the pause in between his responses. Lines 1-

3 were encoded as J informing about the total length of the draft, another code, which was a 

continuation of an exchange that started earlier.  

This extract exemplifies what the shorter feedback episodes were like. Other episodes 

were much longer (e.g., five minutes) and stretched over several turns (e.g., 12), but I coded 

them as one because they pertained to a single main feedback point. Unlike much text-based 

feedback, oral feedback can be quite elaborate. In this way, content—as opposed to turn-at-

talk—determined episode boundaries (Mackiewicz & Thompson, 2018). Although feedback 

episodes could fall along turn-taking boundaries, such co-occurrence was certainly not a given. 

They could relate to one another and may not be linearly sequenced or adjacent to one another 

because other episodes relating to other feedback strands may intervene (González-Lloret, 2011). 
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3.9.1.3 Open Coding of Supplementary Data  

Although the recordings and interviews were the primary focus of the analysis, my 

reflection journal, email correspondence with participants, and shared Google Drive documents 

were also used to verify the validity of these patterns and to supplement the analysis. I extracted 

relevant data segments and copied and pasted them into a Word document, accompanied by 

related annotations from my analytical memos to triangulate my findings. 

3.9.2 Phase Two 

3.9.2.1 Constant Comparative Method of Data Analysis  

After initial coding of the meetings of the three groups, I reflected on coding choices, 

looked for connections and patterns in the codes, and observed if any codes could be reorganized 

in a way that moved toward the emergence and development of themes (Rogers, 2023). I 

combined these coded segments through axial coding into categories using a constant 

comparative method of data analysis (Corbin & Strauss, 2007) to search for common themes. 

These codes were compared to detect general trends and to group the codes into categories. I 

examined differences and complementarities across and within episodes, enabling me to describe 

the nature of facilitation. This process of content analysis generated different main categories 

presented in the findings. 

3.9.2.2 Subsumption 

Since at this point I was already alert to Chris’s opinion, I looked at all the codes in the 

interaction that linked with this opinion. These were codes such as Negotiation episode: C 

sharing freewriting and mindmapping strategies, C’s feedback: make an outline, and C’s 

explanation of what the work is (where ‘C’ refers to Chris). Taking up his opinion, I analyzed 

these coded episodes, exploring the links between his interview perception and meeting 
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interactions. Some researchers caution that “interviews should not be taken as a straightforward 

statement of fact, but rather as a narrative one constructs about oneself (Pugh, 2013; Lamont & 

Swidler, 2014; Weiss, 1994)” (Leverentz, 2023, p. 492). In line with this view, I compared and 

contrasted Chris’s opinion with meeting transcriptions, noticing if his perception was indexed in 

the meeting interactions and if it constrained the peer review process. My objective was to trace 

how his perception regarding the lesser benefit of L2 writers’ feedback was enacted during 

meetings and to figure out if this opinion was consequential. My approach considered the 

trajectories of members’ participation in the group that may have led to his opinion.  

This approach prompted me to revise codes, as my search became focused. I drew 

patterns from my analytic memos to juxtapose what I was noticing in the interactions. This type 

of data analysis procedure is called “subsumption” (Palmberger & Gingrich, 2013, p. 127), 

which involves proceeding from an already known context of features (i.e., a familiar rule) and 

seeks the general context in the data to obtain knowledge about a particular instance. 

Subsumption is a useful strategy for generating subcategories in a data-driven way once main 

categories have been decided upon. It involves examining one passage after another, going 

through the following steps:  

1. Reading the material until a relevant concept is encountered.  

2. Checking whether a subcategory that covers this concept has already been created.  

3. If so, mentally ‘subsuming’ this under the respective subcategory.  

4. If not, creating a new subcategory that covers this concept.  

5. Continuing to read until the next relevant concept/ passage is encountered. (Schreier, 

2013, p. 176) 
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Step three above mentions “mentally” because Schreier (2013) explained the concept in terms of 

mental analysis. Through this analysis I started to find chunks of data that could answer the third 

research question. 

3.9.2.3 Feedback Analysis  

My analysis yielded a total of 238 units of interaction as feedback. In phase one, I had 

lumped longer feedback chunks together, giving them a generalized label of what was being 

negotiated, but at this stage I had to select interactional segments for a closer analysis—a process 

termed as “framing” (Jones, 2011, p. 11). I noticed that on occasions, reviewers’ feedback would 

not pertain to text-related feedback but could be generalized to writing advice. I will next present 

an excerpt to exemplify the complexity of framing. 

The interaction happened towards the end of the fourth meeting of Group 2 and lasted 38 

seconds. In this interaction, participants were giving feedback on a draft of Chris’s conference 

paper. Here, ‘Z’ denotes ZhuZhu, ‘C’ denotes Chris, and ‘F’ denotes the Facilitator. 

1 Z: Chris like I thought you did a good job like explaining to us like  
2  orally today so maybe like you could reflect that in the writing  
3  too to make it more like illustrate it with examples. I love  
4   examples. Examples helped me +chuckle 
5 C: Yeah 
6 Z: Yeah 
7 C: Okay 
8 F: Yeah. I make the recording available for that reason too, so that  
9  you can take a look at it later and see oh, what did I say because  
10  sometimes the words which you say are a lot more clearer than what  
11  you write. So 
12 C: Yeah 
13 F: And I always tell my students to you know, just, just what you told  
14  me just put write that in in your paper that will make it much  
15  clearer   

 

I initially coded my feedback in lines 8-15 as F emphasizing watching the recording of session. 

In other instances, I had coded utterances such as these as facilitator’s feedback, describing what 

sort of feedback it was, e.g., F’s feedback: content. But analyzing the nature of the feedback in 
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lines 8-15, I characterized it as general writing advice. This heterogeneity in the data posed 

complexity and led me to tease apart the kind and quality of feedback in the negotiation 

episodes. I looked toward literature to find some model for gauging the depth and quality of 

reviewers’ contributions.  

Most of the peer feedback studies deal with written feedback of a single reviewer (e.g., 

Laflen, 2023; Sandstrom, 2021; Yallop et al., 2020), and it is rare to find studies that include oral 

group interaction and even rarer to find ones involving technology-mediated feedback. The 

content of feedback in written and oral modalities and individual and group parameters differs. In 

the absence of any reliable methods, I inductively analyzed these feedback episodes and 

typologized them according to their particular features and orders.   

I relied upon Hattie and Timperley’s (2007) characterization of feedback that identifies 

the specific characteristics and situations under which feedback can be effective. They 

conceptualize feedback quite broadly “as information provided by an agent (e.g., teacher, peer, 

book, parent, self, experience) regarding aspects of one’s performance or understanding” (p. 81). 

In this model, feedback can focus on one of four levels: the task, the process, self-regulation, and 

the self. Task level entails how tasks are understood or performed. It means providing 

information about the content, facts, or surface information about the writing. For example, 

grammatical corrections would be task level feedback. Process level refers to the processes 

needed to understand or perform tasks. Feedback at this level means providing information on 

the strategies of one’s performance. For example, suggesting hand-outs that assist in 

understanding how to write a personal statement. Self-regulation level means self-monitoring, 

directing, and regulating of actions. In contrast to process level feedback, feedback on this level 

does not provide information on choosing or developing strategies but to monitor the use of 



 
 

 
 
 

99 

strategies in the learning process. For example, telling a writer to take a break in-between 

incorporating reviewer’s criticism to manage emotions. Lastly, self level concerns personal 

evaluations and affect (usually positive) about the learner. For instance, praising the writer on an 

effective introduction. 

Although Hattie and Timperley’s (2007) model is associated with classroom instruction, 

its broad characterization lends its use in the WG’s context as well. The task/process/self-

regulation/self typology offered a useful frame of reference for classifying the variety of 

feedback in relation to my research questions. I then used these frames to revise the codes. Using 

this typology, I characterized the feedback in lines 8-15 in the extract above as process level 

feedback because it communicates a way for composing the text, which is a process (“the words 

which you say are a lot more clearer than what you write. So... just put, write that in, in your 

paper”) that can be followed to perform the task of writing the paper.  

3.9.2.4 Comparative Thematic Analysis  

To answer the second research question, I did a comparative thematic analysis (Braun & 

Clarke, 2006) across groups to locate the differences that I noticed in the three groups. This 

approach comprises six steps: (a) familiarizing yourself with your data, (b) generating initial 

codes, (c) searching for themes, (d) reviewing themes, (e) defining and naming themes, and (f) 

producing the report. I looked at the codes in the meeting interactions related to facilitator’s 

actions (e.g., F asking Z the thesis of her paper, F acknowledging that she gave a lot of feedback 

on N’s writing, and F’s feedback: unsolicited. Rephrase sentence) that I had identified across the 

data set and compared and contrasted them across groups. This procedure led me to the 

identification of two main themes that are presented as findings. The answer to the third research 

question was through open coding, subsumption methods, and feedback analysis.  
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3.9.3 Discarding Writing Samples as a Data Source  

Before continuing, I would like to bring up the issue of analyzing Group 3’s writing 

samples. Besides participating in peer review, another addition I had made in this group was to 

collect members’ final drafts at the end of the group’s schedule, hoping it would lead to insights 

into the extent to which members incorporated feedback given in the meetings, i.e., how 

feedback translates into revisions, as one component of the WG’s success. It would have also 

made it possible for me to see if facilitation could be traced to students’ final writing product as 

one component of facilitation’s efficacy.  

Unfortunately, I could not draw significant conclusions from this data. Members 

submitted their final drafts around May-June, 2023, but not for all of the texts they had brought 

to the meetings. Michelle and Nicholas had brought bifurcated sections of their prospectuses 

over two meetings. They were constantly revising their work, and getting feedback from their 

dissertation committee members also. Hence, their work was produced in multiple feedback-

revision cycles and analyzing (for which I used the Compare Documents feature under Review 

tab in MS Word) their single final draft alone I could neither identify exactly which revisions 

were made after which meeting, nor isolate WG feedback from the committee feedback. 

Feedback is taken up in varied ways and analysis of drafts alone cannot shed much light on how 

meeting interaction influences revision. In order to capture the dynamics of thesis production, it 

would have needed other data elicitation methods in the form of multiple rounds of retrospective 

interviews with the participants on the changes they were making or diary keeping, rather than 

relying on a single end-of-semester interview.  

Thus, I was left with Georgia’s drafts. She had often brought short texts (poems and 

reflective essays) to the meetings, which did not relate to her current studies. I noticed that she 
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had made only minor revisions, presumably to fulfil research obligations as there was little real-

life or practical incentive for her to revise these texts. For these reasons, I discarded post-

feedback drafts from my analysis. 

Why Georgia opted to bring these less-relevant texts is another issue. In the fourth 

meeting she observed that she could not bring her assignments, which were too lengthy to fit the 

500-word limit on texts that the group had agreed to. She also attributed less benefit of the group 

to this word limit issue. I asked her if she had considered bringing these longer texts section-by-

section, to which she replied she had not and terminated the exchange. Thus, how to take full 

advantage of WG feedback within the confines of word limits is an aspect for members to learn, 

which is a separate discussion.  

My overarching concern guiding this research was writing processes and practices, rather 

than writing as final product. My focus was on scaffolding participants to do peer review 

(feedback presentation), not on how they incorporated the feedback in their revisions (feedback 

uptake), which has its own set of data collection requirements to account for multiple variables at 

work. Comprehensive views on how writers attend to feedback given in WG spaces can be found 

in Buell (2016) and Kim (2018). What I did do is gather information from participants on how 

they implemented peer review through interviews. In a nutshell, I did not focus on how students 

acted on the feedback or how facilitation influenced writing product, which could be a future 

research question.  

3.9.4 Rationale for Not Employing Data Analysis Software  

At this point I would like to mention my rationale for not adopting computer-assisted 

qualitative data analysis software (e.g., NVivo) to enhance the coding and analysis of data and 

instead choosing to do it manually through MS Word and MS Excel. Software packages do have 
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their advantages in automatically measuring individual participant contribution in terms of 

numbers of turns, floor occupied in meetings, or vocabulary diversity. They also provide 

automatic tools to search for or count words, and to visualize patterns in coding (e.g., which 

pieces of text were coded under which codes).  

There were two main reasons that I did not carry out software analysis. The first is that 

learning how to use these software programs requires a time investment and running them 

requires a financial one. I had already prepared the transcripts of oral data when I started looking 

into software for data analysis. For instance, Transana, a useful software for analyzing video 

data, did not permit me to make use of these transcriptions and required doing transcriptions 

from scratch, wasting valuable time. Two, aspects of data such as numbers of turns, floor 

occupied in meetings, or vocabulary diversity, would have aided me had I been looking into 

language development of participants. For my research focus on writing process, there was little 

reason to do this type of analysis.  

The key to analysis is for the researcher to better understand the data. Citing example of 

QDAS, Kawulich (2017) makes an argument that I believe extends to all software, that it does 

“not teach researchers how to do qualitative research or require a particular form of analysis be 

carried out” (pp. 21-22). Hence, for me, carrying out the analysis using MS Word and MS Excel, 

which I had used in the past and was well familiar with, was sufficient.  

3.10 Trustworthiness and Ethical Considerations 

Lazaraton (2013) points out three macro areas of ethical decisions in qualitative research: 

procedural, relational, and exiting. Procedural deals with the principles of not doing harm, 

informed consent, privacy, confidentiality, and anonymity—principles that are typically covered 

through the IRB protocol. Relational involves the researchers being attentive to their own 
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character and behaviors and their relationships with the study participants. Lastly, exiting means 

when researchers complete the study and share its findings. I will talk more about the relational 

aspect in this section because much of the construction of joint understanding is embedded in the 

shared relationships between the members and me. The description of these relationships helps in 

the interpretations of the interactions described in this study. 

I had prior relationships in fellow student and teacher capacities with two participants 

respectively: Maya in Group 1 and Robert in Group 2. Both these participants had received 

invitations to participate through the graduate student email list, and I had not approached them 

directly. Maya and I first met around the same time as I started this project as students in the 

same course. We had a friendly relationship with each other, though I was older than her and her 

senior academically. When giving feedback, she would often include me in the conversation 

using words like “you know” or calling me by name, as she sought to invite me and our shared 

disciplinary background (also as course-mates) to reinforce a point she had been making. I have 

analyzed one such episode in my findings (subsection 4.1.3.3). Similarly, Robert and I met 

around the same time as this project in a course that I was teaching and where he was a student. 

To minimize my influence, I avoided any mention of the WG outside the group meetings. In 

contrast to Maya, although I did not note any instances where he invoked our relationship in the 

feedback discussions, he would address me as “Ms. Rabail.”  

With other members I did not have any prior relation but in the course of the research 

developed a closer bond. In Group 3, with Georgia, I had the most in common. We were alike as 

international Ph.D. students with past teaching experience in our home countries, and thus we 

had experienced differences in teaching between the U.S. and Asian contexts. We had exchanges 

in the beginning of meetings that made us realize that significant similarities existed in our 
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experiences. Writing center scholarship has also documented similar occurrences with 

international students bonding. For instance, Wang-Hiles (2023) reported one participant in her 

study, who was a multilingual international student, as stating that “we are all international 

students, so we tend to understand each other” about her experience of working with another 

multilingual international student tutor in the writing center (p. 91). 

I also felt special affinity for Yiwen in Group 1 and Michelle in Group 3, both of whom 

were young mothers like me. I would empathize more strongly with their writing challenges 

pertaining to time management. These interactions were also indicative of the fact that I was able 

to co-construct a learning environment where participants felt respected and encouraged to share 

their unique life experiences and professional knowledge. 

Holliday (2013) lays out four macro concerns for validity in qualitative research: 

credibility, transferability, dependability and confirmability. Credibility is achieved when the 

relationships between researchers, data, design, and appropriate claims are laid out for scrutiny 

and make sense. Transferability becomes possible when other researchers can learn from how the 

issues of subjectivity are addressed in a particular study. Dependability is based on knowledge of 

the professionalism applied by the researcher to address these issues. Lastly, confirmability 

“depends on making the data available to the reader, and this in turn depends on transparency of 

representation” (Richards, 2009, as cited in Holliday, 2013, p. 5). I will next describe what steps 

I took to cover these four aspects. 

In an effort to clarify my transcripts and analysis as accurately as possible, I asked 

participants to provide member checks (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016) via emails. I shared my work 

with them at various stages and in different forms such as conference presentation slides or 

manuscript drafts. While sharing this work I informed, “if you want me to make any changes or 
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you are not satisfied with any aspect of your representation you can let me know” (email 

correspondence). None of them raised any concerns except to alter minor details about their 

backgrounds. To the extent possible, I have used participants’ verbatim accounts in my write up 

to effectively balance my representations of them. However, some aspects of the analysis could 

not be illustrated through lengthy transcript extracts, for which I have used “play-script” a format 

which “requires that the reader rely primarily on the narrative interpretation of the analyst 

embodied in the sequential emplacement of lines and other elements on the page to make sense 

of what happened” (Jones, 2011, p. 15). ZhuZhu’s example in subsection 4.1.3.1.1 is an example 

of this abridged format of analysis. 

Being a participant-observer also required that I carefully attend to the ways in which my 

positionality was enacted throughout the study. I incorporated an explicit research question to 

keep my own positioning in the work at the center of my inquiry. Such an approach was also 

warranted with this study being a practitioner inquiry. While I recognize that any possible power 

dynamics cannot be erased and all participants bring multiple identities to the group, reflecting 

on and documenting my own performance within the group was an essential component of 

fostering a collaborative and trustworthy space.  

Adhering to the guidelines outlined by Kawulich (2017) for ensuring reliability and 

validity of a qualitative study, I kept a reflective and analytic memo to keep track of 

salient patterns and questions to come back to. I have endeavored to present a detailed analysis 

such that others may replicate my study. At places, I have explained and even questioned (see 

subsection 5.3 later) my actions as a researcher. I have also triangulated primary data through 

three other sources of secondary data: my reflection journal, email correspondence with 

participants, and shared Google Drive documents. I have attempted to offer different 



 
 

 
 
 

106 

interpretations of data as much as I was capable of, given my limited experience with qualitative 

research. 

Although I did not employ a second coder for part of my analysis, I did attend three 

academic conferences at different stages of my analysis where I presented a sample of my work: 

Hawaiʻi TESOL conference in February 2022, South Central Writing Centers’ Association 

conference in March 2023, and American Association of Applied Linguistics conference in 

March 2024. I also shared segments of my data with other colleagues who were also doctoral 

candidates. Therefore, since embarking on data analysis, I made various efforts to validate my 

analytic approach and interpretations through peer review.  

3.11 Chapter Summary 

In the preceding chapter, I laid out the design of the study, followed by researcher 

positionality and role, origins of the project, research site, recruiting participants and their 

details, description of groups, methods of data collection and analysis. I concluded with some 

matters pertaining to the trustworthiness of the data and ethical considerations.  

I introduced the three groups, giving the background of the members in more detail. I laid 

out the agreements that were made by each group regarding group norms at the end of the first 

meeting. I explained how this type of approach, based on a collegial effort, removes 

interpersonal barriers that can interfere with peer review. I described the independent writing 

projects that participants brought to the group, which pinpoints how students opted to employ 

this space. As Tables 2, 4, and 6 convey, participants worked on discrete genres. Despite being 

open to drafts in any stage of the writing development, they usually brought refined drafts. The 

description of the activities is meant as a guide to how to conduct WGs. It is also meant to aid 

the transferability of the findings and indicate how intersubjectivity (Puntambekar & Hübscher, 
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2005) in the facilitator’s scaffolding is built, otherwise the trust, candor and collegiality required 

to effectively initiate and sustain the process of peer review will not be developed. 

The study employs case study method because it is suitable for answering how and why 

questions (Rogers, 2023). This method permits a detailed contextual analysis of a limited number 

of interactional exchanges (Gerring, 2004), which can be especially valuable when the 

multidimensionality of facilitator’s role is not well understood. The uniformity in the three 

groups lay in the number of members and the linguistic diversity within each group. The 

dissimilarity was in disciplinary composition and program level, which will answer the second 

research question (In what ways is the facilitation different across the three WGs?). In Groups 1 

and 2, members did not know each other; in Group 3 they did. By drawing on data from three 

different groups with the same facilitator, I can further understand whether facilitation provided 

by a single facilitator differed enough among different groups to warrant additional research and 

how contextual features added to or shaped facilitation.  

I initiated the project to offer a meaningful experience to other students to develop their 

writing. Although I did not have prior experience with facilitating such WGs, I sought to bring 

all my experiences and knowledge to bear in facilitation.  
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Chapter 4  

Findings 

In this chapter I report my main findings from analyzing the data I collected throughout 

the study. I organize the findings in three main sections that correspond to the three research 

questions that guided this study. I begin by describing the main ways in which the peer 

facilitation scaffolded the peer review (RQ1) and then explain some of the differences that 

emerged between the groups in terms of facilitation (RQ2). I use Figure 4 as an organizing 

structure for the first two questions. I use this figure to connect the explanation of my findings 

with the discussion. I will explain this figure more in the next chapter. I conclude this chapter 

with discussing two major challenges to facilitation, one across groups and one within Group 2 

(RQ3).  

4.1 Ways the Peer Facilitation Scaffolded the Peer Review  

In this subsection, I explore the first research question: In what ways did the peer 

facilitator scaffold the peer review in online WGs of disciplinarily and linguistically diverse 

graduate students? As stated in section 3.9, a combination of open coding, constant comparative, 

and feedback analysis was performed to answer this question. This question is answered in three 

parts: setting the multimodal feedback format, imparting instruction on peer review, and 

participating in peer review. Figure 4 illustrates the connection between these constructs. The red 

box highlights this focus. 
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Figure 4 

Three Ways the Peer Facilitation Scaffolded the Peer Review 

 

 

4.1.1 Setting the Multimodal Feedback Format 

In all groups, in the first meeting I explained the written and video feedback modalities, 

and the mechanisms and tools to follow for it, to make sure that all members were familiar with 

the feedback format. In the first group, I put the format in place in the following way: 

So what I have in my mind is, and this is completely open for discussion is that um so 

during the meeting you can take some time to give feedback, written feedback, write your 
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comments on someone’s draft. And then during the meeting, a: we can go over that 

feedback again. So you can explain it a little bit more and that will give us an opportunity 

to have a discussion. So the writer can a: talk about additional comments that they have 

received, and then explain, you know, ask for more explanations, comment. Um so this is 

how feedback is going to work in these meetings ((Yiwen and John both have hands on 

their chins)). 

These words imply that I first made the format open to negotiation and then explained what it 

was, which entailed that before the meeting, participants would give their written feedback and 

then during the meeting they would provide oral feedback, leading to a discussion on the text. 

Even though I made the mistake of uttering “during the meeting” referring to pre-meeting 

asynchronous written feedback when I meant “before the meeting,” the error was not caught by 

the members, and they presumably understood it to mean “before.” Yiwen’s and John’s body 

language indicated that they were considering this approach, though they did not verbalize it.  

In the second group, when discussing the first question in the Negotiating Group Norms 

document (Appendix C), I offered the explanation in a more simplified way: 

So the idea is that one person presents so they share their writing, um and ideally in 

advance, so that other people have looked at it. And also given written comments. So 

during the meeting, you can just discuss those written comments further.  

In this instance, I clarified that a single member only would receive feedback in each meeting 

and other members would come to the meeting prepared, having read the text and given some 

written feedback on it. Chris responded to these words with “Okay,” signifying his agreement. 

In the third group, I reiterated the same format information and also asked if it was 

acceptable to other members: 
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Um and yeah, so the format would be that we would give feedback in the form of 

comments beforehand. And in the meeting, we will discuss those comments further. Um 

so yeah, so you will have to read each other’s work beforehand, and come to the meeting, 

prepared to, you know, talk about what comments you’ve given and what f-, you know, 

explain those comments further. Would that work for everybody? ((Georgia and Nicholas 

both nod)) Okay.  

In this instance, participants clearly indicated their consent to the format by nodding. Therefore, 

in each group I kept the feedback format open to any changes, but none of the members 

communicated changing it. In all these instances, I took participants’ body language as evidence 

of acquiescence. 

The multimodal feedback format involved asynchronous written comments followed by 

synchronous online discussion. This format remained the same in all the groups indicating that 

perhaps it was not influenced by disciplinarity. I decided to use Google Drive for sharing of 

drafts because it permits central storage on a server online (Jones & Hafner, 2021) and different 

members can simultaneously collaborate on one document. Google Docs permit multiple users to 

collaborate on one file, which members deemed suitable to use across groups as previously 

mentioned in sections 3.7.1.3, 3.7.2.3, and 3.7.3.3. The grammar checker was typically enabled 

in the Docs. I used Zoom primarily because the project started during lockdown necessitated by 

the COVID-19 pandemic. At that time, Zoom became the default platform for people to convene 

meetings.  

The combined feedback format of written comments and synchronous discussion 

modalities was at times perceived by reviewers as allowing flexibility, choosing to do one and 

not the other, especially when pressed for time. For example, in Group 1, Yiwen was unable to 
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come for one of the meetings due to a job interview (the meeting was eventually cancelled 

because Maya also could not attend on account of a family commitment), but she mentioned she 

would offer written comments: “However, Maya, I will provide feedback on your writing (if I 

wasn’t able to do it before the meeting, I’ll do it after it)” (email correspondence). Similarly, the 

writers in Group 3 at times treated the feedback in the two modes slightly differently, utilizing 

the written feedback as a time-saving measure for in-meeting discussion. I bring up this point 

again later in section 4.2.2.  

Sometimes writers would use the Reply option to take their notes and sometimes they 

would type directly in the document. Figure 5 depicts an example of the former approach. In this 

case, ZhuZhu took notes in the meeting using the Reply option on Robert’s elaboration on his 

asynchronous comment during the meeting.  

Figure 5 

ZhuZhu’s Note in Response to Robert’s Feedback 

 

The Reply option anchors subsequent revision to a specific point and permits reviewers 

to have a text-based conversation in the margin. When using the Reply option to respond to 

feedback, writers would sometimes let the comment threads linger. On other occasions, they 
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would discuss the threads and after that either accept the changes or remove the threads. In 

addition to providing options to the writers, the Reply feature also provided an option to multiple 

reviewers of agreeing or disagreeing with each other’s ideas. Figure 6 depicts how Michelle 

agreed with my comment and then expanded upon it. 

Figure 6 

Reviewer Conversation in the Margins 

 

Figure 7 shows a second way of taking notes, where writers would add ideas in the main 

text. In this example, ZhuZhu noted my suggestion of adding figures to explain what the video, 

her data, was about, in the main text using parenthesis.  
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Figure 7 

ZhuZhu’s Note in Response to Facilitator’s Feedback 

 

These figures collectively signal how the Google Doc tool mediated collaboration, with 

the comments in the margin generating a rich environment for text-based feedback discussion. 

Simply put, these slightly different ways of giving feedback pinpoint the rapid, actionable 

feedback that is provided in this space. 

Although the multimodal feedback format was received by the participants as allowing 

flexibility, some of its aspects were not taken up by them. An additional feature of the format for 

members in Groups 1 and 2 was watching the video recording of the meetings, also referred to 

earlier in an extract in subsection 3.9.2.3 reproduced below:  

8 F: Yeah. I make the recording available for that reason too, so that  
9  you can take a look at it later and see oh, what did I say because  
10  sometimes the words which you say are a lot more clearer than what  
11  you write. So… 

 

However, the participants did not appear to find the option of watching the video 

recording salient, as I did not find any evidence in the meeting interactions of members 

mentioning it. Moreover, in their post-group survey, four out of six members of Groups 1 and 2 

(Group 3 did not participate) informed me that they never used it. This finding emphasizes that 

members did not perceive the affordance of this component of feedback. One reason for this 

could be that they found the synchronous discussions and written comments as sufficient. John in 

his interview articulated, “I never, I never looked back on the videos not because they don’t think 
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I would find them on useful, it’s just because I had taken all my notes during the meeting.” The 

focus on note taking during the meeting perhaps rendered watching the recording afterwards 

unnecessary. Consequently, I did not offer this option to members in Group 3.  

