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ÖĞRENEN ÖĞRENCİLERİN YABANCI DİLDE YAZMA KAYGISI 

ÜZERİNDEKİ ETKİSİ VE ÖĞRENCİLERİN AKRAN DÖNÜTÜ UYGULAMASI 

HAKKINDAKİ FİKİRLERİ 
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Bu çalışma akran dönütü uygulamasının İngilizceyi yabancı dil olarak öğrenen 

Türk hazırlık okulu öğrencilerinin yaşadığı yabancı dilde yazma kaygısını üzerindeki 

etkisini ve bu öğrencilerin akran dönütü uygulaması hakkındaki fikirlerini araştırmayı 

amaçlamaktadır. Bu amaç doğrultusunda katılımcılar akran dönütü uygulaması 

hakkında bilgilendirilip eğitilmiş, dokuz hafta boyunca akranlarından dönüt alıp 

akranlarına dönüt vermiş ve ikinci dilde yazma kaygısını ölçme envanteri çalışmanın 

başında ve sonunda uygulanmıştır. Bunların yanı sıra on beş katılımcı ile akran dönütü 

uygulaması hakkındaki fikirleri ve akran dönütünün yabancı dilde yazma kaygısı 

üzerindeki etkisi hakkında görüşülmüştür. Bu çalışma göstermiştir ki akran dönütü 

uygulaması üzerine eğitim almanın, akranlarına dönüt vermenin ve akranlarından dönüt 

almanın yabancı dilde yazma kaygısını azaltmak üzerinde önemli bir etkisi vardır. 

Öğrencilerin etkili bir şekilde dönüt vermek konusunda eğitilmelerini içeren iyi 

planlanmış bir uygulama programı ile ancak akran dönütü uygulaması yazma kaygısını 

azaltmada başarılı bir faktör haline gelebilir. Mevcut çalışmadaki katılımcıların 

belirttiğine göre akranlarından dönüt alıp akranlarına dönüt vermek daha rahat ve 

kendine güvenli hissetmelerine yardımcı olmuştur çünkü yazarken akranlarının da 

benzer hatalar yapıp benzer kaygılar taşıdıklarını fark etmişlerdir. Sonuç olarak, akran 

dönütü üzerine eğitim vermek ve uygulamalar yap(tır)mak yabancı dilde yazma 

kaygısını azaltarak ve yabancı dilde yazma farkındalığını arttırarak öğrencilerin başarılı 

olabileceklerine inanmaları açısından da etkili olma potansiyeline sahiptir.  

Anahtar Sözcükler: Yabancı dil olarak İngilizce, Dönüt, Yabancı dilde yazma 

kaygısı, Akran dönütü, Öğretmen dönütü. 
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IMPACT OF PEER FEEDBACK ON EFL LEARNERS’ FOREIGN LANGUAGE 

WRITING ANXIETY AND THEIR IDEAS ABOUT PEER FEEDBACK 
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Supervisor: Asst. Prof. Dr. Hülya İPEK 

 

The present study aims at researching the impact of peer feedback on foreign 

language writing anxiety experienced by Turkish prep school students studying EFL 

and their opinions about peer feedback. To achieve these aims, the participants in the 

experimental group got training on peer feedback, gave and received peer feedback for 

nine weeks. 120 participants in both control and experimental groups responded to 

Second Language Writing Anxiety Inventory (SLWAI) at the beginning and end of the 

study. Besides, 15 participants from the experimental group were interviewed about 

their thoughts regarding peer feedback and its impact on foreign language writing 

anxiety. The study revealed that training and practices on giving and receiving peer 

feedback had a significant impact on decreasing foreign language writing anxiety. The 

present study highlighted the idea that peer feedback practice needs to be a well-

planned implementation supported with a continuous learner training on how to give 

peer feedback effectively and efficiently. For the participants in the present study, 

getting and giving peer feedback was helpful in feeling more relaxed and self-confident 

as they realized that their peers do similar mistakes and have similar worries during 

writing. As a conclusion, training and practices on peer feedback have the potential to 

lead learners to believe that they can be successful by reducing foreign language writing 

anxiety and increasing their awareness about EFL writing. 

Keywords: EFL, Feedback, Foreign language writing anxiety, Peer feedback, Teacher 

feedback. 
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ÖNSÖZ 

Bu çalışmada amaç akran dönütü uygulamasının yabancı dilde yazma kaygısını 

üzerindeki etkisini ve katılımcıların akran dönütü uygulaması hakkındaki fikirlerini 

araştırmaktır. Araştırmadaki katılımcılara akran dönütü uygulaması hakkında eğitim 

verilmiştir. Katılımcılar dokuz hafta boyunca akranlarından dönüt alıp akranlarına 

dönüt vermiştir. Nicel veri toplamak için ikinci dilde yazma kaygısını ölçme envanteri 

çalışmanın başında ve sonunda uygulanmıştır. Nitel veri toplamak için on beş katılımcı 

ile akran dönütü uygulaması hakkındaki fikirleri ve akran dönütünün yabancı dilde 

yazma kaygısı üzerindeki etkisi hakkında görüşülmüştür. Bulgular akran dönütünün 

yabancı dilde yazma kaygısını azaltmak üzerinde önemli bir etkisi olduğunu 

göstermiştir. Ayrıca akran dönütü uygulaması katılımcıları yazma dersiyle alakalı 

fikirlerini de olumlu yönde değiştirmiştir. Bu çalışma göstermiştir ki iyi planlanmış bir 

uygulama programı ile akran dönütü uygulaması yazma kaygısını azaltmada başarılı 

bir faktör haline gelebilir. Sonuç olarak, akran dönütü üzerine eğitim vermek ve 

uygulamalar yap(tır)mak yabancı dilde yazma kaygısını azaltarak ve yabancı dilde 

yazma farkındalığını arttırarak öğrencilerin başarılı olabileceklerine inanmaları 

açısından da etkili olabilir.  
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CHAPTER 1  

INTRODUCTION 

 

1. 1. Introduction 

 

Writing can be defined from various perspectives. In process approach to writing, 

writing is defined as ‘‘a multiple-draft process which consists of generating ideas, writing 

a first draft with an emphasis on content; second and third drafts to revise ideas, and the 

communication of those ideas (Keh, 1990, p. 294)”. As mentioned in this definition, 

students learning to write proceed through multiple processes that involve planning, 

drafting, revising, and editing (Hyland, 2003; Keh, 1990). From a different perspective, 

writing is approached as a social process (Faigley, 1986). In this perspective, writing is 

defined as an interactive and a social activity, where the writer communicates with his/her 

target audience (Widdowson, 1984). 

In the context of learning English as a second language (ESL) or as a foreign 

language (EFL), learners write to their teachers or their peers, their target audience, with 

the purpose of developing their writing skills in English. As an interactive and social 

process, then, writing activities should provide an opportunity for learners to 

communicate with their audience (Cinar, 2014). By this way, learners can develop 

awareness on their writing and have an idea of the strengths and weaknesses of their 

writing (Tsui & Ng, 2000). While proceeding through stages of writing, feedback 

provided to learners either by instructors or peers, or both becomes important in guiding 

them.  

While learning to write in ESL or EFL contexts, feedback becomes essential for 

writing process to be successful (Chaudron, 1984). Especially, peer feedback that ESL 

and EFL learners get while developing their writing skills has been proven to have 

numerous benefits (Hansen & Liu, 2005; Mangelsdorf, 1992; Mendonca & Johnson, 

1994). One of the benefits of peer feedback is that it could reduce writing anxiety levels 

of ESL or EFL learners (Jahin, 2012; Kurt & Atay, 2007).  

Thus, the present study aims at investigating whether peer feedback has an impact 

on foreign language writing anxiety experienced by Turkish prep school students 

studying EFL.  
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1. 2. Background to the Problem

In approaching writing as a social process, Faigley states “processes of writing are 

social in character instead of originating within individual writers (1986, p. 528)”. Also, 

Hirvela mentions that writing cannot occur ‘‘in a vacuum’’; but is rather shaped by the 

‘‘expectations and demands of its intended community of readers (1999, p. 10)”. 

Therefore, the reader of a written text becomes very important as ‘‘the writer creates a 

picture of the reader, who thus becomes an ideal reader, attributes to this reader certain 

experience, knowledge, opinions, and beliefs on the basis of which the writer builds his 

message (Porto, 2001, p. 39)”. All these statements support the importance of audience 

element, which influence the quality of writing as a process. Thus, the feedback provided 

by the reader becomes significant in the writing process and development. 

While acquiring productive skills such as speaking and writing, EFL or ESL 

learners may need regular and sufficient practice by producing speeches or texts in 

English language. In the case of writing, learners write multiple drafts and revise them 

constantly to develop their writing skills. Thus, the process of developing writing skills, 

especially in EFL/ESL contexts, requires lots of practice and adequate feedback from 

multiple sources, either by teachers or peers, or both (Keh, 1990). Feedback plays an 

important role for learners in guiding them in planning, drafting, revising, and editing 

stages.  

EFL or ESL learners usually seek feedback provided by teachers to develop their 

writing in English, especially because the purpose of writing for EFL and ESL learners 

is to develop both writing and language skills. In EFL and ESL contexts, while giving 

feedback, writing instructors can provide both surface level feedback, aimed to focus on 

editing vocabulary, grammar, and punctuation errors, and global level feedback on the 

development of ideas, audience, purpose, and organization features (Hendrickson, 1978). 

Taking this into account, the feedback process may require more patience, effort, and 

time for writing process to lead development in learners’ writings (Rollinson, 2005). For 

this reason, peer feedback can be used as a second source of feedback for learners. By 

this way, learners can get feedback on their writing from a different source, which is their 

peer.  
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 1. 2. 1. Peer feedback 

 

Peer feedback can be defined as “the use of learners as sources of information and 

interactions for each other in such a way that learners assume roles and responsibilities 

normally taken on by a formally trained teacher, tutor, or editor in commenting on and 

critiquing each other’s drafts in both oral and written formats (Hansen & Liu, 2005, p. 

31)”. In peer feedback practice, which can also be termed as ‘peer revision’ or ‘peer 

reviewing’, student writers work in pairs or groups to read, criticize, and proofread each 

other’s writing (Kroll, 2001). Peer feedback can be regarded as an important activity that 

allows writing teachers to help their students receive more feedback on their papers as 

well as give students an opportunity to practise a range of skills important in the 

development of language and writing ability, such as meaningful interaction with peers, 

a greater exposure to ideas, and new perspectives on the writing process (Hansen & Liu, 

2005; Mangelsdorf, 1992). In peer feedback, peers become readers of others’ work, 

provide written comments, and probably engage in oral sessions with the writers to 

negotiate meaning (Lockhart & Ng, 1995). 

However, some common reasons for the ineffectiveness of implementing peer 

feedback were also determined: students are not knowledgeable enough to detect 

problems (Nelson & Murphy, 1993), students tend to ignore global level errors (Connor 

& Asenavage, 1994), and instructors are not willing to implement peer feedback (Chou, 

1999). Nevertheless, benefits of peer feedback outweigh the reasons for the 

ineffectiveness of peer feedback in implementation and the common benefits are that peer 

feedback leads to cognitive development (Amores, 1997), creates a sense of text 

ownership (Tsui & Ng, 2000) and audience awareness (Mendonca & Johnson, 1994), 

increases motivation of learners (Bilen, 2014), helps students generate positive attitudes 

towards writing (Min, 2005), improves social interaction skills of students (Lockhart & 

Ng, 1995), fosters learner autonomy (Hansen & Liu, 2005), and reduces writing anxiety 

levels of language learners in EFL/ESL contexts (Cinar, 2014; Jahin, 2012; Kurt & Atay, 

2007). 

To conclude, it is proper to state that peer feedback might result in better revisions, 

overall improvements in writing quality, and reduction of EFL/ESL writing anxiety if 

instructors and learners invest enough time and effort (Jahin, 2012; Rollinson, 2005). 
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1. 3. Statement of the Problem 

 

All over the world, a number of researchers have conducted studies to find out the 

factors affecting writing performance/competence of EFL/ESL learners (Erkan & Saban, 

2011; Hassan, 2001; Susoy & Tanyer, 2013; Zhang, 2011). In these studies, 

foreign/second language writing anxiety has been found to have a negative impact on the 

writing performance of EFL/ESL learners (Al Asmari, 2013; DeDeyn, 2011; Negari & 

Rezaabadi, 2012; Zhang, 2011). Many researchers and instructors have provided 

suggestions on how to lower writing anxiety level of foreign/second language learners. 

Peer feedback has been suggested to be a beneficial application, which could reduce 

writing anxiety levels of language learners in EFL/ESL contexts (Jahin, 2012; Kurt & 

Atay, 2007). However, studies on the impacts of peer feedback on reducing writing 

anxiety are few and this relationship should be further studied. 

Based on the previous studies conducted on the relationship between peer 

feedback and writing anxiety, it can be said that learners might generate more motivation 

and positive attitudes towards writing thanks to peer feedback application (Min, 2005) 

because peer feedback builds a sense of audience and provides the opportunity of writing 

to a real audience (Mangelsdorf, 1992; Mendonca & Johnson, 1994; Tsui & Ng, 2000). 

Besides, as peer feedback provides opportunities for students to be more active and 

autonomous in revision stage (Hirvela, 1999; Hyland, 2000; Mendonca & Johnson, 

1994), it might help them be more self-confident. Learners becoming more self-confident 

might feel less writing anxiety. Additionally, the feeling of giving useful feedback to 

peers can potentially boost self-confidence and motivation (Min, 2005; Thompson, 2001; 

Topping, 2005). In addition to this, while giving feedback, learners become more aware 

of what the other learners experience through the writing process. Learners’ increased 

awareness of the similar difficulties in writing might lead to learners’ confidence in the 

writing process and thus their writing anxiety might reduce (Jahin, 2012; Kurt & Atay, 

2007).  

On the other hand, peer feedback might not be that effective to reduce foreign 

language writing anxiety. For instance, although peer reviewing helps writers be aware 

of other writers’, and her/his own strengths and weaknesses (Dheram, 1995), an 

individual learner might focus more on the weaknesses rather than the strengths and feel 

anxious as a result. 
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Peer pressure might be another factor that can affect second language (L2) or 

foreign language (FL) writing anxiety and it might arise in peer feedback practices. 

Besides, as peer feedback lessens the reliance on teacher and makes students take more 

responsibility in their learning process (Thompson, 2001), it might negatively impact 

some learners who are not accustomed to being autonomous learners. Additionally, vague 

feedback is probable; therefore, students cannot build trust with peers, which might 

increase writing anxiety (Tsui & Ng, 2000).  