When starting the peer review in the meetings, I would always remind the writer to share 

their screen with the Google Doc displayed. I felt it was beneficial to design the feedback display 

in this way because it allowed the writers to control the scope of the feedback discussion and 

directed reviewers’ attention fully on the peer review. Other than pointing out the screen-sharing 

feature of the Zoom interface before starting the peer review, I gave no instructions to the 

members on how to use the environment. I did not feel the need for a tutorial on using the 

Google Docs or the Zoom platform, given participants’ prior familiarity with it and indicated by 

their ability to use various digital tools to mediate the interaction.  

4.1.2 Imparting Instruction on Peer Review  

I did not ask any of the participants about their prior experiences with giving and 

receiving feedback. My approach towards learning about their prior knowledge was more 

performance-based, relying on my observation rather than their self-reports. Based on what I 

observed in the meeting interactions, I introduced different feedback-related topics. For instance, 

I wrote in my reflections after the fourth meeting of Group 1 that members did not know what to 

give feedback on. 

I gave short lectures in the beginning of the meetings to orient members towards effective 

feedback practices and to raise their feedback literacy8 through an intentional and strategic 

 
8 Defined as “the understandings, capacities and dispositions needed to make sense of 
information and use it to enhance work or learning strategies” (Carless & Boud, 2018, p. 1316). 
See section 2.3.1 earlier. 
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manner. The time at the beginning of the meeting was a suitable point to give a brief overview of 

a topic. Table 10 lists the feedback-related topics I introduced.  

Table 10 

List of Feedback-Related Topics 

Topic Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 
How to respond to writing Meeting 3 Meeting 3 Meeting 2 
What to give feedback on Meeting 4   
How to ask for feedback Meeting 5 Meeting 4  
Overcoming writing challenges Meeting 7   

 

Besides this instruction, I also inserted links to online resources to the Resources 

document (mentioned previously in section 3.8.5). In Group 1, there were 12 links to different 

documents, all of which were related to feedback, except one that was about writing résumés and 

cover letters in response to Maya’s working on her cover letter in meeting 3 (referred to in Table 

2). In Group 2, there were six links in the Resources document, five of which were topics that I 

introduced. The remaining one was a link to a thesaurus that Chris had shared and ZhuZhu had 

added to the document.  

This explicit information on feedback concepts was greatly valued by participants. In 

their post-group survey, all members of Groups 1 and 2 stated that the WGs were beneficial in 

learning how to give feedback. In her survey feedback, Maya also acknowledged the utility of 

the resources the facilitator shared. In their interviews, participants mentioned that the 

facilitator’s role was imperative in enhancing their feedback literacy. In response to the question 

about his overall experience in the WG, John contended, “And, you know, even getting resources 

you sent was helpful.” In response to the same question, ZhuZhu remarked: 
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So the places I really enjoy the process include the resources that you shared, like the 

places like how do you really do a review. And the fact that you-we got a chance to 

practice our review. Experiences on people’s work was really helpful and the resources 

you shared… 

Chris echoed the same benefit. In response to a question about whether the group had changed 

his writing practices in any way, he informed: 

Well, I thought the, I thought the advice that you shared, probably improved, improved 

my writing beyond what any of, any of the other two members shared with me that you 

always had, you always started off with, like some piece of advice or whatever, you 

know, like whenever how to give advice or something like that, but not literally how to 

give advice, but I guess how to give criticism. So I felt that that certainly made me think 

about the way that I could phrase criticism that I give to others and such. You give you 

give us some writing, some like there was like a writing tools and stuff like that. So I 

thought those were really helpful.   

These perceptions signal that participants benefited from the instruction on peer review that was 

imparted. This finding implies that the eventual outcomes of the groups could be tied to the 

manner of facilitation. I also realized that the participants articulated benefits for their 

participation in the groups which were consistent with what they reported on their motivations 

for joining the groups and what they hoped to gain from the groups (Tables 3 and 5).  

4.1.2.1 How to Respond to Writing  

I shared this topic in all WGs because the main purpose of the groups was so participants 

could provide “good” feedback, one that is “understandable, specific, relevant, and pragmatically 

appropriate” (Yallop et al., 2020, p. 305). My objective was to build a shared understanding, 
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instead of presuming that they all already knew what good feedback was. It was vital to base the 

reviewers’ feedback of their peers’ writing on shared principles. In addition, it was necessary to 

remove any uncertainty reviewers might have about what was expected from them.  

In Groups 1 and 2, I introduced this topic in the third meeting, but I subsequently realized 

that this topic should be discussed earlier and made amends in Group 3. In Group 1, I shared my 

screen displaying the website from the writing center at UNC at Chapel Hill. Figure 8 shows a 

screengrab from the meeting. After I showed the webpage, Yiwen went ahead and looked up the 

link to this website and shared it in chat, shedding light on her active participation. 

Figure 8 

Direct Instruction on How to Respond to Writing 

 

The site provided ten bullet points in bold followed by short explanatory text:  

• say something positive about the piece;  

• critique the writing, not the writer;  

• speak from your own perspective;  
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• remember that you are in a WG to help one another improve;  

• talk about the way you responded as you were reading;  

• be specific;  

• whatever you say, imagine yourself on the receiving end of the comment;  

• prioritize and sort your comments for the writer;  

• tailor your comments to the writer and his/her needs;  

• write out key points that you want to share with the writer. (The Writing Center, 

University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 2024) 

These points were comprehensive and covered both cognitive (e.g., “speak from your 

own perspective”) and emotional aspects (e.g., “whatever you say, imagine yourself on the 

receiving end of the comment”) of feedback engagement (Mao & Lee, 2022). The points 

emphasized that it is vital for reviewers to phrase their comments using language that conveys 

their intent to help and is not critical or judgmental. The explanations were in easy language, yet 

I elaborated each point after reading the written text aloud. For example, I elaborated on the first 

bullet point in the following way: 

So it’s very important that you appreciate something that the writer is doing very well, I 

know we focus a lot on, you know, what’s wrong, but it’s equally important to know 

what’s right for the person to be confident for them to know that these are their strengths 

as a writer. So, you know, make sure that you also talk about some positive thing, 

anything. 

This explanation clarifies how language was used to mediate participants’ understanding by 

bringing their attention to the content of feedback. In this way, I covered this resource by 
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delivering an explanation in a monologue of five minutes and 35 seconds. The members did not 

ask any questions afterwards. I also inserted this link in the Resources Google Doc for the group.  

I repurposed this activity for the next two groups. In the second group, I shared the link in 

chat and did not share my screen to display the text. I delivered the information in the same 

manner as in Group 1, taking 8 minutes. After this monologue, Chris remarked that the pointers 

were “one-sided” in that they only carried guidelines for reviewers, but guidelines for writers on 

how to ask for feedback should also be discussed. I responded by saying that that would be the 

next meeting’s agenda (the topic of How to ask for feedback is discussed subsequently in section 

4.1.2.3). 

In the third group, I shared the same resource, but this time in the second meeting. I made 

this change because I felt I should explain how to respond to writing just before the first 

feedback activity. I both shared the link in chat and displayed my screen. Before starting my 

explanation, I asked members if they had seen any of the UNC writing center resources before. 

Georgia informed us that she had. I proceeded to explain the bullet points for 6 minutes and 31 

seconds. Members did not ask any questions during or after this monologue.  

My purpose in introducing the topic of How to respond to writing was to make 

participants more aware of how to generate feedback. At the time I shared these guidelines, some 

of them were already demonstrating these practices. For example, in Group 2, while delivering 

this information, I praised ZhuZhu for providing text-specific feedback: “So I noticed that 

ZhuZhu, you know, was commenting directly on the parts, that’s very useful, helpful. So 

comment directly on the, which you think are problematic, need to be revised.” My point was to 

reinforce these strategies of critiquing others’ writing. Notably in a feedback group it made good 



 
 

 
 
 

121 

sense to put a strong focus on establishing a proper mechanism of generating feedback to bring 

everyone on the same page and enhance participants’ critical peer review abilities. 

4.1.2.2 What to Give Feedback On  

There were brief instances where I shared other topics and resources. For example, in 

Group 1, in the fourth meeting, I shared information about how to enhance feedback content. 

This sort of training is important so that reviewers do not solely focus on superficial error 

correction (Baker-Smemoe, 2018) and make effective evaluative judgments. I shared a link to a 

PDF document through chat ([Ideas on what to give feedback on], n.d.). Since the time of data 

collection, the link has become unavailable. The document gave general ideas about what aspects 

of the text a reader can give feedback on (clarity, significance and relevance of the topic, 

introduction, redundancy, structure, etc.). My explanation took 1 minute and 26 seconds. By 

sharing this information, I anticipated to deal with the reviewer’s problem of I don’t know what 

to say.  

4.1.2.3 How to Ask for Feedback  

In Group 2, in the fourth meeting, I shared information on how to ask for feedback. I 

shared my screen displaying a PDF, which came from Stanford University’s handout titled 

Affinity Writing Group Starter Kit. As Figure 9 displays, there were four bullet points in bold 

followed by explanatory paragraphs. The bullet points were: “summary and goal, biggest 

weakness, prioritized feedback list,” and “realistic requests.” I took two minutes and six seconds 

to explain these notions. Members did not ask any questions at the end of this monologue.  
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Figure 9 

Direct Instruction on How to Ask for Feedback 

 

4.1.2.4 Overcoming Writing Challenges  

In Group 1, in the seventh meeting, I shared a resource from a website (Belcher, n.d.) that 

offered solutions to common writing-related challenges that may arise for students. At this point, 

the meeting was in the chitchat phase and Maya was explaining her challenge of learning R for 

quantitative data analysis. At this point, I introduced another resource: 

This is not related to R ((shares link in chat)) I don’t know much about that. But yeah, 

please feel free to share resources and add them in the resources document as well. This 

is just something I don’t know if you’ve seen this before, but they have ton of guidance to 

deal with different sorts of, you know, problem, motivational, emotional, health, human 

obstacle, distraction obstacles, confidence, resource. So you know, if, you know, you 

need some help to deal with, they offer some very good suggestions. This person does 
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some whole course too on how to, you know, write what is a journal article in 12 weeks. 

So that’s very useful too. I don’t know much about that. But this website I thought is they 

have some good resources. So you can take a look at this too. Any other questions? 

((Maya and Yiwen both shake their heads)) 

I did not share my screen while introducing this topic because the focus was on Maya’s 

challenges with R. I therefore opted for the channel of chat to share this information, which was 

perhaps less relevant to the discussion that was happening at the time. I expected members to 

look it up themselves and refer to it in future if necessary. Members’ shaking their heads 

communicates that they did not have further questions. 

4.1.2.5 No Instruction on Feedback Towards the End of the Group Schedule  

It must be noted that the instruction happened mostly in the initial meetings across 

groups. Towards the end of the group schedule, I did not provide any instruction on feedback. 

The main reason for this is that towards the end, I discovered evidence of some advancement in 

participants’ feedback literacy trajectory as they started explaining the context of the writing (if 

not specifying the kind of feedback being sought) without the facilitator’s prompting. For 

example, in Group 1’s last meeting, John set the context of his abstract of a research paper for 

journal publication in the following words: 

Okay. So this is a first draft of a abstract for potential future publication. And this is like 

a, I think the target journal is like a Hawaiian-specific journal. So people would like 

know about Hawaiʻi and have a good idea of what the landscape of Hawaiʻi is, what’s it 

like and kind of other factors like that. 

These words indicate improvement in John’s feedback literacy as he explained what kind of 

writing he had brought to the group, in contrast with the second meeting, when he jumped 
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straight to the feedback comments. Similarly, in Meeting 6 of Group 2, Robert wrote in the 

beginning of his revised progress report for dissertation committee: “Dear everyone, Thank you 

very much for your time to read this semester report. This report will include my research work, 

study, and life situation in Fall 2021.” These words communicate Robert demonstrating some 

awareness of setting the context of his writing for the reviewers which did not happen in the 

initial meetings. Thus, as group members demonstrated effective feedback seeking practices, any 

instruction was not offered towards the end stages of the group schedule. 

4.1.3 Participating in Peer Review 

At the conceptual planning stage of the research, I had decided to be a peripheral member 

(DeWalt & DeWalt, 2011), intending to focus on my facilitator role, neither sharing my writing 

with the group nor giving feedback on drafts. When it came to implementing the groups, 

participants called upon me to clarify my role. In the first group, in the first meeting, Yiwen (‘Y’) 

asked if I (‘F’, i.e., facilitator) would also share my own writing and give feedback, to which I 

responded with no: 

1 Y: Yeah, I was thinking, since there are four of us. Rabail, will you  
2  join us? You participate in offering a piece of writing and letting  
3  us provide feedback or ((holding chin with hand)) 
4 F: You know, when I was designing this project, I didn't think of  
5  that. But I am fairly tempted to do that right now, but I don't  
6  think so ((index finger on side of face)) 
7 Y: Okay ((nods)) 

 

Yiwen directed a question at me if I wanted to be an active member (lines 1-3), where “the 

researcher takes on some or all of the roles of core members” (DeWalt & DeWalt, 2011, p. 25). 

Her gestures indicate her involvement in the conversation. My response reflected that though I 

desired to be an active member (line 5), I chose to stay a peripheral member (lines 5-6).  

In the second group, I articulated my role as follows: 
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And my role, I also want to talk about my role. So my role is to give you help in giving 

feedback. I’m working on creating materials, finding resources that can help you give 

feedback to each other and also learn how to give feedback to each other and both give 

and receive feedback. So yeah, that’s and other than that, managing the space, organizing 

the space.   

The above-mentioned words stated the two main activities that I intended to be a part of: (a) 

creating new and finding already-existing instructional materials, and (b) organizing and 

managing the WG space. Participants also articulated similar understandings of the facilitator’s 

role in their interviews. For instance, Nicholas emphasized the functionality aspect of the role, 

“Um, the organizing I mean, just sending out the emails, telling us what time to meet, organizing 

of like, okay, so and so goes, and it keeps it like an order.” These words refer back to my own 

explanation of my role to Group 2 members: “So yeah, that’s and other than that, managing the 

space, organizing the space.” These utterances communicate that the members and I in some 

respects aligned in our conceptualization of the facilitator’s role. Though in my explanation 

above I did not mention if I would participate in the peer review, the question did not arise. 

In response to the question, “What do you think should be the role of the facilitator in the 

meetings,” participants identified multiple roles ranging from organizer and creator of a 

“relaxed” environment to moderator. Chris declared that the facilitator’s role is to “keep 

everybody on task...a moderating role.” Michelle echoed this perception: “Guess the role of the 

facilitator is more of just to keep things on track with like, time making sure things are moving 

along or not too much time is spent on one thing or another.” Georgia pinpointed the 

environment creation aspect of this role: 
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But I think for the most part, you were like, really relaxed, just let us do whatever. And I 

think it’s because you were very, like, lenient and relaxed that we could just have a fun 

pleasant kind of environment all the time. 

However, whilst organizer perspectives abounded, one narrative underlined a relatively different 

perspective, as ZhuZhu demonstrated a more serious understanding of facilitation: 

I think, gosh, you know, this whole semester, I’m learning HCI, human computer 

interaction, I’m learning like about design stuff. And one really important thing in in the 

book I learned contextual design, which is a design approach, I learned is having a 

moderator, having a facilitator and having that person function throughout the whole 

design process is really critical. And I would say, you, as a facilitator, should feel free to 

jump in at any time to moderate the whole process. Like if you see, this session is being 

too quiet, or people haven’t really figured out a good organization to work on their own 

way yet. You can help them you can jump in and say, okay, what about this? And this and 

that. Totally, they, the sessions need your moderation. 

ZhuZhu emphasized that it was vital for the leader to take an active role in assigning tasks and 

delegating responsibilities. Her emphasis on the facilitator’s role was observed in the meeting 

interaction as well. In the fifth meeting, when she was beginning to get feedback on her writing, 

before starting, she paused and asked for my permission before (“I’m waiting for Rabail’s 

moderation to…”). These words implied that she assigned importance to this role. The 

moderating role echoes what Haas (2014) terms as facilitators being responsible for mediating 

learning and experiences for members. Hence, though both Chris and ZhuZhu emphasized the 

moderation aspect of the role, how they interpreted it differed. 
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In spite of intending not to participate in the peer review, while implementing the first 

two groups, I was involved in it. This “active but selective” (Saldaña, 2011, p. 48, emphasis in 

original) participation occurred spontaneously and idiosyncratically during the discussion of 

members’ writing. Conversely, in the third group, I made the conscious decision to engage in the 

peer review and gave my asynchronous comments beforehand and then participated in the 

synchronous discussion during the meeting. In this way, across groups, my role shifted its focus 

from less intentional to a more engaged approach in peer review.  

Feedback analysis of episodes where I participated in peer review is presented 

graphically in Figure 10 using Hattie and Timperley’s (2007) typology of task, process, self-

regulation, and self.  
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Figure 10 

Facilitator’s Feedback Analysis  

 

As is evident from Figure 10, even though my participation in peer review was more 

intentional in Group 3, the trend of this participation was not dramatically different from Groups 

1 and 2, as across groups overwhelming majority of my feedback pertained to task level, with 

little at process and self levels, and none for self-regulation level. I will next present one example 

of each type to illustrate this participation. Collectively, these examples depict that even if the 

facilitator is from a relatively different discipline, they can provide useful feedback.  

An example of the facilitator providing task feedback comes from Group 2. This 

interaction happened 31 minutes into the second meeting and lasted 52 seconds. In this episode, 

members were discussing ZhuZhu’s abstract for conference. Before this interaction, Robert 

questioned the reason or importance of ZhuZhu’s (‘Z’ below) focus on TikTok videos and 

communicated that she should explain it. At this point I said: 
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Yeah, this made me think about you know, when Robert talked about so why is it so 

important? Why is TikTok so important. So, I think another idea you need to explore is so 

what? So you are doing this. So for example, the last sentence of your paragraph, ((reads 

aloud from text)) this writing will address concepts from performance in theater to show 

how to analyze these short videos, and the hidden visual communication behind. So, so 

what is the benefit of, of, of this inquiry, is another thing you can talk about or write 

about, ((Z nods)) so why is this important-why is your work important? You also need to 

establish the importance of your work, right? This needs to be done because (3.0) ((Z is 

seen and heard typing)). 

In this example, my feedback was intended to establish the So what? of ZhuZhu’s writing. My 

use of the expression “I think” stressed that I was stating an opinion. The feedback was my 

suggestion of some questions whose answers should go in the section she was writing. The 

purpose of this feedback was to help her in better performing the task (i.e., writing the abstract), 

which explains why it was encoded as task level feedback. In the meeting recording the screen 

was not shared, so it was not visible what ZhuZhu actually typed, but the shared Google Drive 

Doc pinpointed that she wrote the following note in parentheses after the sentence I read aloud in 

the main text: “Why is the work important. This needs to be done because....” Figure 11 depicts 

the screengrab. This note portrays that she may have treated my global feedback9 as useful. 

During the meeting, after this feedback, she explained why she focused on TikTok videos only.  

 

 
9 Global feedback typically refers to larger or higher order concerns such as argument, idea 
development, meaning, logic, clarity, precision, or text organization as opposed to lower-order 
concerns such as punctuation, single-word choice, or spelling (Sandstrom, 2021). 
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Figure 11 

ZhuZhu’s Note-Taking on Facilitator’s Feedback 

 

This example depicts what a facilitator from a different discipline can offer to improve 

another peer’s writing. It also illuminates the advantage of group feedback, where a comment 

from the first reviewer can permit the second reviewer to elaborate it. The use of “I think” puts 

this feedback as one of opinion, which is a good feedback characteristic of speaking from one’s 

own perspective. The Google Doc helped ZhuZhu to take notes easily as she directly typed my 

suggestion in her main text.  

An example of the facilitator providing process level feedback comes from the eighth 

meeting of Group 3. This interaction happened 34 minutes into the meeting. In this meeting, 

members were giving feedback to Nicholas on his Diversity, Equity and Inclusion (DEI) 

statement, which he was writing as part of job application. At this point in the meeting, he 

became frustrated with the lack of professional experience examples from outside-class context.  

1 N: I feel like because of the Ph. D. program, I can't remember anything  
2  [beyond school 
3 F: +chuckles 
4 G: Yeah] 
5 N: Like I used to live I think, I think I can’t remember 
6 F: You know a good starting point could be your, your C.V., so look at  
7  [your C.V. 
8 N: Yeah] 
9 F: Remind yourself oh I did that too +chuckles 
10  and then think about any experiences related to that because I'm  
11  sure you must have written that on your C.V. some time 
12 N: Right, right((types “look at cv?” in Reply option)) 
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In this interaction, Nicholas was articulating his frustration with the lack of ideas he had 

included in his DEI statement beyond his academic work (lines 1-2 and 5). At this, I supplied a 

solution in the form of going over his C.V. to remind himself about his past achievements to 

generate some ideas to include (lines 6-7). This feedback was meant to help him come up with 

ideas and was likely deemed important as he took notes on it (line 12). Thus, this feedback was 

meant to propose one process to help him perform this task, i.e., writing the DEI statement, 

which is why it was encoded as process level feedback.  

This example signifies that even if facilitator is from a slightly different discipline, they 

can still provide useful feedback. The feedback was tailored to the writer’s needs as Nicholas had 

just noted that he did not have any ideas related to outside-class context. He tethered a comment 

“have i done anything in my life” to the part where he felt more examples should be added. 

Then, after my feedback, he used the Reply tab to type in my suggestion.  

An example of facilitator providing, self level feedback comes from Group 3’s fourth 

meeting. I praised Nicholas’s revised draft as: “But you’ve done a really good job I think from, 

from last time, this is much, much clearer.” This feedback was encoded as self because it focuses 

on writer’s abilities. Such feedback is considered as least effective (Hattie & Timperley, 2007).  

I found no examples of self-regulation level of feedback across the dataset. Feedback at 

self-regulation level pertains to monitoring strategies being used in the learning process (Hattie 

& Timperley, 2007). One reason why such kind of feedback was not provided could be 

symmetrical relationships between members. For one to monitor the strategies in the learning 

process requires greater knowledge imbalance (which is more likely in student-teacher 

encounters) and the smaller knowledge imbalance in peer-peer encounters of similar ability 

found in this space perhaps led to such feedback not being provided.  
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Having given an overview of the different facilitator-provided feedback types, I now 

consider in more depth how I participated in peer review in the groups. Since this participation 

was unintentional in the first two groups and intentional in the third, I will present this analysis 

separately, focusing first on the multidisciplinary groups, then the discipline-specific group.  

4.1.3.1 Facilitator Participation in Peer Review in Multidisciplinary Groups 

In the multidisciplinary groups, I participated in peer review in two ways: becoming part 

of the group discussion as members jointly solved a problem and introducing an entirely new 

feedback point. In most of the instances, I contributed my feedback because all the members, 

using their collective knowledge, were engaged in a discussion to resolve language, content, or 

organizational issues, and I decided to be a part of this discussion. I will next present an extended 

example of such a feedback episode that underlines (a) how facilitator became a part of 

“collective scaffolding” (Donato, 1994, as cited in Gonulal & Loewen, 2018, p. 2), and (b) how 

the online modality assisted with peer review.  

4.1.3.1.1 Collective Scaffolding. This episode constituted feedback functioning at the 

task level. It came from the fifth meeting of Group 2. In this meeting, ZhuZhu was sharing her 

extended abstract, which was “basically about using performative approaches to understand 

TikTok videos” (email correspondence). This interaction happened 30 minutes into the meeting 

and lasted nine minutes and 12 seconds. ZhuZhu (‘Z’) began by reading a comment Chris (‘C’) 

had left on her draft. Due to the length of this episode, I present only essential points with 

timestamps. Here ‘F’ refers to Facilitator and ‘R’ refers to Robert.  

1 30:02 Z: Ah((clicks on comment and reads aloud))in which a man holds a  
2   woman in what way you should use adjectives gosh, that man  
3   was like holding that woman really tight +chuckles 
4 30:19 Z: Yeah let me show you 
5 30:34 F: Em-embraces? 
6 30:46 Z: ((Displays her full paper on screen)) That’s meet  
7   Britanny 
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8 30:54 C: ((pics from full paper are displayed on screen)) Oh, like  
9   hold her hostage. Or like intimidates her. Or 
10 32:32  ((video displays on screen with audio)) Happy Star Wars Day  
11   Everyone! Today is also my birthday and because it’s my  
12   birthday I get to introduce you to my girlfriend who’s  
13   amazing 
14 32:58 Z: So basically what happened was only this one video, but  
15   because of the modes and modalities in here, make the  
16   audience desire like holding a gun and actually it's she's  
17   being tied up and they're adding different parts of the video  
18   to enrich the story 
19 34:10 Z: So that’s sort of hold. What should I use here? 
20 34:54 R: So probably my suggestion is that remove all the details of  
21   the examples just give conclusion of the examples and what  
22   you want to explain about examples 
23 35:25 Z: ((Takes notes in Reply option)) 
24 36:53 C: Um yeah, I was trying to think of something ((2.0)) Kind of  
25   tough 
26 37:48 Z: Kind of like squeezing [her  
27  F: Yeah] 
28   bumping her shoulders or something +chuckle 
29 38:20 F: Can you use figures, can you use pictures here? Are not  
30   supposed to, right? 
31 38:33 Z: Actually I can double-check if I can put figures   
32 38:46 Z: How is squeeze close? 
33 39:01 C: Yeah squeeze is close ((moves hand across beard)) 

 

The episode began with Chris offering task level feedback. He pointed out ZhuZhu’s choice of 

the verb “hold” and advised her to explain it more with an adjective. For illustrative purpose, a 

screenshot of this comment is provided in Figure 12.  
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Figure 12 

Chris’s Feedback on ZhuZhu’s Draft 

 

ZhuZhu responded to Chris’s comment with “Yeah let me show you” (line 4) and 

displayed the actual video that she had analyzed in her full paper10 using the screen sharing 

feature of Zoom. In the time when she was locating the clip online, I supplied the lexical item 

“embrace” to replace “hold” (line 5). At this point, ZhuZhu started the video. The video began 

with the original video to which other users had inserted various parts, making it an unusual (in 

my opinion) example of collaborative storytelling. Her choice of the word “hold” pertained to 

the peculiar way a man appeared beside a woman (Figure 13). As Figure 13 reveals, the man’s 

hands cannot be seen.  

 
10 Full paper here means the original, complete research paper whose abstract she was sharing 
and revising in the meeting. 
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Figure 13 

Visual Depiction of “Hold” 

 

The side-by-side appearance of the man and the woman coupled with the woman’s half 

smiling facial expression, led other users to piece together their videos based on the original 

video, creating a chain story of a woman held hostage and a rescue operation in place. Figure 14 

shows the final collaborative transformation of the original video, located in upper right corner. 

Overall, in the video one can observe how six different users edit the original video by inserting 

one section each to the previous one. Interestingly, with each user addition, the story builds 

different layers, yet the main plot (of a woman held hostage and a rescue operation in place) 

stays coherent. The video was about 30 seconds long, and ZhuZhu played it once, pausing it 

twice to explain what was happening.   
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Figure 14 

Conclusion of the Video 

 

When ZhuZhu started to play the video and the first few seconds rolled, Chris observed, 

“Oh, like hold her hostage. Or like intimidate her. Or…” (lines 8-9). After looking at the video, 

all members supplied various rephases to “hold.” Robert’s solution was to “remove all the details 

of the examples, just give conclusion of the examples and what you want to explain about 

examples” (lines 20-22). This suggestion of brevity may have been provided for the reason that 

the text was an extended abstract with a tight word limit. Chris understood ZhuZhu’s challenge: 

“I was trying to think of something. Kind of tough” (lines 24-25). My solution was to use 

pictures to show how the woman was being held (lines 29-30). Lastly, ZhuZhu herself came up 

with the word “squeeze” (line 32) to rephrase “hold,” which Chris also agreed with (line 33). At 
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this, she added that she would keep pondering over this problem and moved on the feedback 

discussion.  

This example illustrates two things. Firstly, it lays out the facilitator’s teamwork skills, by 

becoming part of the group discussion where all members jointly problem-solve. The collective 

resources of the group are brought to bear upon the challenging expression of “hold.” This 

interaction can be termed as “collective scaffolding” (Donato, 1994, as cited in Gonulal & 

Loewen, 2018, p. 2), where members and facilitator come together to brainstorm. This example 

also lays out how peer review in a group setting can be advantageous compared to one-on-one 

writing center consultations. Here the different disciplinary background of members is 

manifested as simply different viewpoints that come together. The feedback offered here is quite 

specific as everyone offers a different, new solution to the problem. An important characteristic 

of good feedback is that it is tailored to the writer’s needs. Members accomplished this goal in 

this instance. Talking together about a problematic lexical item seemed to generate in ZhuZhu a 

new level of shared awareness about what rephrasing worked and what did not.  