When learners have low English language proficiency and limited knowledge 

about genre and topic, they might have difficulty in making corrections and giving 

feedback to their peers (Boughey, 1997; Hansen & Liu, 2005; Nelson & Murphy, 1993). 

In addition, due to not having enough knowledge and practice in giving peer feedback, 

EFL and ESL learners might experience anxiety. In these cases, ESL and EFL learners 

might still value teacher feedback over their peers’ feedback (Connor & Asenavage, 

1994). Therefore, they may not respond to and respect their peers’ feedback, which can 

decrease EFL writers’ self-confidence as the provider of feedback.  

Thus, considering the scarcity of research on the effects of peer feedback on 

writing anxiety and the controversial results of present research, there is still a need to 

further investigate these concepts. The researcher of the present study is guided by these 

facts and aims at researching whether peer feedback has an impact on foreign language 

writing anxiety experienced by prep school students in Turkey, as an EFL context and 

what these impacts are.  

 

1. 4. The Purpose of the Study 

 

The current study aims at investigating whether peer feedback has an impact on 

foreign language writing anxiety experienced by Turkish prep school students studying 

EFL or not. Another aim of the study is to discover the ideas of Turkish prep school 

students about peer feedback practice. 
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1. 5. Research Questions 

 

The following research questions were posed to guide the study:  

1. What impact does peer feedback have on foreign language writing anxiety 

level of Turkish prep school students studying EFL?  

2. What are the opinions of Turkish prep school students studying EFL about 

peer feedback? 

 

1. 6. Significance of the Study 

 

This study aims at investigating what impact peer feedback has on foreign 

language writing anxiety experienced by Turkish prep school students studying EFL. 

With this aim, the present study might enlighten the impact of language instructors on 

showing the benefits of implementing peer feedback in EFL classes. Drawing upon the 

possible suggestions that the present study can offer, peer feedback practice can be better 

implemented in EFL writing contexts to reduce writing anxiety level of language learners. 

Thus, language learners may have the opportunity to receive feedback from multiple 

sources in a collaborative language-learning environment.  

Another contribution of the current study would be that as a result of EFL 

instructors’ enlightenment on how to apply peer feedback to reduce writing anxiety, EFL 

learners may better understand the feedback procedure and can be better feedback givers 

and writers with lower EFL/ESL writing anxiety levels. Consequently, workload of EFL 

teachers and instructors for providing feedback to student papers may decrease thanks to 

effective implementation of peer feedback practice in EFL writing contexts. Furthermore, 

the ideas of learners and instructors who underestimate the value and effectiveness of 

peer feedback practice, especially in learning environments where the end product and 

getting good grades are regarded as more important than the overall process, may change 

and feedback from peers may be favoured more. Thus, learners may not be dependent on 

only teacher feedback.  

Lastly, the present study can contribute to literature in EFL writing, peer feedback, 

and writing anxiety, and broaden the horizons of other researchers interested in this topic.  
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1. 7. Limitations of the Study

The present study is limited to 120 EFL learners at intermediate level, studying in 

a preparatory school at Anadolu University, Turkey. Further studies may include 

participants from different English proficiency levels. Due to the number of the 

participants, it may not be possible to generalize the results of the study to a larger scale. 

Additionally, learners’ educational background is a variable that might impact how they 

respond to peer feedback as a process that requires learners to be more active and 

responsible in the learning process. A case study that examines the impacts of learners’ 

educational background on their perceptions of peer feedback and their writing anxiety 

levels can be conducted. Another limitation of the study is that there can be some other 

factors which may have an impact on decreasing the foreign language writing anxiety 

levels of the participants. Practice, time, teacher feedback for class tasks and assignments, 

topic familiarity, and increase in the English proficiency level can be regarded as the other 

factors that contributed to the decrease in the foreign language writing anxiety levels of 

the participants. The final suggestion of the researcher of the current study is that 

researchers can investigate how peer feedback affects content, organisation, grammar, 

vocabulary, and spelling and to what extent. 

1. 8. Definitions of the Terms

Process Approach: An approach used for teaching writing which focuses on writing 

process rather than the end product; provides writers with strategies to invent and 

discover; considers subject, purpose, and audience in writing; recursive; and distinguishes 

between aims and modes of discourse (e.g., persuasive, description, narrative, 

classification) (Connor & Kaplan, 1987). The main stages of this approach are: 

prewriting, planning, composing – drafting, revising, and editing (Keh, 1990). 

Revision: A crucial stage of the writing process which involves reading the written work, 

deciding whether it is able to convey the intended message to; confirm, change or develop 

it through many drafts (Murray, 1978). 

Feedback: “Input from a reader to a writer with the effect of providing information to 

the writer for revision (Flower, 1979, p.19)”.  
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 

2. 1. Introduction 

 

In this chapter, the theoretical framework on which the study is based is given 

first. To accomplish this, process approach to writing is presented in detail. Related to 

this approach, the types of feedback, particularly peer feedback, are explained. The 

studies with negative and positive results were also presented. Finally, the relation 

between peer feedback and writing anxiety is discussed. 

 

2. 2. The Role of Feedback in Writing as a Process 

 

Feedback is one of the most crucial components of writing as it is a way of solving 

problems students encounter while writing. Feedback can be defined as ‘‘input from a 

reader to a writer with the effect of providing information to the writer for revision 

(Flower, 1979, p. 19)”. Feedback is essential as it is a ‘‘central and critical contribution 

to the evolution of a piece of writing (Arndt, 1993, p. 91)”. Feedback can be guiding for 

learners at any stages of their writing process. In the prewriting stages, communication 

of ideas generated by the writer can help the writer clarify his/her ideas before writing 

(Muncie, 2000). Also, as feedback is “what pushes the writer through the various drafts 

on the eventual end-product (Keh, 1990, p. 294)”, it can be guiding in drafting and 

revision stages, too.  

 Another broad benefit of feedback is that it enhances language learning as 

students have the chance to see their mistakes and learn the correct language forms and 

functions. This can be achieved by surface level feedback, which is about lexical 

accuracy, grammar, spelling, and punctuation (Hendrickson, 1978). For instance, 

correction of grammar errors, as surface-level errors, fosters development of grammar. 

Through global feedback, which is related to development of ideas, audience, purpose, 

and organizational features of a text (Hendrickson, 1978), learners can have the 

opportunity to see their weaknesses as writers and fix the problems in their texts related 
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to content and organization (Youngs & Green, 2001). Thus, feedback helps learners 

improve their writing skills by showing the problematic parts in their texts.   

According to Leki (1991), feedback closes the gap between the writer and the 

reader as it develops a sense of audience. Sense of audience helps in ‘‘anticipating and 

considering viewpoints other than their own (Boughey, 1997, p.127)”. By this way, 

writers can be aware of whether they communicate the intended meaning.  

What role feedback can play is determined by its source and form. How feedback 

can shape a particular writing is closely related to whether it is explicit or implicit, oral 

or written, and who provides it. The types of feedback, and particularly, peer feedback 

will be discussed in detail in the following sections.  

2. 3. Types of Feedback

Types of feedback differ in terms of form and source. While the forms of feedback 

are written and oral, the sources of feedback can be teacher, peer, or self.  

2. 3. 1. Forms of feedback

Written feedback can be defined as ‘‘written input from a reader to a writer with 

the effect of providing information to the writer for revision (Keh, 1990, p. 294)”. Written 

feedback can be provided in two different ways: explicitly or implicitly. Implicit feedback 

has various forms such as using codes, implying, asking questions etc. Explicit written 

feedback is to directly write the correct forms.  