Secondly, this example portrays how the online environment affects peer review. 

ZhuZhu’s choice of showing members the actual video to guide comprehension implies that she 

saw understanding the actual content of the video as vital to getting the right lexical item, which 

was realized through the structural element of screen sharing. The screen sharing feature, which 

is not possible in asynchronous written feedback and more difficult in face-to-face meetings, 

allows writers to enhance the quality of the feedback they seek. Chris’s realization of her 

difficulty after seeing the video (lines 25-26) is evidence of how technology can change the way 

writers create meaning as it helped her to illustrate the complexity of her task. Whereas before 

Chris did not fully grasp the difficulty of the rephrase, after looking at the video first-hand he 
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became sympathetic to her challenge, and his perception as a reviewer changed. Thus, the Zoom 

interface structured how users—both writers and reviewers—thought about peer review.  

There were many instances where members shared external sources to both give and 

receive feedback. For instance, I counted four instances where writers screen-shared their data 

files in the meetings. It is worth pointing out that two of the doctoral students’ research work 

itself involved video data, for which the screen-sharing feature helped other members make 

sense of the researcher’s analysis. This design feature of the Zoom platform may invoke some 

concerns when accessing participant data, which is protected through IRB, resulting in possible 

violation of the protocol. In the present study this was not a concern because participants shared 

data that was either freely available on the internet or was in the form of blurred GIFs. 

Nevertheless, writers should not overlook these concerns around data privacy and conducting 

ethical research when sharing their research work.  

4.1.3.1.2 Facilitator as Campus Resource Finder. In other instances of my participation 

in peer review in Groups 1 and 2, an entirely new feedback point was introduced. One such 

incident happened 18 minutes into the third meeting of Group 1. This feedback constituted 

process level feedback. In this interaction, which lasted a minute and 34 seconds, members were 

discussing Maya’s cover letter. Here, ‘F’ denotes the facilitator, ‘Y’ Yiwen, ‘M’ Maya, and ‘J’ 

John. 

1 F: I would just like to comment do you guys know about um career  
2  services? ((hand on chin)) At [Abbreviation of university]?  
3  ((Both M and Y nod)) 
4 Y: Heard about it, but I haven't used it 
5 M: Yeah me too +chuckle 
6 J: I haven't heard about that ((interlocked fingers)) 
7 F: I would highly recommend them. Highly 
8 Y: Oh you meant you ask them to proofread your a: cover letter,  
9  something like that? 
10 F: You talk to them, you can have an interview with them 
11 Y: Mm ((nods)) 
12 F: Very good. So talk-they’re also giving very good feedback 
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13 M: ((Types in bold in her document in brackets: “Check career  
14  [Abbreviation of university]”)) ((cocks head on the side)) 
15 Y: Hmm 
16 F: Or, yeah but-can you see the Google Doc that I’m sharing? 
17 J: Yeah 
18 F: Maya’s, right? And now? What do you, I'm just ((clicks on a new tab  
19  where Google search page comes)) 
20 M: Yeah, you're in another tab 
21 F: In another  
22 M: ((Nods)) 
23 F: Okay. I'm just trying to a: it's career ((types “career services” in  
24  Google search bar)) I thought just look it up ((the website page 
25  comes on screen)) Yeah, they have a career center ((Y drinks from a 
26  cup)) so they can help you with your cover letter 
27 M: Oh I see 
28 F: And I think if you um ((scrolls to the bottom of the page and moves  
29  the cursor near “Contact us”)) Yeah, contact us so just maybe, you  
30  know, in a message here, they'll get back to you ((Y nods)) and then  
31  you can schedule a session or whatever 
32 M: Okay. I'll do that too 

 

Before this interaction, members were all sharing ideas as to how Maya could revise her cover 

letter. At this point, I interjected and introduced a feedback point about the career services center 

on campus where she could seek additional help (lines 1-2). This example is process level 

feedback, as the campus resource could help Maya write better cover letters. None of the 

members had ever used the services of this center (lines 4-6). In lines 8-9, Yiwen asked about the 

kinds of services the center offered, which I described (lines 10-12). Maya took note of this 

feedback (lines 13-14), which is a signal that this feedback was considered important. She opted 

to write this information in the main text instead of taking comments in the margin. I then 

proceeded to show the members the actual website and how they could access the center’s 

services (lines 23-32). Maya then concluded this episode with a promise that she would follow 

up on this resource (line 33).  

In my post group-schedule email communication with Maya, she reported that she had 

not followed up on the center’s services. Yet, simultaneously, Yiwen, in the group’s post-meeting 

email correspondence remarked, “Thank you for suggesting the Career Center Services. I just 
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had a first meeting with a counselor, and it prompts me to start being prepared for the job 

market.” This exchange is one example of how feedback is taken up in dynamic ways in a group 

setting. As opposed to the one-on-one context of a teacher-student conference or a writing center 

consultation, in a group setting feedback supposedly meant for one writer may be taken up by 

other writers also present in the situation. This illustrates one of the advantages group peer 

review holds over one-on-one settings. It also sheds light on how members took action over 

feedback given in the meetings. 

This example therefore delineates how facilitators can help members to tap into existing 

on-campus resources, whereby a WG can become a springboard to other sources of support. 

With just a click of a button, facilitators can take members to another source and show them the 

steps they have to take. The screen share feature allowed me to demonstrate how to access this 

on-campus resource, rather than only putting the link in chat or orally proposing it in the 

conference. Providing detailed text-only feedback (typing all the steps to the process) would 

have been quite time-consuming. Hence, the option of directly exhibiting the steps to the 

navigation to which section of the website can help was considered quick and necessary. 

4.1.3.2 Facilitator Participation in Peer Review in Discipline-Specific Group  

In the discipline-specific group, my out-group status as a feedback provider was evident. 

Compared to other members in this group, I provided non-specialist feedback, which may have 

been treated by members as less salient, as I was called upon less frequently during the 

synchronous meetings to give feedback. When I gave feedback in this group for the first time 

through asynchronous comments, I had a lot to contribute and even remarked on it during the 

meeting. I left nine comments on Nicholas’s Google Doc, whereas Michelle left three, and 

Georgia left one. These comments pertained to plot points of Nicholas’s novel. However, none of 
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these comments were discussed in the meeting. This highlights another facet of multimodal 

feedback that feedback in each mode may be treated independently.  

Giving feedback to English majors was something I was not familiar with. While my 

prior knowledge and experiences as a writing instructor and teacher educator provided me with 

some initial competencies and confidence, I also recognized that my area of expertise was 

dissimilar to that of the group members in disciplinary ways. I will next provide an example of 

how my disciplinary identity intersected with feedback.  

The interaction happened 33 minutes into the third meeting when Nicholas had just 

started getting feedback on his writing. At this point, I asked whether Nicholas could get some 

help on writing his prospectus by looking at others’ dissertations as exemplars. This feedback 

constituted process level feedback. 

1 F: So I was thinking, um because I don’t know how it works, so you must  
2  be able to read other people's dissertations as well, right? Can you  
3  read? Like, you have those available, right? So somebody else other  
4  people must have written books as their dissertations as well? Okay  
5  Nicholas [unintelligible] 
6 N: ((4.0)) Sorry, I couldn't find the button +chuckle on the screen.  
7  Um, I don't know. I've never read anybody's dissertation. But I  
8  suppose if they got published afterwards, they'd be available.  
9  That's a good question 
10 F: No, they should be. That should be available in the library as well.  
11  Like they're available, you haven't read them, right? 
12 N: We don't publish, we don't have to publish our dissertations in the  
13  creative writing section of the English department. Um we have the  
14  right to sign, to keep the rights to it and not publish it. Because  
15  it's creative writing. A lot of people hold on to it so that they  
16  can publish it with like a book publisher a: so they don't end up  
17  in our libraries 
18 F: I see. Interesting 

 

The words “I don’t know how it works” (line 1) function like a disclaimer that I was coming 

from a slightly different field. When Nicholas mentioned availability (line 8), it was not readily 

apparent if he meant availability in the library generally or available to him specifically. Hence, I 

asked for further clarity (lines 10-11). At this request, Nicholas explained the disciplinary 
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difference in terms of not having the dissertation available in the library because it was an 

author’s creative work, and was not consumed in the same way as it typically was in other fields 

(lines 12-17). Hence, in this discipline-specific space too, members took on the role of making 

the conventions of their home discipline more explicit due to the presence of the facilitator from 

a slightly different discipline. Subsequently, in section 4.1.3.3, I will offer an example from 

Group 2 that echoes this interchange with particular reference to members displaying their 

disciplinary knowledge.    

This interchange unfolded like a face-to-face interaction without any technological 

mediation. The potential solution—use other dissertations as a model—is first prefaced by the 

question whether this is even possible or not. This lack of knowledge stems from disciplinary 

difference.  

Given these disciplinary differences, my attention turned to developing my own 

knowledge of members’ disciplinary feedback needs. In the fourth meeting, I asked them about 

their preparation for giving feedback on literary pieces. Michelle mentioned Critical Response 

Process, a book for understanding feedback in creative fields, though I was unable to consult it 

(Lerman & Borstel, 2003).  

4.1.3.3 Interplay of Facilitation, Disciplinarity, and Peer Review  

In this section, I will analyze three excerpts, one from each group, where the facilitator’s 

disciplinary background became relevant in peer review to shed further light on how facilitation, 

disciplinarity, and peer review intersected. I counted five such instances in Groups 1 and 2 and 

three in Group 3.  

In the first case, when members and the facilitator shared disciplinary identity, members 

could rely on the facilitator to explain jargon. An example of this came from the sixth meeting of 
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the first group. This interaction happened 37 minutes into the meeting and lasted nearly two 

minutes. In this meeting, Maya was receiving feedback on her scholarly paper. The text was her 

initial brainstorming made up of three paragraphs providing background information about her 

study’s context and participants. The ideas at this point pertained to her study participants’ 

multilingual backgrounds. Before this interaction, John (‘J’) was giving feedback to her about 

adding more details. In this interchange, the interlocutors were Yiwen (‘Y’), Maya (‘M’), and 

myself (‘F’). 

1 J: And that’s very surprising to me, because where I’m from, the  
2  Midwest, so white, and there’s very, very few minorities and the  
3  people, the minorities are Hispanic individuals from Mexico. And so  
4  the children will usually learn English like as they’re growing up  
5  or in school, whereas the parents don’t. So the parents ((Y nods))  
6  will like use their children as translators 
7 M: I think also among immigrants, it’s, that’s normal +chuckles from 
8  what I know they 
9 J: Oh really ((rubs forefinger over lips)) 
10 M Yeah especially  
11 J: Ok 
12 M: Yeah if parents are are there what you call that their English level  
13  is fossilized. How do I explain that, Rabail? Fossilize, um, they  
14  don’t, like, Rabail you’re Ph.D., come on [+chuckle 
15 F: +chuckle] No you are doing fine with the explanation part 
16 M: So fossilized is a: they do, like their English skills are not  
17  leveling up is that what?    
18 F: Yeah so fossilization is a kind of the phenomenon that beyond  
19  ((levels up one hand)) a certain point, then whatever language you  
20  everything then you can’t a: it’s, it’s more difficult for you to a:  
21  change those understandings unless you get explicit instruction 
22 J: Hmm 
23 F: So you’ll keep making the same errors over and over 
24 J: Oh 
25 F: Also the idea that even if somebody tried to correct you, so there’s 
26  a way of correction that will not work  
27 Y: ((Nods)) 
28 M: Yeah so thanks, Rabail, for helping. Um. Also this one, native 
29  speaker. Okay was this the new [unintelligible] 

 

To explain his task level feedback (the comment pertains to the content of Maya’s text), John 

gave an example from his personal observation (lines 1-6). In response, Maya wanted to make a 

point about a learner’s fossilized language abilities (lines 7-8). In line 7, “I think” implies her 
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reasoning in response to John’s remark. Fossilization generally refers to the notion that “most 

adult second language learners never reach native-like proficiency in their target languages” 

(Fidler, 2006, p. 398). In order to explain this technical notion, Maya called upon me for 

assistance (line 14). I first encouraged her to continue the explanation (line 15), but then I made 

attempts to explain it (lines 18-26). In line 28, the linguistic marker “this” pinpoints that the 

discussion had moved on to the next comment in the Google Doc.  

This example suggests how a facilitator’s shared disciplinary background with the 

member can assist with the peer review. Maya made the assumption that my higher academic 

level background would result in greater or deeper disciplinary knowledge on the subject, 

compared to her own, and so, she asked me to intervene.  

In the second case, when the facilitator’s disciplinary background was different from a 

member’s, some disciplinary alignment still existed in terms of certain concepts. An example of 

this comes from the fifth meeting of Group 2. In this meeting, ZhuZhu was getting feedback on 

her paper. This interaction happened six minutes into the meeting.  

1 Z: I saw Robert said, audience or audiencing? It’s definitely  
2  audiencing because audience refers to spectator, the people who  
3  watch it. But audiencing is like a more acknowledged term, not only  
4  in performance studies, but also in communication studies, where  
5  they focusing on this sort of like interactivity between the content  
6  that you offer to the audience and the feedback the audience give  
7  back. So this one stress a non-passive relationship between the  
8  performance. The performance is not like a necessarily a theatrical  
9  performance or something, but like, any content that is given. So  
10  the audiencing is trying to stress the non-passive relationship  
11  between the content given and the feedback given back. So it’s  
12  actually interactive, you can reject, you can renegotiate. So it’s  
13  audiencing 
14 F: A: ZhuZhu, um, this is then like a jargon, which is used in your,  
15  your field, right? Because that’s your field-based knowledge 
16 Z: Yeah 
17 F: So do want to use a reference or even reference not required?  
18  Because we have a similar idea with language. We don’t say then  
19  language. We also use languaging 
20 Z: [Um]  
21 F: Which, I think, is very similar to what you’re saying for audience.  
22  It’s not a passive understanding, right? 
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23 Z: Yeah 
24 F: Similarly, we say that it’s languaging. It’s always evolving, always  
25  ever changing. So yeah, do you want to give a reference or even  
26  reference is not required? 
27 Z: Ah ((types in comment box “Put a reference [rose]”)) I can put  
28  [unintelligible] Rose in here it’s fine. A: it’s a good, it’s good  
29  idea to put a reference there. Um, I think, I actually have one  
30  somewhere here ((scrolls down then back up)) A: but I guess it’s  
31  really good to put it here. Like a lot earlier. That’s, that’s  
32  really a good suggestion. Thank you. Thank you. Language,  
33  languaging. That’s so interesting 

 

ZhuZhu’s opening words “I saw Robert said” implied that she had already read Robert’s 

comment about the term “audiencing” (line 1) before coming to the meeting. Robert’s 

asynchronous written feedback constituted task level feedback. ZhuZhu then went on to explain 

the term, which was jargon. I then asked if the term carried disciplinary understanding (lines 14-

15). This kind of questioning is in service of member’s writing, and the words do not claim 

interpretive authority. Upon receiving ZhuZhu’s confirmation that it was so (line 16), I suggested 

that a reference may be cited after using this term (line 17) if necessary. I also found disciplinary 

alignment between “audiencing,” a concept in her field and “languaging” a concept in my field 

(line 19). Languaging refers to “the process of making meaning and shaping knowledge and 

experience through language” (Swain, 2006, p. 98). “I think” in line 21 stresses how I reasoned 

in response to what ZhuZhu said. The word “we” (lines 18-19) refers to my disciplinary 

background. In the end, ZhuZhu accepted this task level feedback of adding a reference (lines 

27-28) and appreciated it (lines 31-32).  

This example suggests that even if facilitator’s disciplinary background is different from 

members, some disciplinary alignment may still exist related to certain concepts. Here, the idea 

of “audiencing” was compared with “languaging,” which Robert may not have understood. And 

so, realizing that it was jargon, I pointed out adding a reference to ZhuZhu, which she considered 

as valid feedback as indicated by her noting it down. The Google doc helped her in typing notes 
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directly in the main text. The example also makes clear how disciplinary differences are 

negotiated between members, where ZhuZhu explained the term to Robert, who came from a 

very different background. It also portrays what facilitators can do to break disciplinary barriers, 

by highlighting places where disciplinary knowledge becomes relevant in the peer review. In this 

instance, I marked or accentuated an aspect of the writing which was relevant in 

multidisciplinary feedback. This marking provided information about the discrepancy between 

what the writer had produced and what she would recognize as relevant to the multidisciplinary 

audience. Besides, the example also reflects the benefit of the combined written and synchronous 

meeting modalities of feedback, where the writer comes prepared to the meeting, having read the 

asynchronous feedback to move the discussion forward in the synchronous meeting, thereby 

amplifying its utility.  

In the last case, when members shared disciplinary identity, which was in contrast to the 

facilitator’s disciplinary background, members could be positioned as primary knowers with 

interpretive authority to surmise and answer. An example of this comes from the seventh meeting 

of Group 3. This interaction lasted two minutes and four seconds, and before it Nicholas had just 

finished receiving feedback on his writing, a teaching statement, and ended the screen sharing 

feature. His teaching statement carried a reference to bell hooks, an American author. Here ‘F’ 

refers to the facilitator, ‘N’ to Nicholas, ‘M’ to Michelle, and ‘G’ to Georgia. 

1 F: Just a question for my own knowledge. Um bell hooks, I have seen  
2  that as not capitalized in other places 
3 N: Yeah she doesn’t, she doesn’t capitalize her name. Yeah ((shakes  
4  head)) 
5 M: ((Nods)) 
6 F: That’s interesting (4.0) 
7 M: It’s a part of an era I can’t even remember like ((puts a pen near  
8  her lips)) 
9 N: Yeah 
10 M: [I should know it like ((shakes head)) 
11 N: I wish I could elaborate but] not on my head right now so 
12 M: Well because I mean I was even talking to the students last week  
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13  about poets’ use of small or the lower case ‘i’ in their poems and   
14  don’t capitalize, don’t use punctuation and I know that there’s a  
15  reason for it and I know that that’s like a movement of a specific  
16  time 
17 G: I think a lot of Hawaiians too, like, they don’t use their names in 
18  upper case letters to like to emphasize the…like not to seem too 
19  self-centered I think that’s the way I 
20 F: Yeah ((nods)) 
21 M: I think it’s more to do with like colonialism 
22 F: ((Nods)) 
23 M: especially within the written and I definitely know that it started  
24  with I believe Black queer ((rubs pen between both palms)) poets   
25  during the Civil Rights cause I think if, somebody stop me if I’m  
26  wrong, I think Nikki Giovanni was one of the first ones there. I 
27  could be wrong. I have to go back and look like I feel like that  
28  could be a whole dissertation ((widens both hands to show space))  
29  the lower, the lower case ‘i’ in poetry in itself and what does that  
30  mean, how does that push back on you know, English, very  
31  standardized English 
32 F: Um interesting um, okay ((puts hand under cheek)) 

 

After Nicholas had finished receiving feedback on his text, I asked about the different way the 

author bell hook’s name is capitalized (lines 1-2). In the Google doc it was not being marked as a 

grammatical error, suggesting that Nicholas had proofread it. In response, all members confirmed 

this fact (lines 3-5 and 17-18), with Michelle venturing to give an explanation (lines 14-16), with 

support from Georgia (lines 17-19). The use of “I think” (lines 17 and 21) implies how 

participants took up one another’s ideas and developed them, which echoes the example of 

collective scaffolding mentioned previously in section 4.1.3.1.1. 

This excerpt again unfolded like a face-to-face interaction, illustrating the facilitator’s 

collaborative learning rather than hierarchical teaching. It reflects how I did not feel an 

obligation to know more than the group and instead positioned members as primary knowers 

with interpretive authority to surmise and answer. It also reveals my outgroup status, as all other 

members jointly explained the reason for the different capitalization to me. My question arose 

from the potential suggestion to capitalize the proper noun but with an awareness that there was 
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an exception to be made in this case. Hence, this example indicates the potential of member-

facilitator disciplinary differences to disrupt the role hierarchy among them.   

4.2 Differences in Facilitation between Multidisciplinary and Discipline-Specific Groups 

In this section, I explore the second research question: In what ways is the facilitation 

different across the three WGs? The comparative thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006) 

revealed qualitatively distinct ways in which facilitation was slightly different across groups. I 

identified two main differences: utilization of some scaffolding strategies in the multidisciplinary 

groups, but not in discipline specific group; and relatedly, less instruction on feedback in 

Creative Fiction and Literary Studies Group. Overall, these differences reflect how facilitation 

may interact with disciplinarity.  

4.2.1 Utilization of Scaffolding Strategies in Multidisciplinary Groups 

I identified three main strategies through which I scaffolded the peer review in Groups 1 

and 2. Table 11 presents these strategies and their frequency counts. None of these ways of 

engagement visible in the multidisciplinary groups were evident in Group 3, indicating that I 

may have played a relatively prominent role in scaffolding peer review in the multidisciplinary 

groups than in the Creative Fiction and Literary Studies group. Overall, these scaffolding 

strategies highlight the various ways that facilitators can scaffold peer review, thereby reflecting 

how facilitation interacts with disciplinarity. They also illustrate that my scaffolding strategies 

somewhat echoed tutor’s scaffolding strategies in writing center consultations. This section is 

organized by strategy, with one extract typified.  
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Table 11 

Facilitator’s Scaffolding Strategies across Groups 1 and 2 

 

Strategy Number of 
occurrences 

1. Negotiating with writers the context of the text 5  
2. Asking reviewers to clarify feedback 2 
3. Motivational scaffolding 2 

 

4.2.1.1 Strategy 1: Negotiating with Writers the Context of the Text  

This scaffolding strategy was the most frequent and served as the opening stage of peer 

review. In this strategy, I asked the writers to delve into the background (i.e., genre or purpose) 

of the text they had brought to the group. These interactional units were mostly quick exchanges 

through which the context of the text would be established. In some instances, establishing the 

background would require a longer negotiation. Moreover, in some instances, I would ensure that 

the writer had fulfilled the genre prerequisites, if any, such as the submission guidelines for 

authors for journal publication. Compared to a discipline-specific group, in a multidisciplinary 

group it is perhaps even more important for members to understand the background of a text to 

provide relevant feedback. 

The following example comes from the fourth meeting of Group 1. In this meeting, 

Yiwen was presenting the revised draft of analysis section of her dissertation. This exchange 

happened four minutes into the meeting and lasted two minutes and 23 seconds. Here, ‘M’ refers 

to Maya, ‘Y’ refers to Yiwen, and ‘F’ refers to the facilitator.  

1 M: I just have a question, Yiwen, is, is this part that we're reading,  
2  that we read first draft, um would this be in the methods parts? In 
3  discussion part or 
4 Y: Oh, you meant the the entire draft? 
5 M: Yeah 
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6 Y: This will be, yeah, this is a good question ((one hand held up flat  
7  in the air)). So this will be part of my analysis section (2.0)  
8  Right. So right, this is, so I'm writing my dissertation. And this  
9  is one of phenomenon, one of the phenomenon that I have observed um  
10  in terms of what participants are doing, so beginning from page one, 
11  it's an introduction to the general phenomenon. And then a: the a: 
12  ((puts two hands flat and parallel in air with space in between))  
13  excerpt followed by analysis(4.0)  
14 M: ((Puts both of her thumbs up)) 
15 F: So, but this, but this would, wouldn't it be under the section of 
16  results though? [It is an analysis 
17 Y: analysis.] Yes ((nods)) 
18 F: Yeah, it is part of your analysis but not really the section of 
19  data analysis, because in data analysis you tell us how you did the 
20  analysis and the actual analysis you see in the results section? 
21 Y: Ah yeah, see what you're saying ((moves two fingers across side of  
22  forehead)) it, it's in this, um, in what I'm doing it’s a little   
23  different (2.0) cuz the result is part of the analysis, it’s 
24  generated from the analysis. So it's different from um standard 
25  qualitative I mean. (3.0) It's different from quantitative study  
26  where you have the analysis and result to respond to research 
27  questions. In, in my case, um I'm supposed to compose three chapters 
28  a: in each chapter, we'll start with, for example, this general 
29  theme of a: caregiver resident interaction. And for this chapter, I  
30  wanna focus on what human human-to-human touch is doing in the 
31  activity of drinking water or nutrition or beverages a: it-the 
32  result will be part of the analysis. I would say it's all 
33  integrated. Does that make sense? 

 

This example depicts a longer negotiation episode, where not just I but other members 

also contributed to negotiating the background of the text under review. In lines 1-3, Maya 

launched the discussion by inquiring into the background of the text. In response, Yiwen 

explained that it would be part of her analysis section (line 7). Yiwen’s hand movements 

accented her words. At this, I asked her to clarify where the piece of writing under discussion 

would fit in her overall dissertation (lines 18-20). Her gestures depicted she was contemplating. 

My question allowed Yiwen to explain the organizational structure of her dissertation, which 

perhaps did not follow the typical IMRaD format (lines 21-33). Her gestures and verbal 

explanations reflected a multiplicity of semiotic resources that she used to create meaning in the 

group discussion. 
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This example depicts how facilitators need not be the sole knowledge providers, but 

coordinators. It reflects how in the WG space, members can also question and propose answers. 

With my restatement of Maya’s question, I emphasized that this was a question worth 

considering and opened it up. Therefore, this example emphasizes that beyond its explanatory 

purpose, this strategy can open up conversations about how a writer might organize their work.  

4.2.1.2 Strategy 2: Asking Reviewers to Clarify Feedback  

This strategy underlines how the facilitator may help the writer understand the intended 

meaning of a reviewer’s comment more fully, enabling an informed decision regarding its 

implementation. The following example comes from the third meeting of Group 2. In this 

meeting, Robert was presenting his progress report for his dissertation committee. In the initial 

part of this meeting, Chris proposed to Robert to draw up an outline before commencing writing 

the draft (which is process level feedback), teaching strategies like mind-mapping. Later on, 

Chris returned to this suggestion, at which I (‘F’) asked him (‘C’) a question. This exchange 

happened 28 minutes into the meeting and lasted a minute and 11 seconds.  

1 C: We already talked about my first piece, the reason why it felt like  
2  there was not an outline was just, um, it kind of, it kind of seemed  
3  like a streamline of thought. And I think you already addressed that  
4  you kind of said that you sort of write that way. And that's okay  
5  to write that way for a draft. But, but then you've got to go back  
6  in and make sure it all sounds professional and that your ideas are  
7  fully supported with details and things like that. Um, I didn't  
8  realize this was 
9 F: Ch-I'm sorry, Chris, do you mind if I ask a question. By outline 
10 C: Sure 
11 F: do you also mean like something like an introductory paragraph  
12  saying that this is what this report is about? And this is what I'm  
13  going to cover in this report. And, and this is not for this  
14  audience like this is for your committee members, right? When  
15  you're…Robert what do you think about that? So just tell them that,  
16  you know, this is what this report is about. And these are the  
17  things that I’m going to talk about. First, I’m going to talk about  
18  my working permit issue, then the courses that I’m taking, how about  
19  that? Sort of an outline? 
20 R: Yeah because a: in my last committee meetings, you know, I just make  
21  the presentation the committee report, well some committee members  
22  just address me like, you know, make a titles there, you know, and  
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23  show them like, which part because some are say I’m not intriguing  
24  in this part, some are say I’m more intriguing in this part. So I  
25  make some title there and help them know what is here. So if they  
26  don’t care, they just gave-because everyone have different  
27  interesting, some are care about this, some care about that. So say,  
28  I just, you know, make the titles and say, oh, some are say, because  
29  one professor, you know he worry about my permissions, and you know,  
30  keep going all that. So he just really asked for that. So I’m not  
31  sure. I just think about it 

 

In lines 1-7, Chris provided process level feedback to Robert, telling him to write an outline to 

clarify his ideas that may otherwise appear like a stream of consciousness. In lines 11-14, I 

attempted to clarify what changes Chris was expecting to see in Robert’s writing. Lines 9-14 

show how I helped bridge any communication gap between the writer and the reviewer by 

requesting more information from the reviewer. Robert effectively responded to this feedback in 

lines 20-31, agreeing that the outline would serve his purpose.   