Implicit written feedback can sometimes be vague, confusing or illegible for the 

writers (Ihde, 1993; Kepner, 1991; Semke, 1984). When learners have difficulty in 

understanding codes in teachers’ feedback, teachers can give explicit oral feedback by 

explaining their feedback. In this case, written feedback is assisted by oral feedback in 

order to prevent confusion. On the other hand, written correction can leave little space for 

students in revision and editing stages, and less learning may occur. In summary, which 

method to use depends on the teacher, learners, and the task. 

The literature defines oral feedback as ‘‘oral input from a reader to a writer with 

the effect of providing information to the writer for revision (Keh, 1990, p. 294)”. Oral 
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feedback sessions can be called as teacher-student or student-student conferences. Oral 

feedback can be provided in a one-to-one situation or with a small group. The major 

benefit of oral feedback is the opportunity provided for students to negotiate meaning. By 

this way, learners can have more active roles in the revising process. Also, students 

practise the target language while they are trying to negotiate meaning. As a conclusion, 

oral feedback is beneficial in terms of language practice, and creating active learners 

(Keh, 1990).  

2. 3. 2. Sources of feedback

Source of feedback can be either a teacher or a peer, or both. Self-evaluation is 

another source of feedback. Each source of feedback can provide a different perspective 

on writing performance and is a valuable component in developing writing performance 

of a learner. Chaudron (1984) states that both teacher and peer feedback are beneficial for 

the improvement of writing skills.  

As Muncie (2000) claims, using teacher feedback as the only source might result 

in learners’ lacking critical thinking and evaluation skills, especially on their own 

progress as they might tend to rely heavily on teacher feedback (Ciftci, 2011). Besides, 

learners tend to blindly accept the teacher feedback as the only truth since the teacher is 

the grader (Sengun, 2002).  

By getting feedback from their peers, learners can have many readers and not only 

the teacher as the source of feedback. Peer feedback practices where learners 

communicate their ideas on their writing can foster the collaborative learning 

environment (Cinar, 2014; Hansen & Liu, 2005). On the other hand, students tend to 

focus on surface level errors more while providing feedback to their peers as such errors 

are easier to detect than global ones (Beason, 1993; Berger, 1990; Hall, 1990; Leki, 1990; 

Yagelski, 1995). For this reason, students should be ready to incorporate surface and 

global level feedback to make peer feedback more effective (Chaudron, 1988; 

Pienemann, 1989) as students’ views on feedback might affect developing their writing 

skills (Leki & Carson, 1994).  In this sense, peer feedback can be seen as a supplementary 

or an additional source of feedback to teacher feedback. With adequate and proper 

training on how to give and incorporate feedback, learners can learn to provide more 

guidance for their peers. By this way, learners can also learn to be better self-evaluators.  
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2. 4. Review of Empirical Studies related to Peer Feedback in EFL/ ESL Contexts 

 

Peer feedback might provide benefits in developing EFL/ESL writing skills 

(Mangelsdorf, 1992). However, research on peer feedback has yielded contrasting results. 

While there are studies indicating that peer feedback can be ineffective because of several 

reasons (Allei & Connor, 1990; George, 1984; Mangelsdorf, 1992; Nelson & Murphy, 

1993), there are studies revealing the strengths of peer feedback in developing EFL/ESL 

writing skills (Grabe & Kaplan, 1996; Liu, & Carless, 2006; McLoughlin & Luca, 2004; 

Min 2005; Rollinson, 2005; Shaw, 2002; Topping 2005). 

The first reason why peer feedback can be ineffective in writing classes is that the 

implementation of peer feedback may be overwhelming and can create confusion for 

teachers, especially when teachers are confused in terms of what exactly peer review 

involves and what the best way to utilize it is (Chou, 1999; Rollinson, 2005). Another 

possible reason for the ineffectiveness of peer feedback can be students’ inability to 

provide concrete and useful feedback (Chou, 1999; Leki, 1990; Lockhart & Ng, 1993; 

Mangelsdorf & Schlumberger, 1992; Mendonca & Johnson, 1994; Tsui & Ng, 2000). 

Generally, students who learn English as a second/foreign language tend to give vague 

advice when reviewing peer texts. Some researchers suggest that this is probably because 

of students’ lack of knowledge and skills for revision and their overdependence on teacher 

guidance (Flynn, 1982; George, 1984; Wiener, 1986). Villamil and DeGuerrero (1998) 

agree by stating that false corrections may occur through peer comments because of lack 

of knowledge and this may result in fossilization of errors. 

Additionally, students may not trust their peers since they think their peers are not 

qualified enough in terms of English and writing knowledge to comment on drafts (Allei 

& Connor, 1990; George, 1984; Mangelsdorf, 1992; Nelson & Murphy, 1993). That is, 

when learners get feedback from their peers, they might distrust and underestimate the 

value of the feedback, and prefer their teachers to give them feedback (Tsui & Ng, 2000). 

In the same vein, Nelson and Carson (1998), Saito (1994), and Zhang (1995) view 

learners’ ignorance of their peers as the main reason why students prefer teacher feedback 

to peer feedback.  

In exam-oriented learning environments, writing is highly related to accuracy. 

That is, students are required to write accurate texts to pass the class or exams. As a result, 

peer comments might lose its value and teacher feedback might be preferred more than 



12 

 

peer comments (Harris, 1993; Hu, 2002; Porto, 2001; Sengupta, 1998; Tse; 1993). 

Sengupta’s (1998) study proves these views and supports the idea that the context of 

learning environment, teacher and learner roles might impact learners’ attitudes towards 

peer feedback, and thus their peer feedback practices.  

The study by Sengupta (1998) investigated whether the changes that students 

made were a result of peer feedback and whether peer feedback raised their awareness as 

real readers. The participants were twelve learners learning English in Hong Kong. The 

participants were asked to do both self-evaluation and peer evaluation for their 

compositions. Then, two sheets were analyzed to investigate which changes they made 

were due to peer evaluation. After the analysis, six students were interviewed to reveal 

their ideas on the usefulness of peer evaluation, their abilities of giving peer feedback, 

the examination system in their school, their belief about knowledge and teachers’ role, 

and how they perceive themselves as real readers.  

The study concluded that the revisions on their compositions were not a result of 

peer evaluation. Students did not make the changes that their peers indicated until they 

realized the same points by themselves. The interviews revealed that the participants 

considered peer evaluation as useful, but they did not think that peer evaluation increased 

their awareness as real readers. Besides, the participants perceived themselves as 

inadequate in providing peer feedback and this perception is significantly correlated to 

their perception of teacher as the provider of correct knowledge. The results emphasize 

the impact of traditional role of teacher on learners’ attitudes towards peer feedback. 

Lastly, the study concluded that the educational context was an important factor that made 

the participants think that the value of learning was less important than a good grade.  

Connor and Asenavage’s (1994) study revealed similar results with, and 

complementary to Sengupta’s (1998) study in that it presented the amount of revisions 

that directly resulted from peer feedback. The participants of the study were eight ESL 

students and they were required to provide oral feedback to their peers. The oral feedback 

sessions were recorded and analyzed. The results showed that approximately 5% of the 

revisions done by the students resulted from peer feedback sessions. 35% of the revisions 

resulted from teacher comments and 60% of them were a result of self-revision and other 

factors. In short, this study showed that peer feedback had a small impact on students’ 

revisions.  
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Building on the aforementioned studies, learners’ ideas and perceptions can be an 

important factor in affecting the implementation of peer reviewing. Nelson and Carson 

(1998) designed a study with the purpose of finding out students’ perceptions about their 

interactions during peer review. The participants were eleven Chinese and Spanish 

speaking ESL students at a university in the United States. To gather data, peer review 

sessions were recorded for six weeks and interviews were conducted with the participants. 

The data indicated that all students welcomed negative comments that indicated the 

problematic parts in their texts. However, the participants preferred teacher comments to 

peer comments because students stated that they were not satisfied with peer comments 

as they thought the comments were not beneficial in terms of grammar. Nelson and 

Carson (1998)’s study is relevant to the present study as it provided results on how 

learners’ ideas on peer reviewing impact the implementation and efficacy of peer 

reviewing.  As Paulus mentions, “if students are defensive, uncooperative, and distrustful 

to each other, or primarily trying to avoid conflict, little productive work will occur in the 

classroom (1999, p. 268)”.  

Teacher beliefs and attitudes can be influential in shaping learners’ ideas on peer 

reviewing and reasons for the ineffectiveness of peer feedback, as well. The results of 

Dipardo and Freedman’s (1988) study showed us that teachers might affect the nature 

and social progress of peer revision when they do not truly believe in the value of peer 

feedback. Besides, Saito and Fujita (2004) comment that teachers may not trust students 

for peer feedback as they think students are incapable of rating peers because of their lack 

of language ability, skill, and experience. As a result, peer feedback may become 

ineffective. 

Finally, another underlying reason for inefficacy of peer feedback practices can 

be the time that needs to be allocated for peer reviewing. Rollinson (2005) stresses that 

whether oral or written, providing feedback to a peer takes much time. Reading a peer’s 

paper, making notes about the problematic parts, and then negotiating with a peer before 

revision of the draft take up a significant amount of time. Moreover, not all students can 

work well together; the success of peer revision sometimes depends on the characteristics 

of participants.  

 Even though there are studies that have negative results in terms of implementing 

peer feedback in EFL/ESL writing, there are also a number of studies with numerous 

positive results in terms of implementing peer feedback in writing in EFL/ESL contexts.  
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Caulk (1994) aimed at researching the quality of peer feedback of learners, the 

differences between teacher and peer feedback, and to what extent the participants 

incorporated peer and teacher feedback. The participants of the study were 43 EFL 

students, whose ages ranged from 18 to 25. The participants were required to complete 

three essay-writing tasks in a semester. The students wrote the first drafts and received 

peer feedback with the help of guiding questions. Then, they got teacher comments. After 

getting feedback, the participants decided which of them, peer or teacher feedback, to 

incorporate in their second drafts. The researcher compared the percentage of peer 

comments and teacher comments used in the second drafts. The results of the study 

showed us that 89% of the participants made peer comments, which were considered as 

valid by the teacher. Secondly, 60% of the students mentioned about the things the teacher 

had not mentioned in his feedback. On the other hand, the teacher’s comments were 

incorporated more than peer comments.  

Another finding of the study was that the teacher commented on general problems 

of the text and about the whole text; whereas the students focused on specific problems 

and on a specific part of the text. Moreover, the researcher stated that the students 

preferred to give their comments directly, while the teacher preferred to comment 

indirectly. Another conclusion driven from the study was that both peer and teacher 

feedback focused on similar things; however, they were in different wording. Therefore, 

learners had the opportunity to see their mistakes from different perspectives. Caulk 

(1994) suggested that multiple comments may help a student writer understand her/his 

mistake in a written task or the problematic part in a text as teacher feedback can 

sometimes be vague; therefore, with the help of peer comments, writers can understand 

the problematic parts in their texts more easily.  

Tsui and Ng’s (2000) study investigated to what extent teacher and peer feedback 

facilitated revisions. 27 Chinese ESL learners were the participants of the study. Before 

the study, the writing tasks were composed of only one draft and only teacher feedback 

was provided, where the focus was on grammatical accuracy. With the study, the 

participants were introduced to process approach oriented writing cycles which consisted 

of whole class brainstorming activity, first draft based on these brainstorming activities, 

teacher feedback to whole class focusing on common problems in writing that particular 

task, peer feedback to first draft, oral feedback sessions in groups of three or four, second 

draft, teacher written comments, and final draft. This writing cycle procedure was 
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repeated six times with different writing tasks. In the fourth cycle, a questionnaire aiming 

to reveal the participants’ attitudes towards process approach, usefulness of written and 

oral peer feedback, usefulness of teacher comments, and their ideas on the improvements 

in their writings was given to the participants. As another data collection tool, semi-

structured interviews with six participants were conducted.  

The results revealed that participants incorporated feedback from both teacher and 

peers. While the participants found teacher feedback accurate, and induce more revisions, 

they thought peer feedback provided them more concrete suggestions as a result of their 

discussion on their feedback. For them, teacher feedback was valuable in helping them to 

make revisions on content and organization, which was not possible by peer feedback. 

Besides, the participants mentioned that their teachers were used to reading their writing 

so the participants did not feel a need to make their writing clear as they knew the teacher 

would understand and correct them. Therefore, their peers created a sense of real audience 

and forced them to make their writing more clear. As a result of this, the participants 

mentioned that they got better at clarifying their intended meaning as they regarded their 

peers as real audiences. Another result of this study was that peer revision helped students 

to develop sense of ownership of their writings. The participants could take the initiative 

to decide whether to make the suggested changes or not.  Lastly, the study concluded that 

peer feedback sessions raised the participants’ awareness of their own weaknesses and 

strengths.  

Peer feedback is a social activity, where learners negotiate meaning through their 

interactions (Farrah, 2012; Nelson & Murphy, 1992). Besides, peer feedback process 

necessitates collaboration among learners (Hansen & Liu, 2005). While giving and 

receiving feedback, learners communicate to clarify their intended meaning. Through 

interaction and dialogue, learners would ideally learn how to make meaningful revisions. 

Therefore, peer feedback is a valuable activity as it offers an opportunity for the 

development of writing and social interaction skills, which is necessary for language 

learning.   

Another benefit of peer feedback application is that it has the potential of 

developing learners’ critical thinking and self-evaluation skills, which can also lead to 

learners’ monitoring their learning and progress in learning language and writing skills 

(Bilen, 2014; Farrah, 2012; Lundstrom & Baker, 2008; Rollinson, 2005; Thomas, 

Marting & Pleasants, 2011). Learners giving feedback would ideally develop creative 



16 

 

thinking skills to evaluate a paper. Similarly, learners incorporating peer feedback can 

possibly develop thinking skills to decide which feedback is valid and worth 

incorporating, which helps them to make appropriate revisions. Giving and using peer 

feedback are beneficial activities for learners that can help them to learn to critically 

evaluate their own writing (Rollinson, 2005). By this way, learners can better monitor 

their self-progress (Swain, Brooks, & Tocalli-Beller, 2002; Thomas, Marting, & 

Pleasants, 2011).  