4.2.1.3 Strategy 3: Motivational Scaffolding  

This strategy constitutes providing positive reinforcement of effective feedback practices. 

I counted two such instances in multidisciplinary groups. The example below came from the 

beginning of the fourth meeting of Group 2. Having seen Chris’s draft, I uttered:  

So you have Chris’s writing to review today. And, you know I was so happy to see that, 

you know, he, like checked all the boxes in terms of asking for feedback. So you know 

that’s how I feel, you know, things should be done when you’re asking for feedback. 

These words conveyed the strategy which endorses a model of good feedback practice. Here, 

Chris was applying his knowledge of effective feedback practice. This strategy echoes 

Mackiewicz and Thompson’s (2018) motivational scaffolding strategy of praise. An example of a 

motivational strategy in Mackiewicz and Thompson (2018) is when, in one interaction, the tutor 

appreciated a student’s use of revising strategy with the words, “That’s the best way to do it” (p. 
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127). My words above are quite similar to what the tutor said. This strategy is interesting because 

I was not modeling a desired practice myself but endorsing or highlighting another member’s 

modeling of such behavior.  

4.2.2 Less Instruction on Feedback in Creative Fiction and Literary Studies Group 

When it came to the third group, the instruction on feedback was limited to How to 

respond to writing topic. This reduced instruction was primarily because these members came to 

the group already aware of useful feedback practices. There were multiple, early indications of it. 

In the first meeting, Michelle displayed her declarative knowledge about feedback by 

asking me if “instead of just...blindly getting feedback from each other,” the group could follow 

what she put as a “critical response process,” a practice in which a writer identifies his/her own 

feedback needs through directed questions and thus controls the process. I agreed to this practice, 

though I was unfamiliar with the term “critical response process,” because it seemed to be a 

useful practice to generate relevant feedback. Hence, the practice of asking for specific feedback 

was already within Michelle’s repertoire, and instruction on How to ask for feedback appeared to 

be not required. In the same first meeting, members’ feedback knowledge was also evident in 

their using the meta language of “accountability” (Table 5) to describe their feedback needs 

indicating their knowledge of feedback and WG spaces.  

Furthermore, members of Group 3 also set their texts’ backgrounds themselves and did 

not need my prompting. Therefore, my using the strategy of negotiating with writers the context 

of the text (strategy 1 as explained previously in section 4.2.1.1) appeared to be not required. 

When members of this group uploaded their Google Docs in the shared Google Drive folder, 

they wrote a brief introduction above the text outlining what the text was about and what kind of 

feedback they were seeking. An example was found in the second meeting, the first time 
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members were giving feedback in this group. Nicholas set the context of his text by writing the 

following at the top of his draft:  

Below is the overall plot outline for my dissertation. Trigger warnings for suicide. 

I would love any suggestions but my questions are: 

• Obviously this is just the bare bones of the plot, but are there places where you’re 

confused and/or get lost? 

• Are there any phrases or moments that feel clunky/the language could be 

reworked? 

In this example, Nicholas first described what the text was. He then gave a trigger warning for its 

sensitive content, a practice adopted by some writing centers asking clients to mention trigger 

warnings in their appointment forms. He then posed two succinct questions in bullet points for 

reviewers to focus their feedback on. The use of bullet points added clarity to his ideas. 

During the meeting Nicholas elaborated on the background to the text and the kind of 

challenges he was facing in composing it. This interaction between Nicholas (‘N’) and me (‘F’) 

lasted a minute:  

1 F: Okay, I'm so sorry. I made so many comments. I just got carried away  
2  +chuckle 
3 N: No thank you. Yeah, so this was, this was really helpful. I'm trying  
4  to write my prospectus for my dissertation right now 
5 F: [((Nods))] 
6 N: My dissertation is a novel. I'm a creative fiction major in the  
7  English department a: I am so like, well, first of all, I already 
8  wrote the dissertation. I already wrote the book. So now I'm retro-  
9  actively going back and trying to propose the thing I already made.   
10  So this has been really helpful in just a: trying to condense you 
11  know, whatever, like 80,000 words, ((cleans eyes underneath the  
12  spectacles)) it is into 300 +chuckle. Um so I really appreciate all  
13  of you guys' questions ((scrolls down the text)). I think that  
14  that's all I wanted from it was just a: see like, what does  
15  someone who knows little about((scratches head)) the book itself get 
16  from this really quick description of it. So um you guys were asking 
17  questions. And I was like, oh, duh 
18 F: [((Smiles))] 
19 N: I should have said that. So that's just really helpful to figure out  
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20  what is obviously not as obvious as I was thinking of it, cuz I 
21  know everything else, right? So um yeah, I guess that was all I was 
22  really looking for was like, where you like, confused about like, 
23  plot points 
24 F: [((Nods))] 
25 N: And so you guys pointed that out. So that was really helpful (3.0) 
26 F: Great, so you already have this written? 

 

I began by apologizing (lines 1-2) for making many comments, perhaps indicating my 

excitement on my first time reviewing a fictional piece. Nicholas then provided the context of his 

text (lines 6-9) for me and presumably also for Georgia since she had a different degree 

concentration. I replied with several nods, claiming my understanding of the meaning 

conveyed. In lines 10-13, he articulated appreciation for the asynchronous feedback, indicating 

that he had already read it. In lines 13-26, he stated how the feedback would help him with the 

writing task, and he was appreciative of it.  

Overall, this example depicts Nicholas’s sophisticated feedback-seeking behavior. To 

emphasize, this was the first time he was seeking feedback. One explanation for this level of 

awareness (and his issuing trigger warning for his draft) can be that he was a writing tutor and 

therefore likely to have received training in writing tutoring practices. Moreover, like ZhuZhu’s 

example earlier in section 4.1.3.3, this example reflects the benefits of the combined 

asynchronous and synchronous modality of feedback, where the writer comes prepared to the 

meeting, having read the asynchronous feedback to move the discussion forward in the 

synchronous meeting, thereby amplifying its utility.  

Through these multiple early exchanges—Michelle’s question in the first meeting, 

Georgia being aware of UNC’s resources in the second meeting (as explained in section 4.1.2.1), 

and Nicholas demonstrating effective way of asking for feedback in the second meeting—I came 

to know that the members of this group, compared to the first two groups, possessed a higher 
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degree of feedback literacy. This awareness led me to focus less on enhancing their knowledge of 

peer review practices as I did not feel that more instruction on giving feedback was required. In 

short, the groups differed in terms of the degree of input provision.  

4.3 Challenges to Facilitation: Emotional Exhaustion and Lesser Utility of Feedback from 

L2 Reviewers  

Drawing on open coding, subsumption, and feedback analysis as analysis methods, this 

section addresses the third research question of “What are the main challenges to facilitation in 

the three WGs?” In response to this question, this section focuses on two challenges: exhaustion 

and one member finding less utility of the feedback from L2 reviewers. In addressing these two 

challenges I explore both global and individual, macro- and micro-level barriers to facilitating 

WGs.  

4.3.1 Exhaustion (But Engagement) 

One common challenge across groups appeared to be of exhaustion, both physical and 

mental. There were several occasions where members cited being stressed and exhausted. For 

instance, after the sixth meeting of Group 1, Maya expressed her mental exhaustion in the 

following way:  

I am so sorry if the writing session today was short and the topic about coding was 

longer. My brain is fried due to coding and analysis, so I just kept on laughing and cannot 

think straight. I’m grateful for your understanding. (Email correspondence) 

Similarly, ZhuZhu in Group 2 acknowledged her mental exhaustion: “I have been sleeping only 

5 hours a day and still can’t finish my work... I just got off another class and need to catch my 

breath” (email correspondence). Mental exhaustion affected even my own performance, as in the 
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sixth meeting of Group 1, I forgot to send the Zoom link to the participants as I juggled running 

two groups alongside my studies.  

A typical meeting began with a chitchat phase, where members shared personal updates 

like their health, weekend plans, the status of their academic projects, or classes they were 

teaching. In Group 3, I would at times lead with a Highs and lows of the week activity, giving 

members a chance to share personal feelings or air stresses. In the sixth meeting of Group 2, in 

the opening chitchat, Robert and Chris talked about stress and exhaustion in the following way:  

1 R: I have my new swimming glasses. So I go to swimming on Friday and  
2  then go to field work on Saturday. On Sunday, I should go to field  
3  work too but the weather is not that good, so I stay at home, finish  
4  all my writing assessment. On Monday, I told me that I'm done. I  
5  cannot do nothing. Don't, don't bother writing, don't wanna study,  
6  write papers. So on Monday, I just did not study. I just stayed home  
7  you know. Watch like three or four movies you know +chuckle Just,  
8  just stay yeah take a break. I really need break I just feel, you  
9  know, when I finish my writing like the committee report, I feel my  
10  mind is, is stopped you know, I don't want to read anymore. I don't  
11  want to change my grammar, I don’t want to do more research or  
12  anything. I just stop my mind 
13 C: I've got burnout my friends +chuckle Right? Whereas like, you just  
14  you're kind of like um, I have work but I don't wanna do it, I  
15  don't care +chuckle yeah, I've experienced that for sure too  
16  +chuckle 

 

In the opening lines (1-4), Robert described how he spent his weekend. Then he explained how 

on Monday he took a break from work and instead watched movies (line 7) because he wanted a 

break (line 8). His exhaustion is emphasized by the words “I just stop my mind” (line 12). In 

response, Chris articulated that he too was suffering from “burnout” (line 13) and admitted to 

having had the same feeling as Robert in the past (line 15).   

The problem of physical and mental exhaustion became more acute for members of 

Group 3. In the fourth meeting Georgia admitted to forgetting about the meeting: “Sorry, I 

uploaded it [i.e., her draft] so late. I actually thought we were meeting next week.” In the fifth 

meeting, she acknowledged that she had not had a chance to read the drafts beforehand: “Sorry, 
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I’m super unprepared for this meeting. So I’m just, just only looking at it now.” And in the sixth 

meeting she uploaded the drafts late: “I have, I uploaded it like super last minute. If you want to 

look at it quickly.” Similarly, Michelle in the eighth meeting admitted to not having read the 

drafts beforehand: “Oh, no, apologies. It’s gonna be fresh, fresh read.” All these instances 

emphasized how members were juggling their various responsibilities.  

Despite these challenges, participants made an effort to attend all meetings. ZhuZhu and 

Maya did not miss any meeting. Georgia logged in from the LAX airport in the seventh meeting, 

which would not have been possible were the groups running in-person. As Michelle was 

juggling competing priorities of work and home life, she proposed that the group meets on 

Sundays and all members agreed (as stated in section 3.7.3.3). Thus, the engagement level, as 

indicated through their participation in feedback and attendance in meetings, did not seem 

lacking, which made me conclude that they were exhausted but engaged. 

4.3.2 Less Utility of Feedback from L2 Reviewers 

Focusing on an individual challenge in Group 2, this section analyzes Chris’s perception 

of the lesser utility of feedback from L2 reviewers. The analysis reveals some inconsistencies in 

this perception and meeting interactions and the need for facilitators to work at harmful linguistic 

attitudes. 

While both multilingual members of Group 2, Robert and ZhuZhu, expressed 

appreciation of working with others, the monolingual English-speaking member, Chris, had a 

relatively different perspective. In describing his overall experience of the group, which was the 

first question with which I started each interview, Robert rated it as positive, uttering that he 

“enjoy[ed] it a lot. That was really helpful.” ZhuZhu echoed these feelings by pointing out that 

she benefitted from the group by learning from others’ approaches to work: “And actually seeing 



 
 

 
 
 

159 

other people’s working style was really, really helpful. Cuz you see, like, it’s not like necessarily, 

oh, this is good, or this is bad. They’re all approaches for people to try out.” These positive 

attitudes are comparable to other studies that have found multilingual students indicating no 

preference of working with mono- or multilingual tutors in writing centers (Wang-Hiles, 2023). 

Chris’s experience, on the other hand, differed from his group mates as evidenced in the 

following interview excerpt: 

1 F: So I would like to start off by asking about your overall experience  
2  in participating in the writing group, how would you describe your  
3  experience? 
4 C: Um, it was good. I felt like I felt like it was, it was good, but I  
5  only had two things of mine looked over. And so I understood why  
6  there why each person wasn't able to present their own piece, but I  
7  think that it was, you know, like, the, the benefits were limited  
8  because of that, you know, when, when I look at some, when I look at  
9  some of the other students’ work, I mean, it was because it's not  
10  really it's not at all related to my work. It was, it was okay. I  
11  mean, I guess it like helped me practice my proofreading and editing  
12  skills, but it wasn't, I didn't progress. I didn't benefit much from  
13  from beyond that. So 
14 F: You're speaking as a, as a writer, like, when your work was being  
15  reviewed? 
16 C: Both actually, so like when I was when I was reviewing their work.  
17  Then I got I got a chance to practice my editing skills, right. So I  
18  got to look at it and say, okay, cause, you know, I mean, once I,  
19  once I become a professor, I'll be doing peer reviewed work so that  
20  was good practice. And sometimes, you know, sometimes the topic  
21  might be pretty unrelated to anything I've ever done before, you  
22  know, it's possible. So, you know, that was that was good. But I  
23  would say like, with, with my own work, for example, getting my own  
24  work reviewed, was good. But it was a little bit limited also,  
25  because the other two members didn't, English wasn't their first  
26  language. And so I felt like, they're somewhat-some of the grammar  
27  and things like that didn't get picked up on and things and, and I,  
28  you know, some, some, I might use some words that might not be very  
29  familiar, something you know, but it might be familiar to other, you  
30  know, Ph.Ds who have English as a first language, possibly. I guess,  
31  I guess it was a little bit limited, but I thought I definitely got  
32  benefits from it. Yeah, both editing practice 

 

Chris pointed out that although the experience was “good” (line 4), “the benefits were 

limited” (line 7) because the writing he reviewed was “not at all related” (line 10) to his work. To 

rephrase, he did not find much utility in either giving or receiving multidisciplinary feedback. In 
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line 19, he displayed awareness of how the experience in the WG could be beneficial for his 

preparation of future reviewer role. In lines 20-22, he returned to this point of giving feedback on 

multidisciplinary writing, acknowledging that disciplinary proximity may be absent even in 

scholarly peer review. He did not outline how he would overcome those differences should that 

happen. He referred to his group mates as “some of the other students” (line 9) instead of naming 

them, which hints at lack of familiarity and a more distant approach. He mentioned that he only 

got to practice his “proofreading and editing skills” (lines 1-2), implying that the feedback he 

offered was merely surface-level and not global.  

Then, taking a writer’s perspective, Chris implied that L2 English reviewers were not 

capable of providing useful feedback because they may not be familiar with his vocabulary 

choice. Here, by “words” (line 28) he did not mean jargon or terminology requiring disciplinary 

knowledge, but words that demanded linguistic knowledge. Thus, he negatively positioned L2 

English reviewers as having a deficit. He also mentioned “grammar and things like that didn’t 

get picked up on” (lines 26-27) implying that he assigned a higher value to grammatical accuracy 

in feedback over content-related feedback. He did not provide a specific instance, however, 

where he was let down by reviewers.  

Chris’s perception of finding less utility in L2 feedback is important, for it may influence 

his revision, thereby compromising his learning, indicating one way that multidisciplinary spaces 

may limit benefit to individual members. However, this question of how his attitude (perception 

about reviewer feedback) affects action (revision) could not be explored in the study. 

4.3.2.1 Chris’s Performance as Feedback Provider  

Against the backdrop of these criticisms, I explored the meeting transcripts through 

subsumption analysis for evidence of Chris articulating these opinions. I was looking for both 



 
 

 
 
 

161 

any specific statements and implicit expressions that in retrospect, I could see through this 

perception. 

Chris expressed high self-efficacy as a reviewer in the beginning. During the first activity, 

when members were all getting to know each other and sharing their writing needs and 

motivations for joining the group, he shared:  

Yeah, a: I also hope to get some feedback about my writing. I hope to practice um giving 

feedback on people’s writing because you know, I mean, working in academia, you are 

um supposed to be part of this community that peer checks each other’s work, right? And 

so I see this as an opportunity to practice that skill. I think I’m a pretty good writer. Um 

and so I can give some pretty detailed feedback um. My biggest issue, so I’ve got the 

syntax, I have the spelling, like little things like that, but I guess it’s just organizing my 

ideas is, is what I’m hoping to have help with.  

These words underline that at the outset, Chris was confident in his abilities as a feedback 

provider. In terms of manner of giving feedback, his approach was relatively different from other 

members. When the group was doing peer review for the first time, he uploaded his 13 in-line 

comments on the writer’s draft as a separate MS Word file in our shared folder, instead of 

inserting his comments on the Google Doc the writer had uploaded (later on, ZhuZhu also 

adopted this practice of uploading her comments separately). He replied he did so because he 

preferred this way of giving feedback. Unlike Google Docs, where users can read and engage 

with each other’s comments, his isolated way reflects his independence as a reviewer. In contrast 

to the meeting norm where the writer shared their own screen with the Google Doc showing all 

comments, he would share his own screen pulling up his own MS Word document, thereby 

taking control as a reviewer (he had already uploaded this document to our shared drive). 
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In terms of content of feedback, Chris was able to pick up elements not noted by the other 

reviewer. For instance, at one point in the third meeting, when reviewing Robert’s writing, he 

picked up on a confusing element that ZhuZhu, the other reviewer, had not pointed out. In the 

wake of this evidence, it can be said that Chris’s actions as peer reviewer differed from those of 

his fellow group members. 

4.3.2.1.1 Analysis of Level of Feedback. I compared Chris’s opinion in the interview 

with another data source: the feedback episodes. Using Hattie and Timperley’s (2007) 

categorization of feedback, the feedback analysis shows that Robert was the one with highest 

feedback engagement, closely followed by Chris, and then ZhuZhu. Figure 15 exhibits 

comparison of level of feedback. This analysis emphasizes that overall, Robert’s contribution 

was nearly equal to Chris’s. At the same time, Chris’s own assessment of his abilities as a 

feedback-provider has some merit since he had a high total number of comments. However, 

quantity is not all that matters, because the typology also tells us that the feedback type was of 

one kind only. ZhuZhu, on the other hand, also gave feedback on the self level in four instances, 

indicating that she provided varied types of feedback. 
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Figure 15 

Feedback Analysis of Group 2  

 

This analysis does not validate Chris’s perception that he was unable to offer significant 

feedback, as some of the feedback pertained to process level, indicating that he invested fully in 

the feedback discussions. Previously, in the excerpt in subsection 4.2.1.2, I also gave an example 

of his providing process level feedback to Robert. Therefore, it can be said that Chris’s 

perception did not present itself in his performance in the group, indicating some tension in this 

space. Moreover, his perception did not distinguish between the respective contributions of 

Robert and ZhuZhu, as Robert emerged as the one with the most feedback episodes, whereas 

ZhuZhu was the only one offering self level of feedback. These contributions were not noted by 

Chris, and he may not have been aware of them.  
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4.3.2.2 Chris’s Performance as Feedback Recipient  

Chris also displayed effective feedback seeking practices in peer review. A case in point 

comes from the fourth meeting. The following is the written description that he provided at the 

top of his draft, establishing the context of his text and specifying the feedback he sought: 

Hello Robert and ZhuZhu 

This is a manuscript that I am writing with a colleague in my department. We hope to 

support sustainable consumption with cultural psychology concepts. Read the paper for 

coherence. Like, are you able to understand what the paper is saying? Haha. You don’t 

need to give me much advice on grammar, spelling, or things like that because this is a 

rough draft only.  

You can ignore the red text. Those are notes to me and where I need to cite my sources, 

so they shouldn’t be read as parts of the paper you should review.  

The paper is actually much longer, so if you are enjoying reading the paper, or are curious 

about the topic, I can share the rest of the paper with you. ((smiley face emoticon)) 

In addition to pointing out Chris’s effective way of seeking feedback, the description also shows 

some conflict between his expressed view and his actions. Contrary to what he articulated in the 

interview about not receiving desired grammatical feedback, the above written description 

conveys that he did not seek such feedback. Although he welcomed feedback on content matters, 

he appeared unconcerned with feedback on mechanical aspects. This description sheds light on 

some disharmony between the way he stated his feedback needs while the group was running 

versus his perception stated in the interview.  

The above description also sheds light on Chris’s friendly demeanor. He prefaced his 

asking for specific feedback with a friendly greeting for his readers. During the meetings, he 
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frequently cracked funny quips, and his self-selected pseudonym “Chris P. Bacon” also reflects 

his lighthearted personality.  

In light of this analysis of Chris’s performance as a feedback provider and recipient, one 

can only speculate for the reasons for his mistrust of L2 English reviewer feedback. Perhaps it 

stems from a deeply entrenched perception that L2 learners cannot provide useful feedback 

(Cheng, 2013).  

4.3.2.3 My Role in Addressing Harmful Language Ideologies  

While the groups were running, I was not aware that Chris was not finding the sessions 

useful. There was no indication in the meetings of any conflicting interpersonal relationships 

between him and his group mates. As pointed out previously, he displayed a friendly, jolly 

demeanor. I became aware of his problematic perception at the end, by which point I could not 

address it. I did not take any pedagogical actions to cultivate participants’ openness to linguistic 

diversity or remove any ideological barriers. This finding highlights the need to work at such 

attitudes. 

Simultaneously, I do not intend to give the impression that harmful attitudes towards 

other languages were prevalent among the participants. These attitudes, as they emerged in 

Chris’s case were not in evidence amongst members of Groups 1 or 3. Members of Group 1 were 

deeply appreciative of each other’s disciplinary background as stated in their interviews. 

Similarly, as the third case examined in subsection 4.1.3.3 demonstrates, members in Group 3 

had awareness even of inclusive uses of English language, their attitudes towards 

accommodating linguistic diversity quite different than those displayed by Chris.    
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4.4 Chapter Summary 

In this chapter I described the main ways in which the peer facilitation scaffolded the peer 

review and then explained some of the differences that emerged between the groups in terms of 

facilitation. I concluded with examining two major challenges to facilitation that emerged.  

In all groups, in the first meeting I explained the written and video feedback modalities, 

and the mechanisms and tools to follow for it, to make sure that all members were familiar with 

the feedback format. The multimodal feedback format involved asynchronous written comments 

followed by synchronous online discussion. This model remained the same in all the groups 

indicating that perhaps it was not influenced by disciplinarity. I decided to use Google Drive for 

sharing of drafts.  

The combined feedback format of written comments and synchronous discussion 

modalities was at times perceived by reviewers as allowing flexibility, with the choice to do one 

and not the other, especially when pressed for time. Sometimes writers would use the Reply 

option to take their notes and sometimes they would type directly in the document. When starting 

the peer review in the meetings, I would always remind the writers to share their screen with the 

Google Doc displayed. I felt it was beneficial to design the feedback display in this way because 

it allowed the writers to control the scope of the feedback discussion and directed reviewers’ 

attention fully on the peer review. 

For instruction, I gave short lectures in the beginning of the meetings to orient members 

towards effective feedback practices and to raise their feedback literacy through an intentional 

and strategic manner. Besides this instruction, I inserted links to online resources to the 

Resources document. This instruction on feedback concepts was greatly valued by participants. I 

shared the topic of How to respond to writing in all WGs because the main purpose of the groups 
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was so students could provide “good” feedback, one that is “understandable, specific, relevant, 

and pragmatically appropriate” (Yallop et al., 2020, p. 305). Other topics included What to give 

feedback on, How to ask for feedback, and Overcoming writing challenges. This instruction 

happened mostly in the initial meetings across groups and towards the end of the group schedule, 

I did not provide any instruction on feedback. This was because towards the end, I perceived 

evidence of some advancement in participants’ feedback literacy trajectory. 

In spite of intending not to participate in the peer review, while implementing the first 

two groups, I was involved in it. This “active but selective” (Saldaña, 2011, p. 48, emphasis in 

original) participation occurred spontaneously and idiosyncratically during the discussion of 

members’ writing. Conversely, in the third group, I made the conscious decision to engage in the 

peer review and gave my asynchronous comments beforehand and then participated in the 

synchronous discussion during the meeting. In this way, across groups, my role shifted its focus 

from less intentional to a more engaged approach in peer review.  

Using Hattie and Timperley’s (2007) typology of task, process, self-regulation, and self, 

feedback analysis of episodes where I participated in peer review indicated that even though my 

participation in peer review was more intentional in Group 3, the trend of this participation was 

not dramatically different from Groups 1 and 2. Across groups the overwhelming majority of my 

feedback pertained to task-level, with little at process- and self-levels. There was no example of 

self-regulation level across the dataset, which can perhaps be attributed to the more symmetrical 

relationships between interlocutors here than in say, teacher-student interactions. 

In the multidisciplinary groups, I participated in peer review in two ways: becoming part 

of the group discussion as members jointly solved a problem, and introducing an entirely new 

feedback point. In the discipline-specific group, facilitator’s out-group status as a feedback 



 
 

 
 
 

168 

provider was evident. The feedback episodes from the multidisciplinary groups analyzed hinted 

at several points. Firstly, they showed the facilitator’s teamwork skills, by becoming part of the 

group discussion where all members jointly problem-solved. The collective resources of the 

group were brought to bear upon challenging expression issues. These interactions constituted 

“collective scaffolding” (Donato, 1994, as cited in Gonulal & Loewen, 2018, p. 2), where 

members and facilitator came together to brainstorm solutions. Secondly, the examples identified 

how the online environment affected peer review. Thirdly, they illustrated one of the advantages 

group peer review holds over one-to-one feedback.  

Further contrastive analysis of feedback episodes indicated that (a) when members and 

the facilitator shared a disciplinary identity, members could rely on the facilitator to explain 

jargon; (b) when the facilitator’s disciplinary background was slightly different from a member, 

some disciplinary alignment might still exist in terms of certain concepts; and (c) when members 

shared a disciplinary identity in contrast to the facilitator’s disciplinary background, members 

could be positioned as primary knowers with interpretive authority to surmise and answer. 

In response to the second research question, I identified two main differences: utilizing 

some scaffolding strategies in the multidisciplinary groups, but not in the discipline specific 

group; and relatedly, imparting less instruction on feedback in the discipline-specific group. I 

identified three main strategies through which I scaffolded the peer review in Groups 1 and 2: 

Negotiating with writers the context of the text, Asking reviewers to clarify feedback, and 

Motivational scaffolding. When it came to the third group, the instruction on feedback was 

limited to How to respond to writing topic. This less instruction was primarily because these 

members came to the group already aware of useful feedback practices. Through multiple early 
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exchanges, I came to know that the members of this group, compared to the first two groups, 

possessed a higher degree of feedback literacy.  

In response to the third research question, I focused on two challenges: exhaustion and 

one member perceiving less utility of feedback from L2 reviewers. In addressing these two 

challenges I explored both global and individual, macro- and micro-level barriers to facilitating 

WGs. The analyses revealed some inconsistencies in Chris’s perception and meeting interactions 

and the need for facilitators to work at harmful linguistic attitudes. Lastly, there is a need to 

cultivate more supportive, conscientious, responsible, and socially just ways to engage in WGs.  
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Chapter 5  

Discussion 

Facilitators are fundamental actors in facilitated WGs, but, as established in sections 1.4 

and 2.2, little is known about their activities. In the absence of past research delving deep into 

their activities, this dissertation described their specific actions by qualitatively analyzing the 

meeting interactions. The purpose of this study was to develop a critical awareness of the 

personal, contextual, and structural elements of the WGs driving facilitation to deepen our 

understanding of its character, to maximize its benefits, and to face up to its challenges. Having, 

in the preceding chapter, presented the findings that emerged from my analysis of the three 

groups studied, in this chapter, I provide a theoretical analysis that puts the design of the 

facilitation into conversation with the theoretical framework of the study in order to develop the 

study’s implications and my conclusions. I put forward three main takeaways from the findings 

in this chapter. One, facilitation can fruitfully be conceived through sociocultural theory, taking 

into consideration the disciplinary composition of the groups, their linguistic diversity, the online 

environment, and the process of peer review. Two, members’ feedback literacy mediates 

facilitation. And lastly, there is a need to cultivate more supportive, conscientious, responsible, 

and socially just ways to engage in WGs.  