Research on peer feedback also indicated that it had a positive impact on fostering 

writing and language learning motivation (Grabe & Kaplan, 1996; Liu, & Carless, 2006; 

McLoughlin & Luca, 2004; Min 2005; Rollinson, 2005; Shaw, 2002; Topping 2005). For 

example, Farrah (2012) studied the impact of peer reviewing on students’ attitudes 

towards peer feedback and their writing performances. 105 EFL students were the 

participants of the study. The pre- and post-writing performances of both control and 

experimental groups were compared to see whether peer feedback had an impact on the 

writing performance of participants in the experimental group. Another data collection 

instrument was a Likert type questionnaire, which was administered at the beginning, in 

the middle, and at the end of the study to reveal the participants’ attitudes towards peer 

feedback and their motivation for writing and working collaboratively.  The participants 

provided feedback to their peers throughout a semester under the guidance of the teacher. 

The study concluded that the writing performances of the participants who received peer 

feedback increased and they developed positive attitudes towards peer feedback. Besides, 

the study revealed that there was an increase in students’ motivation to write due to peer-

reviewing practices. 

Although how to use peer pressure to increase motivation in peer feedback is not 

a clear phenomenon and is a challenge (Ransdell, 2001), peer effect may still well 

function as a strong motivator (Shaw, 2002). Knowing to be evaluated by their peers, 

learners might feel pressure, and this can create a competitive atmosphere. As a result of 

this, for their peers, who are equal to themselves in terms of knowledge and capacity, 

they might force themselves to do the best not to be seen less capable (Shaw, 2002). In 

addition to peer pressure, a pressure to give valid feedback for their peers can increase 

motivation of learners. This helps learners develop a sense of personal responsibility. 

Besides, learners’ having the role of an instructor might increase their motivation and 

engagement in the process (Farrah, 2012; Rollinson, 2005; Shaw, 2002). By this way, 
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learners may realize that they are capable of giving good feedback and therefore develop 

self-confidence (Shaw, 2002).   

Research on peer feedback revealed that peer feedback process can also enhance 

the development of language skills in EFL and ESL (Fallahi, Wood, Austad, & Fallahi, 

2006; Gielen, Peeters, Dochy, Onghena, & Struyven, 2010; Liu & Carless, 2006; 

Lundstrom & Baker, 2008; McLouglin & Luca, 2004; Paulus, 1999).  Among these 

studies, Lundstrom and Baker (2008) found that learners receiving and giving feedback 

successfully learnt to develop global and local level aspects of their writings. The study 

concluded that especially learners, who were trained to give feedback, had more gains in 

terms of global aspects than the learners who were trained to use peer feedback. For 

Lundstrom and Baker, an underlying reason for this is that “learning to review others’ 

writing improves one’s own writing and students learn from these activities to critically 

self-evaluate their own writing in order to make appropriate revisions (2008, p. 9)”. This 

study emphasizes the importance of training on giving peer feedback and indicates that 

such training can develop both learners’ self-evaluation skills and writing skills.  

 In the same vein, Efe found that training students on giving and using peer 

feedback and incorporating peer feedback into writing can contribute to development of 

learners’ writing skills “as it enhances collaboration and interaction among students by 

creating an active classroom environment (2014, p. 39)”. In addition to this, feedback 

training and feedback giving and receiving practices, if implemented in English, as the 

target language, constitute an opportunity for EFL/ESL learners to practise their listening 

and speaking skills (Lockhart & Ng, 1995; Mendonca & Johnson, 1994; Tang & 

Tithecott, 1999). 

Finally, learners’ attitudes towards peer reviewing might impact the 

implementation of peer reviewing in developing writing skills. Learners’ preference of 

feedback, either teacher or peer, is related to their ideas on which one is the most effective 

for them (Rollinson, 2005). Besides, when learners give and receive peer feedback, and 

get training on how to give feedback to each other’s writing, they might develop positive 

attitudes towards peer reviewing. To illustrate, Kastra (1987) investigated students’ 

attitudes towards writing after peer response and teacher response. She found that 

students who participated in peer feedback practice showed more positive attitudes 

towards writing than the students who had received only teacher feedback.  
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Similarly, Zhang (1995) investigated eighty-one students’ preferences for source 

of feedback, who studied writing in an ESL context in the USA. The aim of the study was 

to find out which feedback source -teacher, peer, or self- students would choose before 

writing the final draft if given a chance. Data were collected through a questionnaire. The 

results of the study indicated that students valued peer feedback as they thought it 

provided a sense of audience and created more social support than teacher feedback. 

Furthermore, students preferred peer feedback to self-revision because of the necessity 

for an audience.  

In the same vein, Jacobs, Curtis, Braine, and Huang (1998) researched 121 

Chinese students’ attitudes towards peer feedback by making students use peer feedback 

as the only source of feedback. The results showed us that 93% of the participants 

favoured peer feedback when they had no other feedback source to receive feedback.  

Finally, peer feedback may have an impact on learners’ developing positive 

attitudes towards peer reviewing and benefit from peer reviewing if implemented after a 

well-planned training program with appropriate tasks, time, and patience (Rollinson, 

2005). 

Also, Sengun (2002) investigated whether a four-week training program could 

change the attitudes of students towards peer feedback. The participants were 15 students 

studying English at a foreign language department in an EFL context, Turkey. A 

questionnaire was administered before and after the training program and eight 

participants were interviewed after the application of the second questionnaire. The 

results revealed that the training program affected the attitudes of students towards peer 

feedback in a positive way.   

Based on the studies mentioned in this section, it can be said that peer feedback 

may lead to cognitive development (Amores, 1997), create sense of text ownership 

(Mendonca & Johnson, 1994; Tsui & Ng, 2000) and audience awareness (Mendonca & 

Johnson, 1994; Tsui & Ng, 2000), increase motivation (Bilen, 2014; Grabe & Kaplan, 

1996; Rollinson, 2005; Thompson, 2001; Topping, 2005), generate positive attitudes 

towards writing (Min, 2005), develop social interaction skills (Lockhart & Ng, 1995; Tsui 

& Ng, 2000), create autonomy (Hansen & Liu, 2005; Thompson, 2001), and improve 

writing skill (Lundstrom & Baker, 2008). Peer feedback can be an alternative feedback 

source or can be used as complementary to teacher feedback (Caulk, 1994) and it offers 

the opportunity of receiving feedback from multiple sources (Caulk, 1994; Mittan, 1989). 
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Furthermore, learners can learn how to increase text length (Berg, 1999), how to clarify 

the intended meaning (Tsui & Ng, 2000), and how to revise writing effectively (Lee, 

1997) in peer feedback sessions. Finally, peer feedback may lead to collaborative 

dialogue and; therefore, cooperative learning (Hansen & Liu, 2005). 

 

 2. 4. 1. Empirical studies on EFL/ESL writing anxiety and peer feedback 

 

Anxiety is a factor that impacts the writing performance of EFL/ESL learners, 

especially with low English writing proficiency (Abdel Latif, 2012; Hassan, 2001; Susoy 

& Tanyer, 2013).  In other words, writing anxiety negatively affects ESL/EFL learners’ 

writing quality (Hassan, 2001; Magno, 2008).  