5.1 A Sociocultural Theory-Informed Model of Facilitation 

Kumar and Aitchison (2018) used the concept of zone of proximal development to 

conceptualize a mentor training program of doctoral students as facilitators. The present study 

suggests that facilitation itself could be examined through the sociocultural theory’s concept of 

mediation, leading to complementary results. Based on the findings, I put forward a sociocultural 

theory-informed model of peer facilitation for online WGs. The design of the facilitation 
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underpins contextual elements of the disciplinary composition of the groups, members’ linguistic 

diversity, the online environment, and peer review. Figure 16 delineates the relationships 

between these constructs, with peer facilitation playing a key role in format, instruction, and 

participation aspects of the peer review process. Feedback literacy (the neon green box) also 

mediates disciplinary composition and peer facilitation. The boxes in yellow are all 

sociocultural-theory informed aspects. Following Thorne (2003), I do not draw a distinction 

between mediational tools and artifacts. I am unable to use directional arrows to portray the 

relationships for my limited data does not permit me to make any claims about directional 

effects. 
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Figure 16 

A Sociocultural Theory-Informed Model of Peer-Facilitation of Online WGs 

 

As Figure 16 indicates, the format, instruction, and participation in peer review were all 

characterized by scaffolding principles. Hence, the sociocultural framework helps to clarify the 

potential intersections between facilitation, disciplinarity, linguistic diversity, the online 

environment, and peer review. I argue that facilitation is an interactional, emergent phenomenon 

that is performed and accomplished in the actual conversation between members and facilitator 

through the interplay between personal, contextual, and structural factors of the groups. 

Hence, based on the evidence I have, I make a case for facilitation as socioculturally-

conceived taking into consideration the disciplinary composition of the groups, their linguistic 

diversity, the online environment, and the peer review process. The sociocultural framework 

offers some explanation for why some WG initiatives are more successful than others by 
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focusing on the contextual conditions required for initiatives of this kind to be effectively 

designed and implemented. 

Looking at facilitation through sociocultural theory, it appears that my scaffolding of peer 

review was characterized by intersubjectivity, ongoing diagnosis, fading, and dialogic and 

interactive principles (Puntambekar & Hübscher, 2005). Setting the multimodal feedback format 

(section 4.1.1), imparting instruction on peer review (section 4.1.2), and participating in peer 

review (section 4.1.3) were some of the ways that I coordinated learning and experiences for 

members (Haas, 2014) and helped establish WGs as “‘underground’ support systems” (Brooks-

Gillies et al., 2020b, p. 4). Across the groups, commonality existed around these three elements. 

This is the key finding of the study, elaborating how the process unfolds and what skills are 

involved.  

5.1.1 Intersubjectivity in Facilitation  

In the words of Puntambekar and Hübscher (2005), intersubjectivity “is attained when the 

adult and child collaboratively redefine the task so that there is combined ownership of the task 

and the child shares an understanding of the goal that he or she needs to accomplish” (pp. 2-3). 

In communities big and small in which cultural assumptions, shared histories, and interactions 

may be organizing joint understanding, it may be fruitful to look for evidence of intersubjectivity 

not only in dialogue, but also in the blending of agendas between participants. Therefore, in this 

section, I examine how it might be the case that through shared routine, goals, and practices, 

intersubjectivity was established.  

Section 3.7 described one model of how facilitators might create conditions for 

maximizing learning. In all first meetings (subsections 3.7.1.2, 3.7.2.2 and 3.7.3.2), I shared the 

goals of the research project and reminded members about their voluntary participation. The 
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events of these meetings illuminate how a collaborative environment might be created and the 

role a facilitator might play in the creation of this environment. The events of the first meetings 

also convey how a feedback process could be planned, which is essential for effective peer 

review (Aitchison, 2014; Baker-Smemoe, 2018). By negotiating the group protocol and 

subscribing to set parameters for the group’s functioning, members can take ownership of the 

group and reach a mutual understanding of what to anticipate and what they may have to do in 

each meeting. The question of what will happen in each meeting is also important to discuss so 

that members know the level of commitment required (Eckstein et al., 2017). Therefore, through 

shared routine, goals, and practices, intersubjectivity appears to be established.  

In my analysis, the locus of the intersubjectivity also lay in the activity of deciding the 

feedback format. Through excerpts from the three groups around the interaction related to 

establishing the format (section 4.1.1), I reflect how this intersubjectivity might be reached. By 

explicitly stating the multimodal format and the tools to follow for it (leaving it open for 

negotiation, though no member suggested changing it), I attempted to build a shared 

understanding of the format to follow. In Groups 1 and 3, this negotiation was nonverbal, 

whereas in Group 2, it was verbal. The facial expressions and gestures were interpreted as of 

acquiescence in Group 1, whereas in Group 3 the nodding was interpreted as more 

straightforward agreement. Hence, while at times subtle and not always accomplished through 

dialogue, these examples of endorsing the format contain important markers of 

intersubjectivity. The change in the page limit set by Group 3 shows that facilitators need to 

allow for choice and flexibility in their approach.  

It is important to have this intersubjectivity in the feedback mechanism, because without 

it WGs are likely to suffer (Arslantas et al., 2022) as some members may not know what to say 
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(feedback content) or how to say it (feedback presentation). In Groups 1 and 2, members decided 

that only one member would get their writing reviewed in each meeting, whereas in Group 3 all 

members chose to receive feedback in each meeting. In other WG models, a few studies (e.g., 

Murphy et al., 2014; Wilder, 2021) followed the former model, i.e., only one member’s writing 

was reviewed in each meeting. In a few other studies (e.g., Aitchison, 2014; Maher et al., 2008), 

two members’, and in the most studies (e.g., Cui et al., 2022; Eckstein et al., 2017; Spies et al., 

2021) all members’ writing was reviewed. In Colombo and Rodas’s (2021) model, one or more 

(exact number not specified) members received feedback, and in Kozar and Lum’s (2015) study, 

it varied: in two groups all members received feedback in a meeting, but in the third group, a 

single member’s writing was reviewed in each meeting.  

The present study adds more information about these slightly different models by 

identifying the respective merits of each approach. When a single writer’s text is discussed in an 

hour-long meeting, the structure of the peer review may take the form of comment-by-comment 

since there is more time, whereas when multiple (or all) writers get personalized feedback in an 

hour-long meeting, the structure may be of an overall commentary on the text because of less 

time for each. In the former, members can bring longer texts, and each comment can be deeply 

analyzed and explored taking time to solve lexical-level problems (see excerpt in subsection 

4.1.3.1.1); in the latter, all members get feedback, though possibly on shorter texts, and a more 

global-level feedback may be conveyed (e.g., my self-level feedback to Nicholas in subsection 

4.1.3). Either approach can be adopted depending upon the desires of group members.  

The findings pinpoint one way the format of asynchronous written feedback followed by 

synchronous discussion can work effectively, which is when members come to the meeting 

having read the comments as explained in sections 4.1.3.3 and 4.2.2. I opted to take this 
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approach of preparing to give oral feedback having read the writing in advance, grounded in the 

literature (Wilder, 2021). McMurray (2017) goes as far as to describe the interactive feedback 

model where students give “feedback during the group’s meetings without having read anything 

ahead of time” as “rushed and superficial” (p. 45). I hoped to avoid this problem of on-the-spot 

feedback. Through administering feedback in a way that prepared students by combining prior 

reading of drafts followed by further discussion during the meeting, I streamlined the feedback 

process, setting the stage as to how the process would unfold. This format was also utilized by 

some members as allowing flexibility with some members choosing to do one and not the other. 

To summarize, intersubjectivity, one of the four key theoretical features of scaffolding, 

refers to developing a shared understanding of a task that is to be accomplished. With its 

inclusion, scaffolding may be present not only in facilitator-member interactions but also in the 

creation of the environment. This is why I considered scaffolding not only in the feedback 

discussions (i.e., my participation in peer review) but also in the format and instruction of the 

peer review. 

5.1.1.1 Mediational Tools and Artifacts  

The Google Drive and Google Docs worked as mediating tools for easy sharing of and 

commenting on the writers’ drafts. Sharing drafts over email may create the problem of multiple 

versions stored on different devices, making peer review out of sync (Jones & Hafner, 2021). In 

contrast, the Google Docs interface allows multiple users to collaborate on one file in real-time 

through editing and commenting (Li et al., 2017). The document’s revision history is 

automatically saved, which makes the entire composition process available for review (Li et al., 

2017). I did not offer any assistance in tool usage for either Google Docs or Zoom, besides 
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reminding the writers to share their screens when starting the peer review, primarily because the 

participants displayed high familiarity with these.  

Hampel (2013) points out that “it is crucial that activities that make use of digital 

environments take account of their functionalities and affordances” (p. 433). Following this 

recommendation, I endeavored to connect the goals of the group with the online environment 

component. Figures 5 and 6 demonstrate how Google Docs allow writers multiple ways of taking 

notes with slightly different benefits. The comments from the reviewers in the margin allow the 

reviewers to correspond with each other, creating another communication channel. Figures 5, 6, 

and 7 collectively illustrate how the Google Doc tool mediated collaboration, with the comments 

in the margin generating a rich environment for text-based feedback discussion (White, 2013). 

These findings illustrate the different affordances of the online modality that users can exploit at 

different levels and how the configuration of tools in these platforms provides users with a rich 

environment for collaboration as both writers and reviewers (White, 2013).  

Members of Groups 1 and 2 also had the option of watching the recording of the meeting 

interaction, but they did not seem to utilize this option. Therefore, the objective of injecting this 

tool as an affordance into the learning ecology failed from my perspective. Nonetheless, this 

finding does not contradict the effectiveness of such a tool. It merely shows that in this study 

these advanced writers demonstrated their agency in choosing the available resources that they 

perceived as relevant to their needs. This finding resonates with other studies showing that 

feedback “activities are effective when approached with a self-defined agenda” (Rabbi, 2021, p. 

163). Meanwhile facilitators need to be aware that some intended affordances of tools may not 

be picked up by members. Additionally, this finding (that members perhaps did not watch the 
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video recordings) to an extent underscores the importance of the synchronous discussion, which 

was deemed sufficient to negotiate feedback and take notes.  

The instruction on each feedback-related topic was mostly carried on through the screen 

sharing feature, which is embedded in the design of the mediating environment, assisting in 

explaining the topics and facilitating comprehension. I relied upon information from resources 

(e.g., UNC at Chapel Hill’s writing center resources and Stanford University’s handouts) as 

mediating artifacts to present the topics to the members. A Vygotskian perspective emphasizes 

that human experience in social worlds is mediated by material artifacts and symbolic tools 

(Thorne, 1999). Thus, using online handouts as mediating artifacts and the visual modality of 

screen sharing as a mediating resource, I drew participants’ attention to the form of feedback.  

The present study adds more information about how online and onsite WGs may be 

distinct (Ganobcsik-Williams et al., 2022). Both examples of my participation in peer review in 

the multidisciplinary groups (see subsection 4.1.3.1) illustrate how technology mediates peer 

review. The feature of screen sharing is unlikely to be imitated in face-to-face contexts. It allows 

writers to invite group members to inspect other linked content (namely anonymized data files, 

larger manuscripts, or other readings), enriching the oral feedback. It reflects what Hyland 

(2013) means when he writes that rapid advancement in communication technologies is 

impacting “the ways we engage with readers” (p. 58). The screen sharing feature of the Zoom 

interface structured how users—both writers and reviewers—thought about peer review, which is 

what Jones and Hafner (2021) noted about cultural tools that they “usually don’t just affect our 

ability to do a particular task. They also affect the way we relate to others, the way we 

communicate, and the way we think” (p. 3). The multiple channels of communication gave users 
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a wide range of choices to select from (Moorhouse et al., 2022), with me in the second example 

opting for the more immersive screen sharing choice to enrich the global-level feedback.  

ZhuZhu’s video example presented in Chapter Four’s section 4.1.3.1.1 underlines the 

exhibition feature of online peer review, which is the ability to display work in different formats. 

This exhibition feature, as an affordance of video conferencing, points to how the Zoom tool 

mediated a peer review choice made by the user. It follows that screen sharing and file sharing 

are mediating tools the user can select and bring into play in the peer review process as resources 

in an imaginative and interpretative process. The screen sharing feature serves to mediate a 

writer’s effort to highlight the complexity of choosing the right word that captures the nuances of 

the video and then resolving this problem. This adds to the repertoire of feedback-seekers that 

they can take feedback-givers directly to the data source.  

The present study extends Kozar and Lum’s (2015) findings into online groups by 

pinpointing how participants of synchronous online WGs participate in peer review. Analysis of 

feedback episodes in section 4.1.3 depicts participants’ high level of engagement and active 

participation, which is considered to play a critical role in their enjoyment of learning. 

Participants were talking, deliberating, and revising simultaneously, and none of these examples 

reflected any limitation in the interaction due to technology. Regardless of prior familiarity, they 

came together. Though for John and Maya this study could presumably be their first time 

experiencing a WG, all members in Group 1 developed close relationships with each other 

outside the group. For example, Maya met John in his lab to seek help with statistical analysis 

for an assignment. Previous research has also found collegiality between members to permeate 

into outside group activities (Wilmot, 2018). Moreover, I could not find any instances in my 
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reflections where, as the researcher-facilitator, I expressed my frustration or difficulty with 

hosting the groups online.  

Unlike Monteiro (2014), who noted challenges namely intermittent background or low 

audio quality affecting her collecting video-conferencing data over Skype, I experienced 

interruptions in Zoom recording only two out of 26 times (roughly 7%), and participants’ 

communication flow was rarely interrupted. Although I did not face any technological 

challenges, as the study was conducted in an urban institutional context and participants 

demonstrated high digital literacy and had stable and regular internet access, the digital divide 

must nonetheless be taken into consideration when using online modality. Ortega (2017) cautions 

that the digital divide, which pertains to both use (e.g., how technology is used) and access (e.g. 

broadband speed), is globally increasing. In this study’s context, minor internet connection issues 

did not seem to affect participants’ overall satisfaction with meetings or negate the groups’ 

effectiveness. This finding also contrasts with past studies which found peer review to be 

affected by digital or computer literacy (Chang, 2016). This difference in findings may be due to 

the backgrounds of the participants in this study, who all demonstrated high digital literacy. 

5.1.1.2 Scaffolding Strategies  

The Literature Review chapter emphasized that there is much to learn about the ways in 

which WG facilitators scaffold student encounters with multidisciplinary writing and broker 

disciplinary genres and writing practices. The findings imply that in peer-facilitated groups, the 

facilitator’s role might be to use scaffolding strategies to move members towards best practices 

(for instance, the practice of specifying the type of feedback being sought) in seeking feedback. 

In this way, the facilitator in the WG context can sometimes take on characteristics commonly 

associated with teachers monitoring feedback sessions in classrooms (Baker-Smemoe, 2018), 
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providing support where needed. Other researchers have drawn similar conclusions. McMurray 

(2017) pinpoints one of the functions of a facilitator to be interpreting feedback about members’ 

writing. Aitchison (2009) echoes these ideas and describes characteristics of effective facilitators 

as monitoring appropriate feedback practices. The scaffolding strategies identified in this study 

identify how this role is materialized.  

Another aspect of scaffolding strategies is worth mentioning. Previous research had 

highlighted various benefits of multidisciplinary WGs such as focusing on writing rather than 

subject matter (Colombo & Rodas, 2021) or increasing students’ rhetorical awareness 

(Mangelsdorf & Ruecker, 2018), but this study attempts to connect these benefits to the 

facilitator’s role. By highlighting the inventory of strategies I deployed in online settings in the 

unfolding discussions to increase intellectual push while providing necessary targeted support, 

the study suggests connections between potential benefits and the facilitator’s role. To 

summarize, the findings emphasize that the facilitator may play a key role in directing the 

planning and mediating aspects of the peer review process. 

In addition, the findings illustrate that my scaffolding strategies somewhat echoed the 

third strategy of motivational scaffolding identified by Mackiewicz and Thompson (2018) for 

tutoring. Their other two strategies of instruction and cognitive scaffolding were slightly 

different, which could be linked to the differences in the nature of the interaction patterns in peer 

facilitation and peer tutoring. WGs involve shared routines and repetitive gatherings, hence the 

instruction unfolded through topics, rather than conversational exchanges. These findings further 

clarify the similarities and differences between tutors and facilitators. An asymmetric distribution 

of power typically undergirds tutoring where the tutor who possesses more knowledge transmits 

that knowledge and demonstrates existing academic norms and practices, whereas the tutee 
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learns and internalizes them. As a result, in the context of the tutoring session, the tutor is 

granted more authority and status than the writer, making the relationship unequal or 

asymmetrical. In contrast, in this WG instance, peer facilitation involved more symmetrical 

relationship due to participants’ similar competencies. 

The findings suggested that the scaffolding strategies occurred in Groups 1 and 2, but not 

in Group 3. Consequently, the categorization of multidisciplinary and discipline-specific group 

composition is deemed important and does hold some merit because the groups were mediated, 

but in slightly different ways. One reason for an absence of scaffolding strategies in Group 3 may 

be the change in my role. Framing this study as a practitioner inquiry put more focus on my 

perspective. In the multidisciplinary groups, when I was rarely involved in the content of the 

discussions, it was easier to watch for the more constructive feedback issues. The facilitation 

experience in Groups 1 and 2 allowed me the opportunity to really focus on the group processes 

with less concern for the content of the discussion. I found myself not just listening to the 

conversation but assessing the dynamics of the group at the same time. This consciousness was 

perhaps less so in Group 3, where my own participation in feedback took the focus away from 

scaffolding the feedback discussion and paying attention to what the members were doing.  

5.1.2 Ongoing Diagnosis and Fading in Facilitation 

Describing the characteristics of an effective facilitator, Aitchison (2009) maintains that 

“the facilitator models and monitors appropriate feedback behaviours, and provides explicit 

instruction for the critique of member’s writing” (p. 913). This study manifests how this 

instruction unfolded with respect to doing peer review. Ongoing diagnosis (Dominguez & Svihla, 

2023; Puntambekar & Hübscher, 2005) was indicated in my deciding what topics to teach (or 

not) and when. For instance, the topic of How to respond to writing was introduced in all groups, 
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but the topic of What to give feedback on only in Group 1. There was also a change in the 

sequence of the topic How to respond to writing; in Group 3 it was in second meeting, whereas 

in Groups 1 and 2 it was in third meeting. These differences indicate that the mediation I offered 

was intentional and systematic. This instructional aspect hints at an interventionist approach to 

facilitation, reifying at times a more hierarchical relationship between the members and the 

facilitator, with the facilitator slipping into and out of instructional role. 

It must be noted that this instruction to raise participants’ feedback knowledge happened 

in the initial meetings (Table 10). Towards the end of the group schedule, I did not provide any 

explicit instruction on feedback, as group members started demonstrating some advancement in 

feedback literacy. This lack of instruction towards the end of the group may indicate fading 

(Puntambekar & Hübscher, 2005). I observed in the final few meetings of the multidisciplinary 

groups that participants had started demonstrating effective feedback strategies (e.g., explaining 

the context of the writing). This finding reflects how scaffolding is built in the preliminary stages 

but gradually withdrawn. Gonulal and Loewen (2018) point out that scaffolding “is not a rigid 

structure but a fluid support finely tuned to the [student’s] progress, with the purpose of helping 

the [student] become self-regulated” (p. 2). The participants’ display of this effective practice 

related to asking for feedback without my prompting may reflect the internalization of it. 

5.1.3 Facilitation as Dialogic and Interactive  

Ontologically, the study takes a phenomenological approach in that my lived experience 

was both the study’s source and the object. Many other past studies on WGs involve a similar 

approach where the researchers were the convenors of the groups (Aitchison, 2014; Arslantas et 

al., 2022; Beasy et al., 2020; Colombo & Rodas, 2021; Kumar & Aitchison, 2018; Lee & Boud, 

2003; Li, 2014; Maher et al., 2013; Spies et al., 2021; Vacek et al., 2021; Wegener et al., 2016; 
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Wilmot, 2018). However, the descriptions in these journal articles do not allow us to infer the 

structure of the relationship between the members and the facilitators or the norms guiding their 

interaction. Therefore, I discuss this aspect at length here. 

Participant-observation is neither pure observation nor pure participation (DeWalt & 

DeWalt, 2011). Citing Bernard (2006), DeWalt and DeWalt (2011) articulate the complexities 

inherent in this role in the following words: “Participant observation involves immersing 

yourself in a culture and learning to remove yourself every day from that immersion so you can 

intellectualize what you’ve seen and heard, put it into perspective, and write about it 

convincingly” (p. 29). In my study, these complexities became apparent at three different points 

in time in carrying out the research: (a) at the conceptual stage, before implementing the groups; 

(b) at data collection stage when implementing the groups; and (c) at data collection stage when 

conducting the retrospective interviews. At these points in my study implementation, my 

involvement lay on a continuum of pure observation and pure participation in complex ways. 

These forms of participation are characterized as peripheral, active, and full (De Walt & DeWalt, 

2011), where peripheral members as researchers are who  

become part of the scene, or of one group within it, but keep themselves from being 

drawn completely into it. They interact frequently and intensively enough to be 

recognized by members as insiders and to acquire first-hand information and insight. (p. 

24) 

This sort of membership is contrasted with active membership, where “the researcher takes on 

some or all of the roles of core members” (DeWalt & DeWalt, 2011, p. 25) Given these 

distinctions, I characterize my participation as peripheral, focusing on my role as a facilitator. 

Throughout the study, the focus of my inquiry remained on facilitation, a role different from 
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other members, deciding that subjecting my own writing to peer review would expand my study 

into areas other than intended.  

Therefore, at the conceptual planning stage of the research, I made the conscious choice 

of not sharing my writing with the group, nor giving feedback on drafts. At the onset of the 

study, I laid out two aspects of my role to the members: (a) creating new and finding already-

existing instructional materials, and (b) organizing and managing the WG space. These two 

activities are often associated with a facilitator’s role as established in the literature. I had 

decided to refrain from engaging directly in the peer review.  

I took the stance of not giving feedback on members’ writing in hopes of effectively 

navigating my dual roles as researcher and facilitator. I understood my role as functionally and 

objectively distinct from the group members and characterized myself as an outsider specialist, 

bringing my theoretical knowledge of WGs and pedagogical knowledge of academic writing, but 

not an equal member of the group. Saldaña (2011) describes this sort of participation as “a 

midrange position in which participation in the culture’s activities is active but selective, and not 

as immersed as someone totally embedded in the social group” (p. 48, emphasis in original). I 

also took that stance to resist being characterized by members as the one in-charge and to give 

them control. I felt that if I involved myself in the content of the peer review, I might be 

perceived as controlling the feedback discussion and thus, influencing the kind and content of the 

revisions made. I believed that it would be more effective to have members doing a substantial 

amount of communicating, functioning as speakers and listeners, writers and audience. I 

maintain that would have left me unable to focus on facilitation as well as made it challenging to 

maintain perspective and stay aware of my stance. DeWalt and DeWalt (2011) aptly note:  
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Some researchers begin to limit their participation when they feel that they are losing 

objectivity. A researcher might choose a more peripheral role for several reasons. S/he 

might be concerned that more involvement would result in difficulty in adopting an 

analytical stance during analysis and interpretation. (p. 32) 

Moreover, this sort of conceptualization of facilitation, where the researcher-facilitator does not 

participate as a writer, was often the case in past studies (Aitchison, 2014; Colombo & Rodas, 

2021; Li, 2014; Wilmot, 2018). Therefore, it was in exercising caution that I opted to not 

completely draw into the group activities and decided to not share my own writing and become a 

full member.  

However, although I continued to not share my writing across groups, I could not stick to 

my decision of not giving feedback on drafts. I was drawn to perform this role on the fly in 

Groups 1 and 2. My involvement in peer review was in the spur of the moment, and in response 

to members’ emergent needs during the course of the meetings.  

Returning to the point made in subsection 3.3 about participant-observer role being 

influenced by community expectations, while collecting data I realized that I could not be the 

sole determiner of this degree of participation and level of membership—the participants too had 

a say in it. Due to this, I became involved in participating in peer review, unconsciously in 

Groups 1 and 2, and then consciously in Group 3. My participation in peer review in Groups 1 

and 2 happened organically, against my initial decision. Therefore, my membership level in the 

groups evolved in part because of community expectations. This sort of change in my role 

reinforces DeWalt and DeWalt’s (2011) view that the participant-observer role is shaped by 

community expectations. This change emphasizes facilitation as discursively conceived in which 

the facilitator’s role is negotiated in the facilitator-member dialogue.  
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In this way, across groups, my role shifted its focus from less intentional to a more 

engaged approach in peer review. The fluidity of my role (from more to less peripheral member) 

is evident in this change probably because the role I had decided to take up initially evolved 

naturally in interactions. Such a characterization also emerged due to the sociocultural theoretical 

conceptualization of facilitation as discursively constructed (section 1.3.1.1). Facilitation in a 

WG is dynamic and unlikely to be controlled, and by approaching its design and implementation 

from a sociocultural approach, I embarked on a journey of exploration, collaboration, and 

learning. 

The dialogic and interactive aspects of facilitation emerged through analysis of the 

feedback episodes. Analysis of the facilitator’s feedback provided more information about the 

kind of feedback peer facilitators can provide, which may be slightly different in case of faculty 

or staff facilitator. Aitchison (2014) found that some members valued feedback from facilitators 

even above supervisors since they were viewed as “language experts” (p. 59). While the 

facilitator in Aitchison’s (2014) study was an established academic, in the present study, this was 

not the case. The feedback analysis implemented in this study revealed what peer facilitators may 

add to the feedback process. Although more feedback functioned at the task level, there were 

nonetheless some instances of process level feedback as well, even in the discipline-specific 

group (see the example in section 4.1.3.2). This finding reflects that facilitators from a slightly 

different discipline can provide useful feedback even in a discipline-specific space. While task, 

process, and self level feedback could be interpreted from the various feedback exchanges across 

data sets, self-regulation was absent. A possible explanation for this absence could be linked to 

the student-led nature of the group. Feedback at self-regulation level pertains to monitoring 

strategies being used in the learning process (Hattie & Timperley, 2007). Such kind of feedback 
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was not offered, perhaps due to more symmetrical relationships between members and me as this 

was a lateral network, which makes it challenging to offer such feedback.  

Past research (e.g., Arslantas et al., 2022) has rarely explored the feedback provided by 

the facilitator. The present study provides some insight into it. My participation in peer review 

entailed my bringing points to the conversation that the other reviewers may have overlooked or 

asking specific questions to clarify and encourage the writer to extend their ideas. This sort of 

scaffolding is especially important in a peer review-based WG. These episodes follow a dialogic 

model of collaboration, challenging the dominant view of the writer as solitary, and of feedback 

structures as rigid and hierarchical. 

Through this feedback provision, I adopted a teacherly identity, making use of my writing 

expertise. Eckstein et al. (2017) caution “that having a writing expert might disrupt the horizontal 

organization of the group” (p. 9). The findings indicate that this disruption may rarely happen in 

case of a peer facilitator, as participants were also appreciative of this role.  

The difference in my involvement in peer review in the multidisciplinary groups and 

Group 3 may explain some of the qualitative differences in the respective salience of my 

feedback during the meeting. The contrastive analysis presented in section 4.1.3.3 signifies how 

my disciplinary knowledge (or lack of) affected the symmetrical or asymmetrical dynamics of 

the facilitator-member relationship. The examples from Groups 1 and 2 both show how I helped 

members broker disciplinary differences in peer review. In Group 3, in contrast, to a degree, I 

experienced a developmental trajectory, and I found myself learning alongside them. In this way, 

while the feedback analysis indicated that the overall trends were similar across groups, a closer 

analysis in each group shed light on how my participation unfolded slightly differently in these 

groups. 
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The example of “collective scaffolding” (Donato, 1994, as cited in Gonulal & Loewen, 

2018, p. 2) reveals that not only I provided scaffolding, but it can also be co-constructed by all 

group members. I unobtrusively blended with the other members. We all collaborated, building 

upon each other’s contributions and co-constructing a text together, forming a pattern that 

demonstrates high mutuality, a principle identified by Lee and Boud (2003) as key to successful 

WGs. In a group interaction, the facilitator need not always take the lead in feedback discussions 

as the main information and explanation provider but may instead invite and engage in the 

contributions of the other members.  

This is another way how tutoring differs from facilitation, because in the latter other 

members can also contribute. Especially in Group 3 (see the last excerpt in section 4.1.3.3), my 

positioning as a facilitator was in stark contrast to traditional notions of tutoring in which the sole 

provision of expertise stems from an asymmetrical knowledge base. Through the process of 

collaboration, the (disciplinary) knowledge capital is redistributed so that members can 

agentively participate in the academic community and claim their right to speak. Here the 

binaries of member/facilitator collapsed with collaboration temporarily suspending the 

asymmetrical relations of power that typically govern academic spaces, enabling the roles in the 

WG space to be reimagined. These characterizations of facilitation emerged temporally in a 

relational process. Overall, my participation in peer review reflects how all reviewers collaborate 

with writers in text construction and reconstruction. 

To synthesize this section, this study presents more information about a researcher 

adopting the participant-observation role as a facilitator, where it emerged that in the course of 

the group meetings my participation shifted from being more to less peripheral. This change in 

facilitation approach emerged in response to members’ needs, which emphasizes how facilitation 
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is dialogic and interactive. Analysis of feedback episodes shed further light on the feedback peer 

facilitators may provide, which has rarely been explored in past studies. Although more feedback 

functioned at the task level, there were nonetheless some instances of process level feedback as 

well. While task, process, and self level feedback could be interpreted from the various feedback 

exchanges across data sets, self-regulation was absent. A possible explanation for this absence 

could be linked to the student-led nature of the group. 

5.2 Feedback Literacy as a Moderating Factor 

As mentioned in the beginning of this dissertation, more research was needed to 

understand what capacity facilitated WGs have to foster peer review skills. The present study 

explored one way graduate students’ feedback literacy can be increased outside their 

departments. As indicated in their expectations (Tables 3 and 5), participants came to the groups 

seeking feedback. I led them through a sequence of activities (Table 10) designed to mediate 

their understanding of the feedback concept so that they could apply it when seeking, generating, 

processing, and using feedback. As a result, in their post-group survey, all the members of 

Groups 1 and 2 acknowledged that the groups met their expectations. Hence, the feedback 

literacy construct broadens the role of the facilitator to not just providing feedback, but also 

making writers themselves more aware of how they ask for, provide, or use feedback.  

The comparative thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006) in section 4.2 illuminated that 

some trends of facilitation diverged in the multidisciplinary groups and the Creative Fiction and 

Literary Studies group, hinting that there may be a relationship between facilitation and the 

disciplinary composition of the group. These differences lend some validation to the 

multidisciplinary and discipline-specific bifurcation of WGs, indicating that facilitation may 

function slightly differently in the two contexts.   
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Although there can be a host of reasons for this difference in facilitation, one reason that 

emerges prominently is members’ prior feedback literacy. Collectively, members in the Creative 

Fiction and Literary Studies group (Group 3) came in with extensive knowledge of and 

experience in giving and receiving feedback compared to members in the multidisciplinary 

groups. One reason for this knowledge and experience is that all three members were writing 

teachers; Nicholas had also worked as a writing center tutor, whereas Michelle had authored a 

book. Two, giving and receiving feedback was part and parcel of these students’ studies. A good 

number of Creative Fiction and Literary Studies courses are in a workshop format, so giving and 

getting feedback is built into their studies. The group members were well-schooled in feedback, 

and they had a particular set of expertise unlikely to be seen in other discipline-specific groups. 

They were trained to give and receive feedback on writing in ways that other disciplines rarely 

do.  

For this reason, as facilitator, I held a slightly different developmental value in this group. 

On one hand, the multidisciplinary groups saw me as a quasi-expert. On the other hand, the 

discipline-specific group already had high feedback literacy, which made my position slightly 

different with that group. As a result, this group appeared to require less explicit mediation. WGs 

commonly have agentic participation “in that scholars set their own deadlines for submitting 

their work for review and they direct review by indicating what kind of feedback they are 

looking for” (Aitchison, 2014, p. 61). The difference in feedback seeking behavior in the 

multidisciplinary and discipline-specific groups adds nuance to Aitchison’s point by revealing 

that disciplinarity, coupled with prior feedback literacy may have a role to play in this agentic 

participation. In short, feedback literacy emerged as an important construct.  
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In section 2.4, I introduced this concept and pointed out its lack of use in conjunction 

with prior WG research. This study pinpoints that facilitation needs to be sensitive to members’ 

backgrounds, which includes their prior feedback literacy. Mao and Lee (2022) point out that 

socioculturally-oriented studies have the potential to explore “student engagement with multiple 

instances of written feedback across extensive time periods, offering insightful findings 

concerning the individual and contextual factors that influence engagement levels and profiles” 

(p. 795). In this study using the sociocultural theory, the nature and influence of this feedback 

literacy were captured by examining the interplay of members’ individual factors influencing 

facilitation. Hence, feedback literacy emerged as an important construct, which should be 

considered in future WG scholarship.  

What is the role of the facilitator in developing or interacting with participants’ feedback 

literacy? The findings seem to provide some answers to this question. The participants realized 

that a facilitator was a mentor who offered negotiated and dynamic mediation and performed the 

delicate and significant function of helping a group attend to its processes, thereby contributing 

to the individuals’ learning. These perceptions support past studies. They aligned with what 

McMurray (2017) identified as “keep[ing] an eye on the clock” (p. 46). Participant perceptions 

were also similar to the model presented by Wilmot (2018), where the facilitator was also 

responsible for “logistical running” of the group (p. 263). Participants’ opinions reinforce what 

past literature has underlined as the key aspects of facilitation, such as organizing and managing 

(Haas, 2014), and also emphasize the salience of this role. Moreover, participants’ appreciation 

of facilitator’s instruction was documented by past studies (Wilmot, 2018). This appreciation 

also constitutes as some evidence of the utility of instruction on feedback literacy. Facilitation 

had not previously been explored from the facilitator’s vantage point, but it was interesting to see 
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how there was some alignment between how I conceived this role versus how members 

perceived it. 

5.3 Supportive, Conscientious, Responsible and Socially Just Ways to Engage in WGs 

Groups that make room for social and emotional support contribute to the personal well-

being of their members (Murphy et al., 2014), and facilitators can play a role in this regard. In 

section 4.3.1, I outlined how members shared their feelings in chitchat. This phase usually lasted 

from 10 to 15 minutes (One exception: In the third meeting of Group 3, Georgia, Nicholas, and I 

spent nearly 20 minutes sharing our experiences as teachers, with Georgia and Nicholas narrating 

stories of egregious student behavior). Then, I would call the meetings to order informally with 

words like, “Alright. Floor is Yiwen’s,” when the group was discussing only one writer’s work, 

or “So okay, so let’s begin. So who would like to go first?” when multiple writers had brought 

their texts. These exchanges build rapport and group ties, which has been found to be a 

noteworthy factor (Arslantas et al., 2022; McMurray, 2017). McMurray (2017) pinpoints 

“tak[ing] the emotional “pulse” of the group” as one of the essential functions of a facilitator (p. 

46). 

In section 3.7.3.3, I mentioned that members agreed to meet even on a Sunday. It has 

been documented in other studies that doctoral students are willing to seek writing support even 

on weekends, 

which suggests that at least for some candidates, candidature is not separated from 

everyday lives (ie. something that can be ‘clocked off’ from at 5pm), but rather, 

interwoven through everyday life, due to the scope of the undertaking that is the PhD in 

contemporary neoliberal conditions. (Beasy et al., 2020, p. 22) 
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Doctoral students agreeing to group meetings outside the confines of the usual work-week could 

be for several reasons. They were busy working on their GAships all week and may not have had 

time for their graduate studies—perhaps a sign of neoliberal conditions that expect extreme work 

for very low pay. It could also be that they were making writing a priority on their own terms. It 

could also be that for Michelle, who proposed this idea, needed to watch her children while her 

partner was working a 9-5 job, so weekends were the time she could get away from her home 

responsibilities. Irrespective of their reasons, their agreement to meet on Sundays signifies their 

level of commitment to the group, and by extension, their regard for seeking outside writing 

support structures. Lee and Boud (2003) refer to this occurrence as the principle of “normal 

business” (p. 195), which positions research writing as integral to the regular role and identity of 

an academic.  

The emotional wellbeing of graduate students is extremely important, and Arslantas et al. 

(2022) found it to be a significant factor that affected their group’s functioning. Martin and Ko 

(2011) emphasized offering emotional support as a key principle of effective groups. I believe 

that the problem of students dealing with high levels of academic stress and pressure is fairly 

well-known (Beasy et al., 2020) and is not a constraint unique to the WG. We are busy humans 

in an unpredictable world. Despite these pressures, the group members made sure to keep 

participating. Their engagement level, as indicated through their participation in feedback and 

attendance in meetings, did not seem lacking, which makes me conclude that they were 

exhausted but engaged. This finding echoes what Klinkenberg et al. (2024) reported in their 

mixed-methods study with Dutch higher education students. Nevertheless, continued stress may 

hinder members’ participation. 



 
 

 
 
 

195 

The dynamics of power and privilege are implicit in any linguistically diverse writing 

instruction space. For instance, Tang (2022), an Asian-American woman consultant at a writing 

center, writes about an “icky” encounter with a white male tutee “that happened to me as a 

woman, and its ickiness was deepened and informed by racial identity (mine as Asian and the 

writer’s as white)” (“So, what do you think? Do you want to work with me?” section, emphasis 

in original). The present study adds to such examples by highlighting a monolingual white 

student’s perspective. Therefore, one can observe both the consultant and the student writer’s 

perspectives on microaggressions with the former providing example of a problematic behavior 

and the latter of problematic perception.  

What steps can a facilitator take to deal with such harmful language perceptions? 

Typically, there is a strong temptation to not engage. Explaining why teachers in the classrooms 

may not engage, Kang and O’Neill (2018) state:  

One reason for this phenomenon is that addressing such issues directly in a discussion 

often creates tension, and at times division, in the classroom (Daniel, 2011; Mishna & 

Bogo, 2007). These deeply felt issues have a personal impact on students and on the 

dynamics of the classroom. However, when addressed poorly or not addressed at all, 

issues of power and privilege can derail learning in a classroom. Moreover, if such 

dynamics are not addressed, critical issues at hand become silenced, which replicates the 

mechanisms of marginalization and sends mixed messages to students about the 

profession’s commitment to social justice. It has been noted that although the 

effectiveness of the instructor’s facilitation of a difficult conversation has the most 

pertinent impact on the student learning experience (Sue et al., 2009), instructors do not 
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always feel prepared to lead conversations on power and privilege (Garcia &Van Soest, 

2000, 2006; Sue et al., 2009; VanSoest, Garcia, & Graff, 2001). (p. 187) 

Similarly, Tang (2022), a writing center tutor, chose not to engage. I, too, as a WG facilitator, did 

not engage in that moment. In order to explain why, I will return to my participant-observer role. 

In that moment I took the stance of a detached observer, conducting a typical qualitative 

interview, one where on “the side of the interviewer, we see that no attempts are made to 

contradict or question the interviewee’s account…. The interviewer listens a lot and does not talk 

much, he does not argue or give advice” (Svend, 2013, p. 17). My conversation with Chris 

centered almost exclusively on my prepared questions with very minimal dialogue about other 

matters. At the time I operated from the position that I should not take sides, make value 

judgments, or direct participants’ behavior. I attempted to play the role of objective observer and 

avoided intervention. My disposition at the time of conducting this interview was listening to 

understand others’ perceptions while suspending judgement. At the time I was concerned that by 

engaging I might somehow taint the data. In that moment I treated participants as merely a 

means to an end, as interviewees contributing to my study.  

But in hindsight, I do see the importance of engaging. I realize that I have some 

obligation to give as well as take in the research setting. It is increasingly difficult to justify my 

not intervening in the moment when Chris made these remarks. The world should not be seen as 

simply a laboratory in which researchers carry out their observations, but rather a community in 

which we are co-participants with our participants. Put another way, Chris’s words reflect a 

critical incident for me as a facilitator, sparking a realization in me to take some action. Issues of 

members’ attitudes towards L2 speakers were not in my consciousness or facilitator toolkit then, 

but I now believe that I should engage in critical dialogues, defined as “identifying, challenging, 



 
 

 
 
 

197 

and reframing status quo discourses that can then be acted upon in new ways that challenge 

oppression and open opportunities for transformation” (Laman et al., 2012, p. 197), to create 

common ground for fostering mutual understanding and enhancing justice, equity, diversity, and 

inclusion further.  

The contemporary challenge for academic leaders is increasingly to bring academics into 

productive relationships with each other, to identify and support fundamental values and 

activities, including research. Chris’s opinion of less utility of L2 English reviewer feedback 

highlights an additional role for facilitators to deal with such attitudes. While this finding is not 

to be treated as novel, past studies have rarely highlighted this challenge to facilitation in WG 

context. Wilmot (2018) did warn against a deficit approach, but he did not then advocate for any 

need for critical dialogue. Li (2014) identified challenges of facilitating L2-only WGs and 

advocated for a culturally-sensitive approach. Tang’s (2022) main aim was not to propose any 

solid action, but to raise awareness of “the epistemic erasure of Asians and Asian Americans at 

the U.S. writing center” (Abstract section). Chris’s opinion in this study conveys how important 

it is for facilitators to work with member attitudes in this disciplinary composition and linguistic 

diversity environment. 

5.4 Chapter Summary 

In this chapter, I have discussed the main findings of the study and made three main 

arguments. One, facilitation can fruitfully be conceived through sociocultural theory, taking into 

consideration the disciplinary composition of the groups, their linguistic diversity, the online 

environment, and peer review. Past research (Kumar & Aitchison, 2018) used the concept of 

zone of proximal development to conceptualize a mentor training program of doctoral students 

as facilitators. The present study argues that facilitation itself could be examined through the 
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sociocultural theory’s concept of mediation, leading to complementary results. Looking at 

facilitation through sociocultural theory, it appears that my scaffolding of peer review was 

characterized by intersubjectivity, ongoing diagnosis, fading, and dialogic and interactive 

principles (Puntambekar & Hübscher, 2005). Setting the multimodal feedback format, imparting 

direct instruction on peer review, and participating in peer review were some of the ways that I 

coordinated learning and experiences for members (Haas, 2014) and helped establish WGs as 

“‘underground’ support systems” (Brooks-Gillies et al., 2020b, p. 4). This is the key finding of 

the study, elaborating how the process unfolds and what skills are involved. Across the groups, 

commonality existed around these three elements. 

Through shared routine, goals, and practices, intersubjectivity appears to have been 

established. In my analysis, the locus of the intersubjectivity also lay in the activity of deciding 

the multimodal feedback format, which was realized through asynchronous written feedback 

followed by synchronous discussion. It is important to have this intersubjectivity in the feedback 

mechanism, because without it WGs are likely to suffer (Arslantas et al., 2022) as some members 

may not know what to say or how to say it. The findings pinpoint one way the feedback format 

can work effectively, when members come to the meeting having read the comments. This 

format was also utilized by some members as allowing flexibility. 

The Google Drive and Google Docs worked as mediating tools in easy sharing of and 

commenting on the drafts. Google Docs allowed multiple ways of taking notes for the writers 

with slightly different benefits. The instruction on each feedback-related topic was mostly carried 

on through the screen sharing feature, which was embedded in the design of the mediating 

environment, assisting in explaining feedback-related topics and facilitating comprehension. I 

relied upon information from online handouts as mediating artifacts to present the topics to the 
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members. The present study adds more information about how online and onsite WGs may be 

distinct (Ganobcsik-Williams et al., 2022). The screen sharing feature of the Zoom interface 

structured how users—both writers and reviewers—thought about peer review, echoing what 

Jones and Hafner (2021) also claimed. The multiple channels of communication gave users 

different choices to select from (Moorhouse et al., 2022): screen sharing, chat, or audio. The 

present study extends Kozar and Lum’s (2015) findings into online groups by pinpointing how 

participants of synchronous online WGs participate in peer review. The findings also suggest that 

minor internet connection issues did not seem to impact on participants’ overall satisfaction with 

meetings or negate the groups’ effectiveness. This finding contrasts with past studies which 

found peer review to be affected by digital or computer literacy (Chang, 2016). 

The findings imply that in peer-facilitated groups, the facilitator’s role in the WG context 

might be to use scaffolding strategies to move members towards best practices in seeking 

feedback. In this way, the facilitator can sometimes take on characteristics often associated with 

teachers monitoring feedback sessions in classrooms (Baker-Smemoe, 2018), providing support 

where needed. Other researchers (Aitchison, 2009; McMurray, 2017) have drawn similar 

conclusions. By highlighting the inventory of strategies I deployed in the unfolding discussions, 

the study endeavors to connect potential benefits of groups to facilitator’s role. In addition, the 

findings illustrate that my scaffolding strategies somewhat echoed the third strategy of 

motivational scaffolding identified by Mackiewicz and Thompson (2018) for tutoring. These 

findings further clarify the similarities and differences between tutors and facilitators. The 

findings suggested that the scaffolding strategies occurred in Groups 1 and 2, but not in Group 3. 

Consequently, the categorization of multidisciplinary and discipline-specific group composition 

is important and does hold some merit because the groups were mediated, but in slightly 
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different ways. One reason for absence of scaffolding strategies in Group 3 can be the change in 

my role. Framing this study as a practitioner inquiry put more focus on my perspective. 

Describing the characteristics of an effective facilitator, Aitchison (2009) states that “the 

facilitator models and monitors appropriate feedback behaviours, and provides explicit 

instruction for the critique of member’s writing” (p. 913). This study manifests how this 

instruction unfolded with respect to doing peer review. Ongoing diagnosis (Dominguez & Svihla, 

2023; Puntambekar & Hübscher, 2005) was indicated in my deciding what topics to teach (or 

not) and when. There was also lack of instruction towards the end of the group, which may 

indicate fading (Puntambekar & Hübscher, 2005). 

The complexities inherent in my participant-observer role became apparent at three 

different points in time in carrying out the research: (a) at the conceptual stage, before 

implementing the groups; (b) at data collection stage when implementing the groups; and (c) at 

data collection stage when conducting the retrospective interviews. At these points in my 

research implementation, my involvement lay on a continuum of pure observation to pure 

participation in complex ways. Across groups, my role shifted its focus from less intentional to a 

more engaged approach in peer review. The dialogic and interactive aspects of facilitation 

emerged through analysis of the feedback episodes. These episodes followed a dialogic model of 

collaboration, challenging the dominant view of the writer as solitary, and of feedback structures 

as rigid and hierarchical. Through this feedback provision, I sometimes adopted a teacherly 

identity, making use of my writing expertise. The feedback analysis indicated that the overall 

patterns were similar across groups, but a closer analysis in each group shed light on how my 

participation unfolded slightly differently in these spaces. In Group 3 my positioning as a 
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facilitator was in stark contrast to traditional notions of tutoring in which the sole provision of 

expertise stemmed from an asymmetrical knowledge base. 

The second argument I make is that members’ feedback literacy emerged as an important 

construct that mediated facilitation. The comparative thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006) 

illuminated that some patterns of facilitation diverged in the multidisciplinary and the Creative 

Fiction and Literary Studies groups, hinting that there may be a relationship between facilitation 

and the disciplinary composition of the group. While there can be a host of reasons for this 

difference in facilitation, one reason that emerges relatively prominently is members’ prior 

feedback literacy. Collectively, members in the Creative Fiction and Literary Studies group 

already came in with extensive knowledge of and experience in giving and receiving feedback 

compared to members in the multidisciplinary groups. 

The last argument I make is that more supportive, conscientious, responsible, and socially 

just ways to engage in WGs are needed. The emotional wellbeing of graduate students is 

extremely important. Past research (Arslantas et al., 2022) has found it to be a significant factor 

that affected their group’s functioning. Chris’s opinion of less utility of L2 English reviewer 

feedback highlights an additional role for facilitators to deal with harmful language attitudes. 
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Chapter 6  

Conclusions and Implications 

This chapter brings this study to a close by, firstly, considering the contribution made to 

knowledge in the field of facilitated WGs before offering my concluding remarks. I then turn to 

offering theoretical, methodological, and pedagogical implications of the findings and propose a 

template for training peer reviewers. Finally, I reveal limitations to the study and identify some 

potential areas for further research. 

6.1 Conclusion of the Study 

WGs have been in higher education long enough to demonstrate their potential to 

improve graduate student writing (Allen, 2019; Brooks-Gillies et al., 2020a; Eckstein et al., 

2017; Lassig et al., 2013; Maher et al., 2013; Spies et al., 2021; Wegener et al., 2016; Wilmot, 

2018). Facilitation, as it affects WGs, has made its appearance in several studies (e.g., Aitchison, 

2014; Allen, 2019; Colombo & Rodas, 2021; Cui et al., 2022; Kozar & Lum, 2015; Kumar & 

Aitchison, 2018; Wilmot, 2018) with varying degrees of emphasis, but it takes center stage in 

this study. This dissertation project intended to explore and report on some of the ways that 

facilitation can scaffold members’ peer review skills, one of the potential goals of WGs. I 

described how I adopted a theoretically-grounded and construct-oriented approach to 

understanding facilitation in WGs. Taking sociocultural theory as its framing, this practitioner 

inquiry explored how facilitation scaffolded the peer review in three graduate student online 

WGs, with foci on meeting interactions, and revealed the fundamental interconnections between 

facilitation, groups’ disciplinary composition, members’ linguistic backgrounds, online 

environment, and the process of peer review. To the best of my knowledge, what kinds of 

relationships and responsibilities are involved is little investigated in the literature on peer 
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facilitated groups given that facilitation is only developing as a phenomenon to be studied. My 

research helped me reach a better understanding of this type of educational effort, and I hope my 

insights from this experience will inform others’ peer review projects and experiences.  

By making explicit how different components of groups’ disciplinary composition, 

members’ linguistic backgrounds, the online environment, and the process of peer review 

intertwine with facilitation, the study furthers our understanding of how peer-facilitated online 

WGs have the capacity of foster peer review skills and explains the potentials and pitfalls of this 

space. Instead of attending to isolated factors (e.g., degree of facilitation or delivery mode), this 

study took account of combination of variables in use and factored them into a set of principles 

for facilitation. This formulation of facilitation extended its orientation from exclusively 

practice-focused approaches identified by previous literature (Allen, 2019; Cui et al., 2022), to a 

more holistic, theoretically grounded approach. By describing my activities, the study helps the 

field move away from a piecemeal understanding of facilitation toward a more profound 

understanding based on how it discursively unfolds.  

6.2 Implications and Contributions 

Overall, my study provides one theoretical model of creating online communities for 

graduate student writers, and my main contribution to scholarship on WGs is interaction-based 

evidence of how these groups yield benefits to members. The study has pedagogical implications 

for students and writing program administrators interested in organizing similar groups to 

enhance writing support for themselves or other graduate students. Starting a student-only group 

is a useful way for students to stay focused on their long-range projects and lend each other 

support. I have created a handout outlining steps others can take to set up online groups, as well 

as activities and principles for effective functioning. I put forward practical strategies facilitators 
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(or even classroom instructors) can incorporate to improve members’ peer review competency. 

More broadly, my study advances scholarship on feedback by demonstrating how feedback 

models that combine synchronous and asynchronous aspects can be effectively designed. It also 

emphasizes how those designing mixed L1 and L2 English feedback spaces need to explicitly 

work on students’ attitudes towards each other’s linguistic backgrounds.  

Besides theoretical, methodological and pedagogical contributions, the study makes a 

social contribution by bringing advanced writers from different and same departments together. 

Such inter-and intra-departmental contributions are important for raising awareness of graduate 

students to different approaches (Arslantas et al., 2022). As ZhuZhu mentioned in her interview: 

“And actually seeing other people’s working style was really, really helpful. Cuz you see, like, 

it’s not like necessarily, oh, this is good, or this is bad. They’re all approaches for people to try 

out.”  

6.2.1 Theoretical Implications  

By adding the online aspect (section 2.3), the present study pushes to change the way the 

fundamental concept of peer review in WGs is understood and researched. The study also 

reinforces our understanding of online WGs generally. The quality of these virtual interactions 

did not seem lacking in an identifiable way. Nowhere does the feedback appear threatening or 

judgmental. 

An important finding of the study is to identify the extent to which Google Docs and 

Zoom tools influence how members provide written and oral feedback. Both Zoom and Google 

Docs offer a high degree of interactivity that online WGs can meaningfully take advantage of. 

These two platforms encourage participants to interact in ways that promote peer review process, 

thereby fostering quality peer interaction to make technology-mediated feedback activities 
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optimal sites for peer review learning and writing development. The excerpts in subsections 

4.1.3.1.1 and 4.1.3.1.2 demonstrate how technology mediates peer review. Given my relatively 

small data set, these findings offer some empirical evidence about how multimodal (written and 

video) peer review is actually carried out. Most of the feedback functioned at task level, which 

tells us what feedback members receive in this space. In short, the study advances our knowledge 

of how Google Doc and Zoom tools mediate how users think about peer review. 

6.2.2 Methodological Contributions  

As mentioned in section 1.2, video recordings of meetings were not included as data 

source in most past WG studies (e.g., Allen, 2019; Kozar & Lum, 2015). One advantage of the 

present study’s data source of video recordings is that students’ in-the-moment revision processes 

can be observed. It offers a window into how the feedback discussion leads to changes in the 

draft. 

More importantly, the study’s adoption of video recordings as data source brought a focus 

on the group processes rather than the group outcomes. By more accurately reflecting the micro-

processes of my actions, the present study builds grounds for a methodological shift in how 

writing initiatives are researched, drawing a distinction between my practitioner inquiry into 

WGs and other approaches that focused either on retrospective accounts of members or 

analyzing correlations between WGs and their outcomes. As asserted in subsection 3.9.3, my 

overarching concern in this study was writing processes and practices rather than writing 

products. Saunders (2024) points out that many WG studies “focus largely on the impact of 

writing interventions on academics’ productivity and publication rates rather than the processes 

through which these are generated” (p. 1195). While such a focus is understandable, given the 

fact that groups are formed to increase members’ writing output, I contend it is equally important 
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to investigate the processes through which these outcomes are achieved. While other studies may 

document what the benefits were, the present study says more about how the benefits occurred. I 

do not mean to imply that facilitation should be studied in isolation of the group outcomes, but 

when the principles and procedures underlying facilitation are not readily apparent, the basis for 

group outcome is even muddier. Therefore, the inherent tensions remain unexamined. In short, 

the study contributes to WG scholarship by focusing on group processes. 

Besides, the study also contributes to research on technology-mediated peer review. Few 

studies to date deal with feedback where both asynchronous and synchronous elements interact. 

The study provides one approach to analyzing such multimodal feedback episodes. One aspect of 

this analysis that will be particularly promising for future studies would be the description of the 

multiple levels of integration of understanding in multimodal transcripts. My analytical approach 

was similar to Wilder’s (2021) data-driven approach, though working with multimodal 

transcripts unlike Wilder’s audio transcripts, and Moorhouse et al.’s (2022) approach of 

qualitative coding, though working individually unlike with collaborators. Through examining 

three cases, I have sought to provide evidence for embodied engagement in group peer review.  

6.2.3 Pedagogical Implications for WGs 

Graduate students generally get few avenues to learn how to do peer review effectively. 

The study highlights the potential of online WGs in this regard. Analysis of excerpt in subsection 

4.1.3.1.1 showcased how WGs can provide opportunities for students to talk through complex 

ideas and get immediate, tailored feedback. Such avenues are much needed (Spies et al., 2021). 

An obvious direction for exploring the implications of this study is in terms of organizing WGs. I 

present a non-exhaustive and modest handout that can be used by other facilitators for 

configuring WGs (Appendix H).  
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The finding of differences in facilitation between the multidisciplinary groups and the 

Creative Fiction and Literary Studies group has implications for how WGs are implemented at 

the programmatic and departmental level, as contextual elements in the disciplinary composition 

of the group may play a more important role than currently ascribed. The greater coherence of 

the facilitation model offered here (Figure 15) creates a practical advantage, as it offers 

facilitators not simply a range of strategies, but an understanding of how these techniques work 

together with other personal, contextual, and structural elements of the WGs and might be 

harnessed effectively. Consequently, writing program administrators can grasp the difficulties 

faced by graduate writers and, in turn, use this information to design instruction.  