There are various sources of writing anxiety. Firstly, it might result from learners’ 

having low self-esteem (Magno, 2008) and low self-efficacy (Cheng, 2002; Erkan & 

Saban, 2011; Rankin-Brown, 2006). In addition to these, leaners’ worrying about their 

foreign or second language knowledge and ability is another reason for writing anxiety 

(Hertz-Lazarowitz & Bar-Natan, 2002). For Abdel-Latif, language learners experience 

anxiety “due to their low language and writing ability self-perceptions, communication 

apprehension and poor writing achievement history (2012, p.13)’’. As Hassan (2001) 

stated poor knowledge and skill development of composing, lack of L2 linguistic 

knowledge, product based, and teacher oriented approach to language teaching are the 

underlying reasons of high level of writing anxiety. Besides, topic unfamiliarity and 

negative teacher feedback (Abdel Latif, 2012; Hassan, 2001; Ozturk & Saydam, 2014) 

can be other sources of writing anxiety. Abdel Latif summarizes the main sources of 

EFL/ESL writing anxiety as “linguistic knowledge level, perceived language competence, 

writing performance level, perceived writing competence, instructional practices and fear 

of criticism (2012, p.1)”. Rankin-Brown also states that both the “fear of how the teacher 

will evaluate the writing” and “fear of how their peers will evaluate their writing (2006, 

p. 3)” can be reasons of anxiety no matter what the source of feedback is.   

Bearing these causes of writing anxiety in mind, the simplest solution to reduce 

the anxiety level of L2 writers is to develop their linguistic knowledge and writing 

abilities, particularly by creating learning environments that can foster this goal in less 

threatening ways (Abdel Latif, 2012; Hassan, 2001; Rankin-Brown, 2006). The feeling 

of being knowledgeable and competent in L2 writing can possibly help learners to feel 
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less anxious and foster their writing abilities. This can be achieved by a learning context 

where the teacher is not dominant and not the only source of feedback (Hassan, 2001). In 

addition to this, Ozturk and Saydam assert that teachers need to be careful on their 

manners of giving feedback as “teachers may have an indirect effect on students’ writing 

anxiety level (2014, p. 17)”. Besides, to counteract anxiety, the type of feedback needs to 

be reconsidered to make sure that there is enough praise and constructive feedback from 

variety of sources, self, peer, or teacher (Abdel Latif, 2012). Lastly, awareness on the role 

of feedback through training can minimize the level of anxiety resulting from being 

evaluated (Rankin-Brown, 2006).   

Research on peer feedback in ESL/ EFL contexts investigated whether peer 

feedback had a positive impact on reducing anxiety levels of EFL learners (Zhang, 2011).  

Research on the relation between anxiety and peer feedback has shown that training 

learners on how to give and receive peer feedback is of vital importance to enhance the 

positive impacts of peer feedback on reducing writing anxiety (Kurt & Atay, 2007; Susoy 

& Tanyer 2013; Zhang, 2011). Through training, learners can learn how to give 

constructive feedback and interpret feedback of their peers constructively (Ozogul & 

Sullivan, 2009). By learning this, students can benefit from peer feedback to boost their 

self-confidence as the provider of feedback (Min, 2005). Besides, during peer reviewing, 

seeing that they have similar worries and efficacies can help L2 learners increase the level 

of self-efficacy and self-esteem, which has a fundamental role in reducing anxiety and 

developing writing performance (Cinar, 2014; Jahin, 2012; Min, 2005; Zhang, 2011). 

Besides, training on giving feedback is crucial for learners to develop their skills in giving 

clear and unambiguous comments; which can help learners to better interpret and 

incorporate feedback. This contributes to the development of writing skills (Zhang, 

2011); thus reduces writing anxiety.  

Among the studies that investigated the impacts of peer feedback training on 

writing anxiety, Kurt and Atay (2007) conducted a research on whether peer feedback 

practices had any impacts on foreign language writing anxiety. 86 prospective EFL 

teachers were the participants of the study. Cheng’s (2004) Second Language Writing 

Anxiety Inventory was given to both the experimental and control groups at the beginning 

and end of the study. While the experimental group got both written and oral peer 

feedback for their essays, and grading for eight weeks, the control group received only 

teacher feedback for first drafts of their essays. Eight weeks later, 20 participants from 
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the experimental group were interviewed on their experiences of peer feedback.  

The study concluded that the participants who had training on peer feedback and 

gave peer feedback for a period of time experienced decrease in their anxiety levels. The 

interviews revealed that the majority of the participants found peer feedback helpful and 

enjoyed the peer feedback discussions. The main reason for this was that the participants 

thought that their peers showed their mistakes, and provided them useful ideas and 

perspectives to develop their essays. The most significant reason why the participants 

liked peer feedback sessions was that they “felt less anxious, self-confident, and free 

(Kurt & Atay, 2007, p. 19)”. Based on these results, Kurt and Atay (2007) emphasized 

the positive impact of feedback training and assistance that the participants were exposed 

to on participants’ benefitting from peer feedback.  

Jahin’s (2012) study provided similar results with Kurt and Atay’s (2007) study. 

The study aimed at investigating the relation between peer reviewing, second language 

writing anxiety, and ability. The participants of the study were 40 EFL students at an 

English teacher education program in Saudi Arabia. Second Language Writing Anxiety 

Inventory by Cheng (2004) was administered to both control and experimental groups. In 

order to measure the participants’ ability to write, both groups took three essay-writing 

tests at different times.  Then, the participants in the experimental group received training 

on giving peer feedback for two class hours and then, evaluated their peers’ essays by 

using a checklist of assessment rubrics. The peer reviewing sessions included both written 

feedback on surface and global level aspects of their essays and discussions on the 

feedback they provided.  The participants in the control group were provided with only 

teacher grades and feedback. Later, the researcher and an independent EFL instructor 

graded both groups’ essays.  

The results of the study revealed that anxiety levels of the experimental group, 

who got training on peer feedback and gave and received peer feedback decreased more 

than the control group who got only teacher feedback. Besides, the scores of essay writing 

tests of the experimental group were significantly higher than the control group, which 

indicated that peer reviewing and multiple draft writing approach led to development in 

writing ability in EFL. Jahin (2012) suggested that meaningful peer feedback could 

contribute to learner motivation to develop writing ability and create a less threatening 

learning atmosphere, where learners write without feeling anxious.  
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Cinar’s (2014) study supported the view that peer feedback training and practice 

can reduce anxiety levels of EFL learners by creating a more informal and collaborative 

learning atmosphere. In Cinar’s (2014) study, 16 learners with pre-intermediate English 

level at a preparatory school in Turkey were the participants. In addition to Second 

Language Writing Anxiety Inventory by Cheng (2004), researcher observation, 

researcher diary on her observations, and interviews with the participants were used as 

data collection tools. Observation and researcher diary aimed at revealing what impact 

peer feedback had on the participants. Interviews aimed at investigating the participants’ 

thoughts on the impact of peer feedback on writing anxiety, self-confidence, and their 

feelings while getting peer feedback. In this 7-week study, the participants were trained 

on how to give peer feedback by using a checklist.  

The results of the study indicated that cognitive anxiety, somatic anxiety, and 

avoidance behaviour levels of the participants decreased after peer feedback training and 

practice sessions. Another result of the study based on the interviews was that peer 

feedback practices created a more supportive, collaborative, interactive, educational, and 

less threatening learning environment.  

As a conclusion, if students are trained well on how to provide constructive 

feedback to their peers, their writing anxiety levels may decrease (Min, 2005). Moreover, 

with the help of discussion during peer feedback, students might realize that their peers 

have similar worries (Susoy & Tanyer, 2013). Thus, a more positive, social, and less 

threatening learning environment where learners write comfortably can be established 

during peer feedback sessions (Cinar, 2014; Jahin, 2012; Zhang, 2011). 

Although the aforementioned studies enriched the understanding of the impact of 

peer feedback, there is still a need for research exploring whether peer feedback can be 

used to reduce writing anxiety levels of language learners in an EFL context.  