Many writing centers operate fully online (Déri et al., 2022; Prince et al., 2018) for which 

these findings may be useful. The development and use of different ice-breaking strategies in 

subsections 3.7.1.2, 3.7.2.2, and 3.7.3.2 and way of offering explicit instruction on different peer 

review components (section 4.1.2) can be suitable strategies for enhancing the digital literacy of 

online peer reviewers.  

Two guiding principles which facilitators need to be attuned to are participants’ stress 

levels and their attitudes towards each other’s languages. For the former, offering moral support 

and emotional encouragement is extremely important for sustaining the groups. Strengthening 

resilience and working on social and emotional skills may help graduate students to make better 

use of the available support resources on campus.  

For the latter, explicitly tackling issues of language, power, and authority is necessary. 

The sociocultural lens foregrounded the significant challenges of changing deeply entrenched 

sociocultural attitudes and expectations and the need to engage in critical dialogues to counter 

negative language ideologies. The Conference on College Composition and Communication’s 
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statement on globalization in writing studies pedagogy and research declared that writing 

“programs should also prepare teachers to address linguistic and multicultural issues through 

both graduate seminars and workshops that include interactions with culturally and linguistically 

diverse students” (Conference on College Composition and Communication CCCC, 2017). The 

present study contributes to this literature by identifying the need for a discussion on members’ 

language ideologies with respect to L2 feedback in the WG space to create equitable spaces and 

offers one way to carry out this discussion. Contrary to past studies (e.g., Allen, 2019), there may 

be a need to challenge established notions of what it means to do peer review in a linguistically 

diverse environment.  

The finding to the third research question turns our attention to changing students’ 

perceptions in mixed L1-L2 WGs. Chris’s perception of ascertaining less utility of feedback from 

L2 English reviewers emphasizes the importance of engaging directly with student perceptions 

towards their peers’ language backgrounds because feedback filters through these perceptions. 

Facilitators need to engage in reflective activities to raise members’ critical consciousness, as 

some members may harbor negative perceptions, which may be opposite to facts. 

In discussing this challenge for facilitation, the study also raises the question of the 

facilitator’s training needs, for how a peer facilitator (or a consultant for that matter) can be 

prepared to change member (or tutee) attitudes. What might critical dialogue in this context look 

like? In response to these big questions, I have attempted to offer some explicit instructions 

(Appendix I). I have borrowed from Kang and O’Neill (2018) to show how to navigate such 

conversations. This model offers a systematic, intentional, and explicit focus on linguistic 

ideologies of members to design a space that is respectful of all language backgrounds. This 

discussion should take place in the first meeting to mitigate any potential issues. I highlight this 
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challenge and propose one way both for what facilitators can do to create WGs for graduate 

students, but also for how to train facilitators in this regard. 

The finding in response to the third research question of Chris’s perception of less utility 

of feedback from L2 reviewers helps us to understand the larger issue of feedback participants’ 

attitudes towards speakers of other languages. This finding is relevant for feedback exchange 

settings more generally because though such perceptions may not seemingly impact the feedback 

exchange, they may affect the uptake of feedback.  

6.3 Limitations and Future Directions 

The limitations of the study are related to the study design in terms of the small number 

of groups and limited time with each group. I could also not capture my reflections very well. 

They were more focused on noting down resources I had to share with members (in the 

subsequent meetings) instead of focusing on my role, practices, and activities. Moreover, at the 

time of constituting the groups, I did not ask participants about their prior experiences with 

giving and receiving feedback to align my input provision with their declared needs. This step 

would yield baseline data about feedback literacy.  

There are several other aspects and questions that I can explore in my data. For instance, 

the academic level difference (master’s versus doctoral) was not the focus of my analysis. I did 

not particularly focus on an individual participant’s performance in the group from start to finish. 

My focus instead remained on the whole group collectively. Perhaps a more useful way to further 

develop this research would be to implement a cross-case analysis of two participants, tracing the 

degree of any advancement in their feedback literacy. Secondly, I could investigate how 

members learned to present their writing for multidisciplinary feedback. I did gather some 

interesting evidence of two contrastive cases of John and Robert, as there was remarkable 
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difference in how they presented and how their writing was received for multidisciplinary 

feedback. Thirdly, my study did not explore task level feedback in greater detail, parsing micro 

and macro level concerns within it. A further level analysis could provide greater insight into the 

quality of feedback that is given in this space. Fourthly, I was unable to analyze written 

comments in the Google Docs separately or how the participants interacted with them, focusing 

on meeting interactions instead. Analysis of written feedback on its own can provide a different 

insight into the feedback that is given in this space. 

Although peer review is its over-arching focus, the study nonetheless overlooks an 

important question: How did the students act on the feedback? Exploring this question would 

have found evidence of whether feedback given in the WG space leads to any improvement in 

writing, displaying tangible outcomes of the group or how facilitation emerges in final writing. 

For the purposes of training facilitators, it would be useful to know which level of feedback type 

is more effective. This lack of focus on how participants incorporated the feedback prevents us 

from gauging the consequences of the groups on the actual writing product. In addition, it could 

have revealed consequences of Chris’s perception associated with less utility of feedback from 

L2 English reviewers on his revision processes. More generally, it would also be interesting to 

know what level of feedback type is most beneficial for revision.  

Findings indicate that facilitation ought to have a central place in the future research 

agenda. Researchers can investigate what skills (i.e., interactional or intercultural competence) or 

personality factors are required for facilitation, investigating their reasoning, beliefs, and identity 

formation. Further research can also explore how facilitation happens in contexts where both 

facilitator and members come from shared disciplinary backgrounds. Lastly, with the rising use 

of AI, facilitators may have to impart instruction on literacy about it.  
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In spite of these limitations, the findings demonstrate how WGs can develop greater 

metalevel academic literacies in the form of awareness about norms, expectations, and practices 

in members’ own disciplines by virtue of looking at work from outside the discipline, or by 

having a facilitator who is not from the same discipline. The findings also endorse that a 

multifaceted research approach is salient in expanding current understandings of facilitation by 

foregrounding disciplinarity and linguistic diversity, accompanied by the modes and modality of 

peer review in an online environment. In this way, the study widens the purview of key variables 

in WG research. From the researcher-facilitator’s perspective, online, peer review-focused WGs 

could be places to receive timely feedback where task level type accounted for a large majority.    
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Appendix A  

Recruitment Message 

Aloha! 
As a graduate student, have you ever wished you had someone besides your advisor who could 

give you feedback on your academic writing? Then you might be interested in this new 
opportunity to join a graduate student writing group. Graduate writing groups provide a 
small, informal and encouraging atmosphere for you to focus on your writing goals with 
the support of a graduate student facilitator. 

I am a graduate student in the Department of Second Language Studies doing a research project 
with professor Betsy Gilliland. You are invited to participate in my project. The purpose 
of our project is to understand how writing groups can be effectively organized as an 
informal, alternate space to meet the ongoing and diverse needs of the graduate students. 

If you agree to participate in this project, you will meet weekly on Zoom with a small group of 
fellow graduate students for an hour throughout the semester. In these meetings you will 
share your own writings to receive feedback from your group mates and give feedback to 
others. As part of my research, I will record the writing group meetings, collect your 
drafts before and after the meetings, and ask you to participate in an interview at the end 
of the semester.  

If this sounds like something you would like to do, please read the attached consent form for 
more information about the research project. Check yes or no to the box, sign it 
electronically, and return it to me by email. 

Mahalo! 
Rabail Qayyum 
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Appendix B  

Consent Form 

Aloha! My name is Rabail Qayyum and you are invited to take part in a research study. I am a 
graduate student at the University of Hawaiʻi at Mānoa in the Department of Second Language 
Studies. As part of the requirements for earning my graduate degree, I am doing a research 
project. 
 
What am I being asked to do?  
If you participate in this project, you agree to participate in an online writing group to give and 
receive feedback. This participation will involve completing the following activities: 
1. Writing samples–All the drafts you share with the writing group and the revised versions of 
these drafts as well 
 
2. Writing group–Participate in weekly hour-long Zoom meetings throughout the semester (12-
15 meetings). These meetings will be video-recorded. You will also provide written comments on 
your group members’ drafts before the meetings in order to prepare for them 
 
3. Interview–At the end of the semester you will participate in a Zoom interview, which will be 
audio-recorded, at a time convenient for you. Only you and I will be present during the 
interview. The interview will include questions like, “How did you feel about the writing 
group?” “What have you learned about giving feedback to other people on their writing?” 
Estimated time 30-40 minutes 
 
Taking part in this study is your choice.  
Your participation in this project is completely voluntary. You may stop participating at any time. 
If you stop being in the study, there will be no penalty or loss to you.  
 
Why is this study being done? 
The purpose of my project is to understand how writing groups can be effectively organized as 
an informal, alternate space to meet the ongoing and diverse needs of the graduate students. I am 
asking you to participate because you are a graduate student.  
 
What will happen if I decide to take part in this study? 
You will be placed in a writing group where you will meet every week for one hour throughout 
the semester (12-15 meetings total) to give and receive feedback on your writing. I will arrange 
these meetings over Zoom and will facilitate the conversations. These meetings will be video-
recorded. 
 
You will share your drafts before and after the meetings which will be collected by the 
researcher. 
 
At the end of the semester, I will invite you for an interview at a time convenient for you. The 
interview will consist of 10-15 open ended questions. It will take 30 minutes. The interview will 
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include questions like, “How did you feel about the writing group?” “What have you learned 
about giving feedback to other people on their writing?”  
 
Only you and I will be present during the interview, which will be held on Zoom. With your 
permission, I will audio-record the interview so that I can transcribe it and analyze the responses. 
You will be one of about 10 people I will interview for this study. 
 
What are the risks and benefits of taking part in this study? 
I believe there is little risk to you for participating in this research project. If you feel 
uncomfortable answering any question in the needs analysis you can skip it. You may be 
uncomfortable talking about your writing in the group meetings. You may become stressed or 
uncomfortable answering any of the interview questions or discussing topics with me during the 
interview. If you do become stressed or uncomfortable, you can skip the question or take a break. 
You can also stop the interview/ leave the group meeting or you can withdraw from the project 
altogether.  
 
There will be no direct benefit to you for participating in this project. The results of this project 
may help improve the writing support that is provided to graduate students. 
 
Privacy and Confidentiality:  
I will keep all study data securely on a password protected computer. Only the members of the 
research team will have access to the information. Other agencies that have legal permission 
have the right to review research records. The University of Hawaiʻi Human Studies Program has 
the right to review research records for this study.  
 
I will use the recordings of the group meetings and interviews to transcribe the interaction, after 
which I will delete these files. I will erase any mention of your name or personal information 
from the transcriptions.  
 
I will also remove your name and identifying information from your needs analysis responses. 
When I report the results of the research project, I will not use your name. I will not use any 
other personal identifying information that can identify you. I will use pseudonyms (fake names) 
and report the findings in a way that protects your privacy and confidentiality to the extent 
allowed by law.   
  
Future Research Studies:  
Identifiers will be removed from your identifiable private information and after removal of 
identifiers, the data may be used for future research studies and I will not seek further approval 
from you for these future studies.  
Questions:  
If you have any questions about this study, please email me at rqayyum@hawaii.edu. You may 
also contact my advisor, Dr. Betsy Gilliland, at egillila@hawaii.edu. You may contact the UH 
Human Studies Program at  808.956.5007 or uhirb@hawaii.edu to discuss problems, concerns 
and questions; obtain information; or offer input with an informed individual who is unaffiliated 
with the specific research protocol.  Please visit http://go.hawaii.edu/jRd for more information on 
your rights as a research participant. 
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If you agree to participate in this project, please check yes or no to each statement, electronically 
sign and date the signature page, and return it to Rabail Qayyum. 
 
Keep a copy of the informed consent for your records and reference.  
     
Signature(s) for Consent: 
I give permission to join the research project entitled, “Initiating Writing Groups for Graduate 
Students: Building Writing Communities.”  
Please initial next to either “Yes” or “No” to the following:  
_____ Yes _____ No I consent to be audio-recorded on Zoom for the interview portion 

of this research. 
_____ Yes _____ No I consent to being video-recorded during writing group meetings 

for this research. 
_____ Yes _____ No I consent to allow the researchers to use my pre- and post-feedback 

drafts for this research. 
_____ Yes _____ No I consent to allow the researchers to keep my de-identified data 

collected during this research in future studies. 
 
 
Name of Participant (Print): ___________________________________________________ 
 
Participant’s Signature: _____________________________________________ 
 
Signature of the Person Obtaining Consent:  ___________________________________ 
 
Date: ____________________________ 
Mahalo! 
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Appendix C  

Negotiating Group Norms 

1. What will you do during the meeting? Explain written comments, discuss general writing 

problems, suggest research sources or methods, debate options for a particular text, offer support, 

check in about the week’s writing activities, state writing goals for the coming week? 

2. What kinds of writing are—or aren’t—suitable for the group? Dissertation chapters, 

conference papers, letters, abstracts, grant proposals? How short or long should submissions be? 

A tricky sentence, a few paragraphs, 3-5 pages, up to 10 pages, chapter-length sections? 

3. How will members respond to each other’s writing? By commenting directly on the draft, oral 

comments in the meeting, on a separate response sheet, via e-mail or other messaging platform? 

4. What system will members use to decide who will submit writing for any particular meeting? 

For example, two people submitting writing for each meeting? 

5. Will members submit writing ahead of time? If so, how far in advance? And how will this 

exchange work? Through shared Google docs, email attachments, shared OneDrive folders? 

6. How will the members communicate between meetings? Email? 

7. What happens when members who are scheduled to submit writing are unprepared or can’t 

attend the meeting? Cancel, postpone, skip a turn? 

8. What level of commitment do you expect? What happens if members don’t attend regularly? 

9. At what stage in the writing process may drafts be submitted to the group? Loose ideas, free 

writing, outlines, rough drafts, polished drafts, drafts that have been seen by outside readers? 

10. How many times can a single piece of writing be revised and resubmitted? Once, three times, 

forever until it’s finished? 
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11. If any members feel that the group is not meeting their needs, how will they make their 

concerns known? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Adapted from:  

 

The Writing Center, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill (2021, September 8). Deciding 

how the group will function. https://writingcenter.unc.edu/tips-and-tools/writing-groups/writing-

group-starter-kit/thirteen-ways-of-talking-about-writing-groups/ 
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Appendix D  

Transcription Key 

Adapted from Jefferson (2004) 

 

Word (3.0)  pause timed in seconds 

Word?   question 

[word   start of overlapping talk or event 

Wor-   self-interruption, cut off 

Wo:rd   stretch of preceding sound 

>word<  faster speech 

“Word”  constructed dialogue or reported speech, including inner speech 

+chuckle  description of nonverbal event 

((comment))  transcriber’s comment or description of nonverbal event 

[unintelligible]  unclear speech 

Plain text   verbal activity 
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Appendix E  

Interview Guide 

1. How would you describe your experience of participating in the writing group? 

2. Do you think participating in these groups changed your writing practices? How? 

3. What challenges did you face in participating in these groups?  

4. What changes did you make to your texts after discussions? How did the conversations 

shape your writing project(s)? 

5. What do you think should be the goal of the facilitator in these meetings? Can you work 

without one? 

6.  What have you learned about giving feedback to other people on their writing? 

7. What did you learn from the other participants in the group? 

8. Did you gain in any area other than writing? 

9.  Did any specific experiences within the writing group changed your perception of your 

writing abilities? 

10.  What suggestions would you give in the future organization of these groups? 

11.  Anything else I didn’t ask? 
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Appendix F  

WGs: End-of-Semester Feedback 

Please give your candid feedback for the future facilitation of these groups. 

1. Please provide your name 

2. To what extent did the writing group meet your initial expectations? 

├───────────┼───────────┼───────────┼───────────┤ 

1           5 

Not at all                        Completely 

3. How frequently did you use the video recordings of the meetings? 

├───────────┼───────────┼───────────┼───────────┤ 

1           5 

Never                        Always 

4. To what extent was the writing group useful in helping you overcome your personal writing 

challenges? 

├───────────┼───────────┼───────────┼───────────┤ 

1           5 

Not at all                        Completely 

5. How useful was the writing group in terms of learning how to give feedback to others? 

├───────────┼───────────┼───────────┼───────────┤ 

1           5 

Not at all                        Completely 

6. Were you satisfied with the frequency of the meetings? 

□ Yes         □ No 
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7. To what extent have your writing abilities improved after participating in this group? 

├───────────┼───────────┼───────────┼───────────┤ 

1           5 

Not at all                        Completely 

8. Do you wish to continue participating in the group next semester? 

□ Yes         □ No 

9. Will you recommend similar writing groups to other students? 

□ Yes         □ No  □ Maybe 

10. Do you think writing groups should be organized at a wider institutional level for all graduate 

students? 

□ Yes         □ No 

11. What suggestions would you give for the future organization of these groups? 
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Appendix G  

Interview Themes, Code Frequencies, and Sample Codes with Examples 

Theme Code 
Frequency 

Sample Code Example Data Extract 

1. Ways in 
which the group 
helped  

40 Learning 
grammatical 
concepts in 
context 

One thing I could think about would be a: 
be more cautious, especially when I was 
writing this article +chuckle articles and 
prepositions. Because when it became a 
topic, several times during the sessions, I 
felt like oh, this is something I never paid. 
I felt like I was aware of it but not 
explicitly. So it was nice to have the 
overall feedback or instructions clearly 
pointing out at this moment on this 
sentence, cuz it’s something that’s in 
context and I was able to just copy and 
paste that to my own, own notes (Yiwen)  

2. Feedback  27 Knowledge of 
what does giving 
effective 
feedback mean 

Um, I think it’s always been a matter of 
trying to make sure I’m getting what they 
want out of it. Um and making sure I 
understand before I’m giving feedback, 
what they’re aiming for, and what is the 
purpose of this type of writing. And I 
think in this one, in particular, because we 
all had different writing that we were 
bringing, and we’re all from different 
fields. Versus like a creative writing 
workshop where like, it’s everybody’s 
bringing a short story or something right 
like it, because that’s the the organization 
of the class, it was like, we were all 
bringing separate things every week. So it 
was always trying to understand what the 
writer wanted to do with that piece of 
work and what kind of feedback they were 
looking from. And I think, knowing that, 
from the beginning, helps to like, get into 
that mindset of, okay, this is, this is what 
they want from it, then I can help them get 
there. So I guess, knowing their goals, and 
helping them to get to their goals, which I 
think is something that I learned about 
workshops, a long, long time ago, having 
done a lot of workshops was like, a lot of 
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people in that I think anyway, in my 
experience, when they first get into 
workshops, it’s about like, what would I 
change? What would I want out of it? And 
like how, like very people come at it in 
their own perspective, and have to do that 
shift of like, what do they want from it, 
and how can I help them get what they 
want from it, if that makes sense 

3. How the 
facilitator 
performed  

11 Facilitator was 
lenient and 
relaxed 

But that was just a curiosity that I had, I 
guess, throughout the semester, and if you 
did have like a certain potential results 
that you were aiming to attain. I think in 
that case, like you would be more active 
and like leading us, like, oh, let’s do this, 
let’s do that. But I think for the most part, 
you were like, really relaxed, just let us do 
whatever. And I think it’s because you 
were very, like, lenient and relaxed that 
we could just have a fun pleasant kind of 
environment all the time. But yeah, like I 
was not too sure like what this was really 
+chuckle (Georgia) 

4. Challenges  10 Time 
management: 
juggling studies 
and parenthood 

F: So what challenges did you face in 
participating in these groups? 
Michelle: Um the biggest one would just 
be time and having a little one and 
juggling, you know, parenting and being 
in school 

5. Importance of 
facilitation  

10 Facilitator’s goal 
in a 
multidisciplinary 
group 

F: What do you think should be the goal 
of the facilitator in these meetings?  
Chris: Um, yeah, well, the goal would just 
be to maybe keep, keep everybody on task 
and to avoid any weird, maybe quiet. 
Because again, when you’re when you’re 
working with students from different 
disciplines, there might be a, there might 
be a point where you’re not speaking the 
same language, you know, it’s like, we’re 
all speaking English, but like, I’ve got my 
marketing and, you know, +chuckle 
people out there different disciplines. And 
so you might you might reach a point 
where it’s not really progressing. And so I 
think that, yeah, I mean, it’s just a, a 
moderating role, I suppose, you know, just 
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keeping everything going rather than 
yeah… 

6. Ways in 
which the group 
did not help  

10 Writing group 
should improve 
skills, not just 
modify one 
paper 

… but for me, it’s like the writing group 
should not be only help me to, you know, 
how to, not only help me to modify one 
paper, but how to, you know, improve my 
writing skills. That’s my thinking always, 
you know, how to, you know, really nurse 
that thing not just, you know, correct one 
paper, but, you know, improve myself, but 
that’s, that’s a really hard question. I don’t 
know how to do that (Robert) 

7. Revision  8 Reviewers’ 
feedback was 
integrated in 
revision 

I finish reading everybody’s comments 
and finish the session. And I remember 
what they say especially the points that 
really critical, was I, yes. Okay. That’s, 
that’s something. How do I say this? Um 
like, I integrate their thoughts in editing, 
for sure. To to make it better, more 
coherent, I think about what they say. 
(ZhuZhu) 

8. Attitude 
towards 
multidisciplinary 
environment  

3 Appreciated 
gaining 
knowledge of 
members’ fields 

F: Did you gain in any area other than 
writing? 
Maya: Knowledge, knowledge about 
others, other people’s fields the 
importance of relationships specifically 
for Yiwen’s research the importance about 
the relationship migrant workers and care 
recipients. And from John, I learned about 
insects really out of my field, our field but 
wow, that was fascinating for me 

9. Working in 
multilingual 
context  
 

1 Appreciative of 
mix of language 
backgrounds 

I also thought it was really interesting that 
we had a mix of like, a native English 
speaker, and then a non-native English 
speaker, that was really fascinating.   
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Appendix H  

Handout for Facilitators on Organizing Online WGs 

The following suggestions are intended for facilitators to lay a foundation of online feedback-

based writing groups. These are especially useful in cases where members do not know each 

other beforehand.  

First meeting discussion questions: 

1. What will be the goal of the group? 

2. What will the members be doing in each meeting? 

3. How often will the group meet? How long will each meeting be? 

4. What technology will be best suited to promote learning? On which platform (Zoom, Google 

Meet, etc.) will the group take place? 

During meeting activities: 

1. Set SMART (Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic, Time-Bound) goals for yourself 

2. Perform simulation exercises: Imagine your group member somehow hurts your feelings while 

giving honest and critical feedback to you. How would you express these feelings to them? What 

would you do? 

During meeting discussion questions: 

1. Have you ever given feedback to people from different linguistic backgrounds? Describe your 

experience with giving and receiving feedback. 

2. What were the challenges of working with such diverse group of people? What did you enjoy 

the most? Least? 

3. Has your written language ever been corrected or criticized? If so, can you describe this 

experience? 
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Facilitator preparedness: 

1. Considering the disciplinary composition of the group, rate yourself on:  

• knowledge of writing in the discipline 

• access to books/handouts on disciplinary topics  

2. What additional steps can you take to prepare yourself? Design an Action Plan. 

Miscellaneous: 

Use any scheduling/calendar application to schedule meetings 
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Appendix I  

Handout for Facilitators on Holding Critical Dialogues 

The facilitator needs to decide the amount of time to devote to the conversation while 

understanding that such conversations are rarely finished in one sitting. 

1. The facilitator reflects on their identity in relation to the group members and the goal and 

purpose of the WG 

2. The facilitator invites group members to share their hopes and concerns with respect to the 

critical dialogue 

3. On the basis of these hopes and concerns shared, the group mutually develops guidelines to 

proceed 

4. The group decides on the focus of the conversation  

5. The group develops a shared understanding of key concepts around the focus of the 

conversation 

6. During the discussion, the facilitator notices the power dynamics involved in the interactions 

and critically reflects on these observations 

7. At the end of the conversation, the facilitator expresses appreciation to everyone for their 

contribution 

8. The facilitator reflects on the overall dialogue, by answering the following prompt: How might 

social identities such as race be implicated in the expression of power in this group? 

Adapted from Kang and O’Neill (2018). 

 

 

 



 
 

 
 
 

228 

References 

Aitchison, C. (2009). Writing groups for doctoral education. Studies in Higher Education, 34(8), 

905–916. 

Aitchison, C. (2014). Learning from multiple voices: Feedback and authority in doctoral writing 

groups. In C. Aitchison & C. Guerin (Eds.), Writing groups for doctoral education and 

beyond: Innovations in practice and theory (pp. 53–64). Routledge. 

Aitchison, C., & Guerin, C. (2014). Writing groups, pedagogy, theory and practice: An 

introduction. In C. Aitchison & C. Guerin (Eds.), Writing groups for doctoral education 

and beyond: Innovations in practice and theory (pp. 3–17). Routledge. 

Allen, T. J. (2019). Facilitating graduate student and faculty member writing groups: Experiences 

from a university in Japan. Higher Education Research & Development, 38(3), 435–449. 

Arslantas, T. K., Turkmen, G., Arslan, O., & Uzunosmanoglu, S. D. (2022). Formation of an 

academic research and writing group. Journal of Education, 202(3), 287–295. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0022057420979602 

Baker-Smemoe, W. (2018). Peer feedback. In D. Belcher & A. Hirvela (Eds.), The TESOL 

encyclopedia of English language teaching (pp. 1–5). Wiley Blackwell. 

Bazerman, C. (2016). What do sociocultural studies of writing tell us about learning to write? In 

C. A. MacArthur, S. Graham & J. Fitzgerald (Eds.), Handbook of writing research (pp. 

11–23). The Guilford Press. 

Beach, R., Newell, G. E., & VanDerHeide, J. (2016). A sociocultural perspective on writing 

development: Toward an agenda for classroom research on students’ use of social 

practices. In C. A. MacArthur, S. Graham & J. Fitzgerald (Eds.), Handbook of writing 

research (pp. 88–101). The Guilford Press. 



 
 

 
 
 

229 

Beasy, K., Emery, S., Dyer, L., Coleman, B., Bywaters, D., Garrad, T., Crawford, J., Swarts, K., 

& Jahangiri, S. (2020). Writing together to foster wellbeing: Doctoral writing groups as 

spaces of wellbeing. Higher Education Research & Development, 39(6), 1091–1105. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2020.1713732 

Beaulieu, D. (2024, May 13). Monoecious vs. dioecious plants: Differences and examples. The 

Spruce. https://www.thespruce.com/difference-between-dioecious-and-monoecious-

plants-2131039. 

Behizadeh, N. (2014). Mitigating the dangers of a single story: Creating large-scale writing 

assessments aligned with sociocultural theory. Educational Researcher, 43(3), 125–136. 

https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X14529604 

Belcher, W. L. (n.d.). Solutions to common academic writing obstacles. 

https://wendybelcher.com/writing-advice/solutions-common-writing-obstacles/ 

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qualitative Research in 

Psychology, 3(2), 77–101. https://doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa 

Breuch, L. A. K. (2004). Virtual peer review: Teaching and learning about writing in online 

environments. State University of New York Press. 

Brooks-Gillies, M., Garcia, E. G., & Manthey, K. (2020a). Making do by making space:  

Multidisciplinary graduate writing groups as spaces alongside programmatic and 

institutional places. In M. Brooks-Gillies, E. G. Garcia, S. H. Kim, K. Manthey & T. G. 

Smith (Eds.), Graduate writing across the disciplines: Identifying, teaching, and 

supporting (pp. 191–209). WAC Clearinghouse. 

Brooks-Gillies, M., Garcia, E. G., & Manthey, K. (2020b). Introduction: Graduate writing across 

the disciplines. In M. Brooks-Gillies, E. G. Garcia, S. H. Kim, K. Manthey & T. G. Smith 



 
 

 
 
 

230 

(Eds.), Graduate writing across the disciplines: Identifying, teaching, and supporting (pp. 

3–19). WAC Clearinghouse. 

Buell, M. Z. (2016). Negotiating rich response networks and textual ownership in dissertation 

writing. In C. Badenhorst & C. Guerin (Eds.), Research literacies and writing pedagogies 

for masters and doctoral writers (pp. 221–237). Brill. 

https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004304338_013 

Carless, D., & Boud, D. (2018). The development of student feedback literacy: Enabling uptake 

of feedback. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 43(8), 1315–1325. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2018.1463354  

Catterall, J., Ross, P., Aitchison, C., & Bergin, S. (2011). Pedagogical approaches that facilitate 

writing in postgraduate research candidature in science and technology. Journal of 

University Teaching & Learning Practice, 8(2). http://ro.uow.edu.au/jutlp/vol8/iss2/7 

Chang, C. Y.-H. (2016). Two decades of research in L2 peer review. Journal of Writing 

Research, 8(1), 81–117. https://doi.org/10.17239/jowr-2016.08.01.03 

Chanier, T., & Lamy, M.-N. (2017). Researching technology-mediated multimodal interaction. In 

C. A. Chapelle & S. Sauro (Eds.), The handbook of technology and second language 

teaching and learning (pp. 428–443). John Wiley & Sons. 

Cheng, R. (2013). A non-native student’s experience on collaborating with native peers in 

academic literacy development: A sociopolitical perspective. Journal of English for 

Academic Purposes, 12(1), 12–22. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeap.2012.10.003 

Chong, S. W. (2021). Reconsidering student feedback literacy from an ecological perspective. 

Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 46(1), 92–104. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2020.1730765 

https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2018.1463354


 
 

 
 
 

231 

Cochran-Smith, M., & Donnell, K. (2012). Practitioner inquiry: Blurring the boundaries of 

research and practice. In J. L. Green, G. Camili, & P. B. Elmore (Eds.), Handbook of 

complementary methods in education research (pp. 503–518). Routledge. 

Colombo, L., & Rodas, E. L. (2021). Interdisciplinarity as an opportunity in Argentinian and 

Ecuadorian writing groups. Higher Education Research & Development, 40(2), 207–219. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2020.1756750 

Conference on College Composition and Communication [CCCC]. (2017). Statement on 

globalization in writing studies pedagogy and research. Retrieved from 

https://cccc.ncte.org/cccc/resources/positions/globalization 

Corbin, J., & Strauss, A. (2007). Basics of qualitative research: Techniques and procedures for 

developing grounded theory (3rd ed.). Sage. 

Creswell, J. W. (2013). Qualitative inquiry and research design (3rd ed.). Sage. 

Cui, W., Zhang, J., & Driscoll, D. L. (2022). Graduate writing groups: Evidence-based practices 

for advanced graduate writing support. Writing Center Journal, 40(2), 85–102. 

https://doi.org/10.7771/2832-9414.1017 

Curry, M. J. (2016). More than language: Graduate student writing as “disciplinary becoming”. 

In S. Simpson, N. A. Caplan, M. Cox, & T. Phillips (Eds.), Supporting graduate student 

writers: Research, curriculum, and program design (pp. 78–98). University of Michigan 

Press.  

Danvers, E., Hinton-Smith, T., & Webb, R. (2019). Power, pedagogy and the personal: Feminist 

ethics in facilitating a doctoral writing group. Teaching in Higher Education, 24(1), 32–

46. https://doi.org/10.1080/13562517.2018.1456423 



 
 

 
 
 

232 

Déri, C. E., Tremblay-Wragg, É., & Mathieu-C, S. (2022). Academic writing groups in higher 

education: History and state of play. International Journal of Higher Education, 11(1), 

85–99. https://doi.org/10.5430/ijhe.v11n1p85  

DeWalt, K. M., & DeWalt, B. R. (2011). Participant observation: A guide for fieldworkers (2nd 

ed.). Altamira Press.  

Dinitz, S., & Harrington, S. (2014). The role of disciplinary expertise in shaping writing 

tutorials. Writing Center Journal, 33(2), 73–98. 

Dominguez, S., & Svihla, V. (2023). A review of teacher implemented scaffolding in K-12. 

Social Sciences & Humanities Open, 8, 1–12. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssaho.2023.100613 

Eckstein, G., Evans, K., Moglen, D., & Whitener, W. (2017). Graduate writing groups: An 

interdisciplinary approach to writing productivity. The Journal of Teaching English for 

Specific and Academic Purposes, 5(1), 1–11. https://doi.org/10.22190/JTESAP1701001E 

Ferris, D., & Hedgcock, J. (2014). Teaching L2 composition: Purpose, process, and practice (3rd 

ed.). Routledge. 

Fidler, A. (2006). Reconceptualizing fossilization in second language acquisition: A review. 

Second Language Research, 22(3), 398–411. https://doi.org/10.1191/0267658306sr273ra 

Gánem-Gutiérrez, G. A. (2006). Sociocultural theory and its application to CALL: A study of the 

computer and its relevance as a mediational tool in the process of collaborative activity. 

ReCALL, 18(2), 230–251. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0958344006000620 

Ganobcsik-Williams, L., Curry, N., & Neculai, C. (2022). Academic writing in times of crisis: 

Refashioning writing tutor development for online environments. Journal of Academic 

Writing, 12(1), 10–21. http://dx.doi.org/10.18552/joaw.v12i1.887 



 
 

 
 
 

233 

Gerring, J. (2004). What is a case study and what is it good for?. American Political Science 

Review, 98(2), 341–354. 

Golde, C. M., Lee, S., Pittock, S., & Bleakney, J. (2016). Dissertation writing groups: Feedback 

and motivation. Grad logic: Navigating the ups and downs of graduate school. Retrieved 

September 25, 2021, from http://gradlogic.org/dwg/ 

Gonulal, T., & Loewen, S. (2018). Scaffolding technique. In J. I. Liontas (Ed.), The TESOL 

encyclopedia of English language teaching (pp. 1–5). John Wiley & Sons.  

González-Lloret, M. (2011). Conversation analysis of computer-mediated communication. 

CALICO Journal, 28(2), 308–325. https://doi.org/10.11139/cj.28.2.308-325 

Haas, S. (2014). Pick-n-mix: A typology of writers’ groups in use. In C. Aitchison & C. Guerin 

(Eds.), Writing groups for doctoral education and beyond: Innovations in practice and 

theory (pp. 30–47). Routledge. 

Habibie, P., & Hyland, K. (2019). Introduction: The risks and rewards of scholarly publishing. In 

P. Habibie & K. Hyland (Eds.), Novice writers and scholarly publication: Authors, 

mentors, gatekeepers (pp. 1–12). Palgrave Macmillan. 

Hampel, R. (2013). Multimodal computer-mediated communication and distance language 

learning. In C. A. Chapelle (Ed.), The encyclopedia of applied linguistics (pp. 1–5). 

Blackwell Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1002/9781405198431.wbeal1243 

Harris, M. (1995). Talking in the middle: Why writers need writing tutors. College English, 

57(1), 27–42. 

Hattie, J., & Timperley, H. (2007). The power of feedback. Review of Educational Research, 

77(1), 81–112. https://doi.org/10.3102/003465430298487 



 
 

 
 
 

234 

Holliday, A. (2013). Validity in qualitative research. In C. A. Chapelle (Ed.), The encyclopedia of 

applied linguistics (pp. 1–7). Blackwell Publishing. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/9781405198431.wbeal1243 

Homayouni, M. (2022). Peer assessment in group-oriented classroom contexts: On the 

effectiveness of peer assessment coupled with scaffolding and group work on speaking 

skills and vocabulary learning. Language Testing in Asia, 12(61), 1–23. 

https://doi.org/10.1186/s40468-022-00211-3 

Huang, J. C. (2010). Publishing and learning writing for publication in English: Perspectives of 

NNES PhD students in science. Journal of English for Academic Purposes, 9(1), 33–44. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeap.2009.10.001 

Hulstijn, J. H., Young, R. F., & Ortega, L. (2014). Cognitive and social approaches to research in 

second language learning and teaching. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 36. 

361–421. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263114000035 

Hyland, K. (2013). Teaching and researching writing (2nd ed.). Routledge.   

Ideas on what to give feedback on. (n.d.). Retrieved October 7, 2021, from 

https://30bjgl1bdznn2o37ol2y4jex-wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/wp-

content/uploads/2018/06/feedback-form.pdf 

Imsa-ard, P., & Barrot, J. S. (2024). Combining multimodal technology-mediated and peer 

feedback: Effects on second language (L2) learners’ complexity, accuracy, and fluency 

(CAF) in writing. Computer Assisted Language Learning, 38(1), 1–39. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2024.2443770 

Institute of International Education. (2024). Open doors 2023 report on international 

educational exchange. Retrieved April 24, 2024, from https://opendoorsdata.org/annual-



 
 

 
 
 

235 

release/international-

students/#:~:text=1%2C057%2C188%20international%20students%20from%20more,in

%20more%20than%2040%20years. 

Jefferson, G. (2004). Glossary of transcript symbols with an introduction. In G. H. Lerner (Ed.), 

Conversation analysis: Studies from the first generation (pp. 13–31). John Benjamins. 

Jesson, R., Fontich, X., & Myhill, D. (2016). Creating dialogic spaces: Talk as a mediational tool 

in becoming a writer. International Journal of Educational Research, 80, 155–163. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2016.08.002 

Jiang, L., Lee, I., & Yu, S. (2024). Conceptualizing multimodal feedback literacy for L2 writing 

teachers in the digital age. International Journal of Applied Linguistics, 34, 1479–1496. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/ijal.12578 

Jin, X., Jiang, Q., Xiong, W., Feng, Y., & Zhao, W. (2024). Effects of student engagement in peer 

feedback on writing performance in higher education. Interactive Learning 

Environments, 32(1), 128–143. https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2022.2081209 

Jones, R. H. (2011). Data collection and transcription in discourse analysis. In K. Hyland & B. 

Paltridge (Eds.), Continuum companion to discourse analysis (pp. 9–21). Bloomsbury. 

Jones, R. H., & Hafner, C. A. (2021). Understanding digital literacies: A practical introduction 

(2nd ed.). Routledge. 

Kang, H.-K., & O’Neill, P. (2018). Teaching note—constructing critical conversations: A model 

for facilitating classroom dialogue for critical learning. Journal of Social Work 

Education, 54(1), 187–193. https://doi.org/10.1080/10437797.2017.1341857 

Kawulich, B. B. (2017). Coding and analyzing qualitative data. In D. Wyse, N. Selwyn, E. 

Smith, L. E. Suter, & B. Kawulich (Eds.). The Bera/Sage handbook of educational 



 
 

 
 
 

236 

research: Two volume set (pp. 769–790). SAGE Publications Ltd. 

https://doi.org/10.4135/9781473983953.n39 

Kim, K. M. (2016). Post/graduate feedback in second language writing: The feedback network 

on the dissertation proposal. In C. Badenhorst & C. Guerin (Eds.), Research literacies 

and writing pedagogies for masters and doctoral writers (pp. 238–256). Brill. 

https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004304338_013 

Kim, K. M. (2018). Academic socialization of doctoral students through feedback networks: A 

qualitative understanding of the graduate feedback landscape. Teaching in Higher 

Education, 23(8), 963–980. https://doi.org/10.1080/13562517.2018.1449741  

Klinkenberg, E. F., Versteeg, M., & Kappe, R. F. (2024). Engagement and emotional exhaustion 

among higher education students; A mixed-methods study of four student profiles. 

Studies in Higher Education, 49(11), 1837–1851. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2023.2281533 

Knoblauch, H., Tuma, R., & Schnettler, B. (2013). Video analysis and videography. In U. Flick 

(Ed.), The Sage handbook of qualitative data analysis (pp. 435–449). SAGE Publications. 

Koltovskaia, S. (2020). Student engagement with automated written corrective feedback 

(AWCF) provided by Grammarly: A multiple case study. Assessing Writing, 44, 1–12. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2020.100450 

Kowal, S., & O’Connell, D. (2013). Transcription as a crucial step of data analysis. In U. Flick 

(Ed.), The Sage handbook of qualitative data analysis (pp. 64–78). SAGE Publications. 

Kozar, O., & Lum, J. F. (2015). Online doctoral writing groups: Do facilitators or 

communication modes make a difference?. Quality in Higher Education, 21(1), 38–51. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13538322.2015.1032003 



 
 

 
 
 

237 

Kumar, V., & Aitchison, C. (2018). Peer facilitated writing groups: A programmatic approach to 

doctoral student writing. Teaching in Higher Education, 23(3), 360–373. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13562517.2017.1391200 

Laflen, A. (2023). Exploring how response technologies shape instructor feedback: A comparison 

of Canvas Speedgrader, Google Docs, and Turnitin GradeMark. Computers and 

Composition, 68, 1–17. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compcom.2023.102777 

Laman, T. T., Jewett, P., Jennings, L. B., Wilson, J. L., Souto-Manning, M. (2012). Supporting 

critical dialogue across educational contexts. Equity & Excellence in Education, 45(1), 

197–216. https://doi.org/10.1080/10665684.2012.641871 

Lantolf, J. P. (2011). The sociocultural approach to second language acquisition: Sociocultural 

theory, second language acquisition, and artificial L2 development. In D. Atkinson (Ed.), 

Alternative approaches to second language acquisition (pp. 24–47). Routledge. 

Lantolf, J. P., & Beckett, T. G. (2009). Research timeline: Sociocultural theory and second 

language acquisition. Language Teaching, 42(4), 459–475. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0261444809990048 

Lassig, C. J., Dillon, L. H., & Diezmann, C. M. (2013). Student or scholar? Transforming 

identities through a research writing group. Studies in Continuing Education, 35(3), 299–

314. https://doi.org/10.1080/0158037X.2012.746226 

Lazaraton, A. (2013). Ethics in qualitative research. In C. A. Chapelle (Ed.), The encyclopedia of 

applied linguistics (pp. 1–5). Blackwell Publishing. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/9781405198431.wbeal1243 



 
 

 
 
 

238 

Lee, A., & Boud, D. (2003). Writing groups, change and academic identity: Research 

development as local practice. Studies in Higher Education, 28(2), 187–200. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/0307507032000058109 

Lerman, L., & Borstel, J. (2003). Liz Lerman’s critical response process: A method for getting 

useful feedback on anything you make, from dance to dessert (1st ed.). Liz Lerman Dance 

Exchange. 

Leverentz, A. (2023). Interview location as data. Qualitative Sociology, 46, 489–514. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11133-023-09548-4 

Li, L. (2014). Scaffolding the thesis writing process: An ongoing writing group for international 

research students. In C. Aitchison & C. Guerin (Eds.), Writing groups for doctoral 

education and beyond: Innovations in practice and theory (pp. 145–161). Routledge. 

Li, Z., Dursun, A., & Hegelheimer, V. (2017). Technology and L2 writing. In C. A. Chapelle & S. 

Sauro (Eds.), The handbook of technology and second language teaching and learning 

(pp.77–92). John Wiley & Sons. 

Ma, L. P. F. (2019). Academic writing support through individual consultations: EAL doctoral 

student experiences and evaluation. Journal of Second Language Writing, 43, 72–79. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2017.11.006 

Mackiewicz, J., & Thompson, I. (2018). Talk about writing: The tutoring strategies of 

experienced writing center tutors. Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781351272643. 

Maher, D., Seaton, L., McMullen, C., Fitzgerald, T., Otsuji, E., & Lee, A. (2008). ‘Becoming and 

being writers’: The experiences of doctoral students in writing groups. Studies in 

Continuing Education, 30(3), 263–275. https://doi.org/10.1080/01580370802439870 



 
 

 
 
 

239 

Maher, M., Fallucca, A., & Halasz, H. M. (2013). Write on! Through to the Ph.D.: Using writing 

groups to facilitate doctoral degree progress. Studies in Continuing Education, 35(2), 

193–208. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0158037X.2012.736381 

Mangelsdorf, K., & Ruecker, T. (2018). Peer reviews and graduate writers: Engagements with 

language and disciplinary differences while responding to writing. Journal of Response to 

Writing, 4(1), 4–33. https://scholarsarchive.byu.edu/journalrw/vol4/iss1/2 

Mao, Z., & Lee, I. (2022). Researching L2 student engagement with written feedback: Insights 

from sociocultural theory. TESOL Quarterly, 56(2), 788–798. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/tesq.3071 

Martin, K. R., & Ko, L. (2011). Thoughts on being productive during a graduate program: The 

process and benefits of a peer working group. Health Promotion Practice, 12(1), 12–17. 

Masuda, K., & Arnett, C. (2015). Cognitive linguistics, sociocultural theory and language 

teaching: Introduction. In K. Masuda, C. Arnett & A. Labarca (Eds.), Cognitive 

linguistics and sociocultural theory: Applications for second and foreign language 

teaching (pp. 1–24). De Gruyter.  

McMurray, C. (2017). A systematic approach to graduate writing groups: Facilitator, first 

meeting, and feedback structure. Praxis: A Writing Center Journal, 14(2), 44–49. 

McMurray, C. R. (2020). How do graduate writing specialists and graduate tutors serve graduate 

writers’ needs differently? A qualitative study of writing support in a writing center. 

WLN: A Journal of Writing Center Scholarship, 44(9-10), 10–17. 

Mercer, N. (2004). Sociocultural discourse analysis: Analysing classroom talk as a social mode 

of thinking. Journal of Applied Linguistics and Professional Practice, 1(2), 137–168. 

https://doi.org/10.1558/japl.v1.i2.137 



 
 

 
 
 

240 

Merriam, S. B., & Tisdell, E. J. (2016). Qualitative research: A guide to design and 

implementation. John Wiley & Sons. 

Monteiro, K. (2014). An experimental study of corrective feedback during video-conferencing. 

Language Learning and Technology, 18(3), 56–79. http://dx.doi.org/10125/44384 

Moorhouse, B. L., Walsh, S., Li, Y., & Wong, L. L. C. (2022). Assisting and mediating 

interaction during synchronous online language lessons: Teachers’ professional practices. 

TESOL Quarterly, 56(3), 934–960. https://doi.org/10.1002/tesq.3144 

Murphy, S., McGlynn-Stewart, M., & Ghafouri, F. (2014). Constructing our identities through a 

writing support group: Bridging from doctoral students to teacher educator researchers. 

Studying Teacher Education, 10(3), 239–254. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/17425964.2014.949656 

Nishino, T., & Atkinson, D. (2015). Second language writing as sociocognitive alignment. 

Journal of Second Language Writing, 27, 37–54. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2014.11.002 

Nordlof, J. (2014). Vygotsky, scaffolding, and the role of theory in writing center work. Writing 

Center Journal, 34(1). https://doi.org/10.7771/2832-9414.1785 

Nordstrom, G. (2021). A writing center practitioner’s inquiry into collaboration: Pedagogy, 

practice, and research. Routledge. 

Norris, S. (2019). Systematically working with multimodal data: Research methods in 

multimodal discourse analysis. John Wiley & Sons. 

Ortega, L. (2017). New CALL-SLA research interfaces for the 21st century. CALICO Journal, 

34(3), 283–316. https://doi.org/10.1558/cj.33855 

 

https://doi.org/10.1558/cj.33855


 
 

 
 
 

241 

Pahl-Wostl, C., Basurto, X., & Villamayor-Tomas, S. (2022). Comparative case study analysis. In 

R. Biggs, A. de Vos, R. Preiser, H. Clements, K. Maciejewski, & M. Schlüter (Eds.), The 

Routledge handbook of research methods for social-ecological systems (pp. 282–294). 

Routledge. 

Palmberger, M., & Gingrich, A. (2013). Qualitative comparative practices: Dimensions, cases 

and strategies. In U. Flick (Ed.), The Sage handbook of qualitative data analysis (pp. 94–

108). SAGE Publications. 

Paltridge, B. (2018). Graduate student writing. In D. Belcher & A. Hirvela (Eds.), The TESOL 

encyclopedia of English language teaching (pp. 1–6). Wiley Blackwell. 

Poehner, M. E., & Lantolf, J. P. (2024). Sociocultural theory and second language developmental 

education. Cambridge University Press. 

Poehner, M. E., & Lu, X. (2023). Sociocultural theory and corpus-based English language 

teaching. TESOL Quarterly, 58(3), 1256–1263. https://doi.org/10.1002/tesq.3282 

Prince, S., Willard, R., Zamarripa, E., & Sharkey-Smith, M. (2018). Peripheral (re)visions: 

Moving online writing centers from margin to center. WLN: A Journal of Writing Center 

Scholarship, 42(5). https://wac.colostate.edu/docs/wln/v42n5/princeetal.pdf 

Puntambekar, S., & Hübscher, R. (2005). Tools for scaffolding students in a complex learning 

environment: What have we gained and what have we missed? Educational Psychologist, 

40(1), 1–12. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep4001_1 

Qayyum, R. (2024). A teacher’s inquiry into diagnostic assessment in an EAP writing course. 

Assessing Writing, 61, 1–16. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2024.100848 



 
 

 
 
 

242 

Rabbi, S. (2021). Uptake processes in academic genres: The socialization of an advanced 

academic writer through feedback activities. Journal of Response to Writing, 7(2), 145–

173. https://scholarsarchive.byu.edu/journalrw/vol7/iss2/6 

Rodas, E. L., & Colombo, L. (2021). Self-managed peer writing groups for the development of 

EFL literacy practices. TESL-EJ, 24(4), 1–22. 

Rogers, M. (2023). Coding qualitative data. In J. M. Okoko, S. Tunison & K. D. Walker (Eds.), 

Varieties of qualitative research methods: Selected contextual perspectives (pp. 73–78). 

Springer.  

Roulston, K. (2013). Analysing interviews. In U. Flick (Ed.), The Sage handbook of qualitative 

data analysis (pp. 297–312). SAGE Publications. 

Saldaña, J. (2009). The coding manual for qualitative researchers. Sage Publications Ltd. 

Saldaña, J. (2011). Fundamentals of qualitative research: Understanding qualitative research. 

Oxford University Press. 

Sandstrom, K. H. (2021). Building genre knowledge through peer review: L2 doctoral students’ 

provision of feedback in the natural sciences. Journal of Writing Research, 13(2), 257–

283. https://doi.org/10.17239/jowr-2021.13.02.03 

Saunders, C. (2024). One writing group’s story: Using an ethnographic case study to investigate 

the writing practices of academics. Studies in Higher Education, 49(7), 1194–1207. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2023.2261031 

Schreier, M. (2013). Qualitative content analysis. In U. Flick (Ed.), The Sage handbook of 

qualitative data analysis (pp. 170–183). SAGE Publications. 



 
 

 
 
 

243 

Spies, T., Xu, Y., Deniz, F., Carcoba-Falomir, G., & Sarisahin, S. (2021). English as an additional 

language doctoral students’ ongoing socialization into scholarly writing: How do writing 

feedback groups contribute? Journal of Response to Writing, 7(1), 128–158. 

Summers, S. (2016). Building expertise: The toolkit in UCLA’s graduate writing center. The 

Writing Center Journal, 35(2), 117–145. 

Svend, B. (2013). Qualitative interviewing. Oxford University Press. 

Swain M. (2006). Languaging, agency and collaboration in advanced second language 

proficiency. In H. Byrnes (Ed.), Advanced language learning: The contribution of 

Halliday and Vygotsky (pp. 95–108). Continuum. 

Swales, J. M., & Feak, C. B. (2012). Academic writing for graduate students: Essential skills and 

tasks (3rd ed.). University of Michigan Press. 

Swales, J. M. (1996). Occluded genres in the academy: The case of the submission letter. In E. 

Ventola & A. Mauranen (Eds.), Academic writing: Intercultural and textual issues (pp. 45–

58). John Benjamins.  

Tang, J. K. (2022). Asians are at the writing center. Praxis: A Writing Center Journal, 19(1). 

https://www.praxisuwc.com/191-kar-tang 

Themelis, C., & Sime, J. A. (2020). From video-conferencing to holoportation and haptics: How 

emerging technologies can enhance presence in online education?. In S. Yu, M. Ally, & A. 

Tsinakos (Eds.), Emerging technologies and pedagogies in the curriculum (pp. 261–278).   

Springer. 

The Writing Center, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. (2024). Responding to other 

people’s writing. Retrieved July 20, 2024, from https://writingcenter.unc.edu/tips-and-

tools/writing-groups/responding-to-other-peoples-writing/ 



 
 

 
 
 

244 

Thorne, S. L. (1999). An activity theoretical analysis of foreign language electronic discourse 

[Unpublished doctoral dissertation]. University of California, Berkeley. 

Thorne, S. L. (2003). Artifacts and cultures-of-use in intercultural communication. Language 

Learning & Technology, 7(2), 38–67. 

Tracy, K., & Mirivel, J. C. (2009). Discourse analysis: The practice and practical value of taping, 

transcribing, and analyzing talk. In L. R. Frey & K. N. Cissna (Eds.), Routledge 

handbook of applied communication research (pp. 153–177). Routledge. 

Vacek, K., Donohueb, W. J., Gatesc, A., Leed, A. S.-J., & Simpson, S. (2021). Seeking balance 

within personal writing ecologies: A collaborative autoethnography of a doctoral student 

writing group. Studies in Continuing Education, 43(1), 104–118. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/0158037X.2019.1703670 

Vygotsky, L. S. (1980). Mind in society: The development of higher psychological processes. (M. 

Cole, Trans.). Harvard University Press.  

Wang-Hiles, L. (2023). Promoting multilingualism at university writing centers: International 

students’ perceptions of non-native English-speaking writing tutors and the employment 

of their native languages in tutoring. In K. Raza, D. Reynolds, & C. Coombe (Eds.), 

Handbook of multilingual TESOL in practice (pp. 85–97). Springer. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-19-9350-3_6 

Webster, K., & Hansen, J. (2014). Vast potential, uneven results: Unraveling the factors that 

influence course-embedded tutoring success. Praxis: A Writing Center Journal, 12(1). 

http://www.praxisuwc.com/webster-hansen-121 



 
 

 
 
 

245 

Wegener, C., Meier, N., & Ingerslev, K. (2016). Borrowing brainpower – sharing insecurities. 

Lessons learned from a doctoral peer writing group. Studies in Higher Education, 41(6), 

1092–1105. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2014.966671 

White, C. (2013). Distance language learning. In C. A. Chapelle (Ed.), The encyclopedia of 

applied linguistics (pp. 1–5). Blackwell Publishing. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/9781405198431.wbeal1243 

Wilder, S. (2021). Another voice in the room: Negotiating authority in multidisciplinary writing 

groups. Written Communication, 38(2), 247–277. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0741088320986540 

Willig, C. (2013). Discourses and discourse analysis. In U. Flick (Ed.), The Sage handbook of 

qualitative data analysis (pp. 341–353). SAGE Publications.  

Wilmot, K. (2018). Designing writing groups to support postgraduate students’ academic writing: 

A case study from a South African university. Innovations in Education and Teaching 

International, 55(3), 257–265. https://doi.org/10.1080/14703297.2016.1238775 

Wisniewski, C., Regidor, M. C., Chason, L., Groundwater, E., Kranek, A., Mayne, D., & 

Middleton, L. (2020). Questioning assumptions about online tutoring: A mixed-method 

study of face-to-face and synchronous online writing center tutorials. The Writing Center 

Journal, 38(1-2), 261–294. 

Wood, D., Bruner, J. S., & Ross, G. (1976). The role of tutoring in problem solving. Journal of 

Child Psychiatry and Psychology, 17, 89–100. 

Yallop, R., Taremaa, P., & Leijen, D. (2020). The affect and effect of asynchronous written 

feedback comments on the peer feedback process: An ethnographic case-study approach 



 
 

 
 
 

246 

within one L2 English doctorate writing group. Journal of Writing Research, 12(3), 531–

600. https://doi.org/10.17239/jowr-2021.12.03.02 

Yilmaz, Y., Granena, G., Canals, L., & Malicka, A. (2024). The effects of feedback type and 

explicit associative memory on the effectiveness of delayed corrective feedback in 

computer-mediated communication. Language Learning & Technology, 28(1), 1–26. 

https://hdl.handle.net/10125/73588 

Yoon, B., & Kim, H. K. (2012). Introduction: Sociocultural theory as a theoretical framework for 

understanding teachers’ roles in second language learning. In B. Yoon & H. K. Kim 

(Eds.), Teachers’ roles in second language learning: Classroom applications of 

sociocultural theory (pp. xiii-xxix). Information Age Publishing. 

 

 