 

2. 5. Conclusion 

 

This chapter has presented both the theoretical framework and empirical data on 

implementing peer feedback in EFL writing, specifically the advantages and 

disadvantages of peer reviewing, and the relation between peer-reviewing and writing 

anxiety.  The present study has been conducted to investigate if peer reviewing could 

reduce EFL/ESL writing anxiety of prep school students in an EFL context at university 
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level. The next chapter will present the methodology, data collection procedure, methods, 

and analysis. 
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CHAPTER 3  

METHODOLOGY 

 

3. 1. Introduction 

 

The aim of the current study is to investigate whether peer feedback has an impact 

on foreign language writing anxiety. To achieve this aim, the following research 

questions were posed to guide the study:  

1. What impact does peer feedback have on foreign language writing 

anxiety level of Turkish prep school students studying EFL?  

2. What are the opinions of Turkish prep school students studying EFL 

about peer feedback? 

 

3. 2. The Setting  

 

This study was conducted at the School of Foreign Languages of Anadolu 

University (AUSFL) in Eskisehir, Turkey. The school aims to help university students 

acquire upper-intermediate level of proficiency in English before attending their 

departments. At the beginning of each academic year, the students take a placement exam, 

according to which they are placed at, A level (upper intermediate), B level 

(intermediate), C level (lower intermediate), or D level (elementary).  

The classes consist of integrated language skill courses; therefore, there are no 

writing courses where writing skill is taught separately from the other language skills. 

Instead, writing is an integral part of the courses. To improve students’ writing skills, the 

writing sections in the course book are covered. These writing sections are extensions of 

the grammar topics and certain language functions covered in the course book. For 

example, if the grammar topic is “used to” in a particular class hour, students are required 

to write a short paragraph about their past habits using the target structure and upload 

their assignment tasks on Edmodo, which is a learning management system. The task 

requirements involve guiding questions to clarify the constituents of a particular task. 

Course teachers provide written feedback on Edmodo. The teacher feedback can be local, 
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teachers provide feedback on grammar, vocabulary, punctuation, or global, where 

teachers provide feedback on organization and coherence. Peer feedback is not 

implemented. 

 

3. 3. The Participants of the Study 

 

The participants of the current study were chosen through convenience sampling. 

The participants were EFL learners who were learning English at B level (intermediate) 

at AUSFL. The participants of the study were the students of six different B level classes. 

The reason why B level students of particular six classes were included is the course 

teachers’ willingness to allocate time for the researcher to implement peer feedback in 

their classes. Another reason for why B level classes were the participants of the present 

study was their proficiency level in English. Rollinson (2005) suggests that peer feedback 

may not work well when students’ English proficiency level is low. For Rollinson (2005), 

learners should have a certain proficiency level in English to be able to give feedback to 

their peers’ papers. Thus, B level students were chosen to take part in the study because 

they were believed to be able to detect problematic parts in terms of both global and 

surface level errors in their peers’ texts and provide feedback to their peers. 

In the prep school where the study was conducted, there were about 440 students 

studying at B level and they had 22 hours face-to-face instruction weekly. The ages of 

the participants ranged from 18 to 20. The number of the overall participants of the present 

study was 120. The number of participants in both the control group and the experimental 

group was 60. The participants of the current study were chosen through convenience 

sampling. Three of the classes were control groups, who only received regular teacher 

feedback and no peer feedback for the writing tasks they wrote in class. The other three 

classes were experimental groups who received peer feedback training for four weeks and 

practised peer feedback for five weeks. The experimental group received only peer 

feedback, but no teacher feedback after the four-week training was completed.  
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3. 4. Data Collection Instruments 

 

The current study was a mixed methods design study with an embedded design 

using both quantitative and qualitative data collection and analysis methods. The 

embedded design is a form of mix methods design. The aim of embedded design is to 

collect data by using both qualitative and quantitative data collection methods and to use 

one form of data to support the other one (Creswell, 2012). In the current study, for 

quantitative data collection, the Second Language Writing Anxiety Inventory (SLWAI) 

was used and for qualitative data collection, structured interviews were used and 

qualitative data (by interviews) were collected after quantitative data to explain and 

support the findings of SLWAI. 

 

3. 4. 1. The second language writing anxiety inventory (SLWAI)   

 

SLWAI (Appendix 1) was created by Cheng (2004) to measure anxiety levels of 

students while producing texts in ESL classes. SLWAI consists of 22 items related to 

cognitive anxiety, somatic anxiety, avoidance behaviour and has five-point likert-scale, 

from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Seven items in SLWAI are reverse-coded 

(1, 4, 7, 17, 18, 21, and 22). While these items were being analyzed, reverse scoring was 

used. SLWAI has the reliability of .91 (Cheng, 2004), which was calculated by Cronbach 

alpha co-efficiency. Ozturk &Saydam (2014) translated SLWAI to Turkish (Appendix 2) 

and then back translated this inventory, and their translated version has the reliability of 

.89. In the present study, the Turkish version of SLWAI was used as the quantitative data 

collection instrument. In the first and twelfth week of the semester, all the participants 

were requested to respond to the Turkish version of SLWAI. The reliability of the 

inventory for this study was calculated as .86 and the validity of the inventory was 

evaluated by the advisor. 

 

3. 4. 2. Structured interviews 

 

 In order to investigate opinions of participants about peer feedback practice, 

whether peer feedback practice changed participants’ ideas about writing, and whether 
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the changes in foreign language writing anxiety levels occurred as a result of peer 

feedback practice or not, 15 participants in the experimental group whose anxiety level 

categories changed after peer feedback practice were chosen through convenience 

sampling and their willingness. The participants were interviewed in the 13th week. The 

interviews consisted of 4 questions (Appendix 3) asking how they felt when they wrote 

something in English, when they provided and received peer feedback, and whether peer 

feedback practice had an impact on their opinions about writing. Before the questions 

were asked to the participants, each participant was shown the anxiety level change after 

peer feedback practice. The interviews were conducted in the participants’ native 

language (Turkish) with the aim that participants could feel more comfortable when they 

expressed their feelings and ideas. To provide the content validity of the instrument, 

opinions (related to the interview questions) of four EFL instructors who were teaching 

EFL for more than 10 years were asked. As a result of their feedback, the final versions 

of the questions were decided. The following questions were used in the interviews (see 

App. C for the Turkish version of the interview questions):  

1. How do you feel when you write something in English? 

2. How was giving feedback to your peers? 

3. How was receiving peer feedback for your writing? 

4. Do you think peer feedback practice has affected your feelings and opinions 

about writing? 

 

3. 5. Data Collection Procedure 

 

In the first week of the semester, an experimental group including three B level 

classes and a control group including three B level classes were selected by using 

convenience sampling. The purpose of the study and the procedures that were determined 

by the researcher and the participants would go through were explained in Turkish to the 

participants by the researcher of the present study. All participants responded to SLWAI 

in the first week of the semester. Furthermore, the researcher informed the experimental 

group about the dates of the training sessions (Appendix 4) and explained what constitutes 

peer feedback, the types of peer feedback, and how they could give peer feedback in a 

class hour. The researcher then checked the understanding of the participants about peer 

feedback practice to be sure that all the participants clearly understood what peer 
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feedback was, how important it was, and how it could be implemented in an effective 

way.  

In the second and third weeks, two sample writing papers of two students at B 

level (Appendix 5, 6) were given to the participants in the experimental group. They were 

required to write feedback to these sample papers individually in English. A 45 minute-

class hour for each paper was given to the students as time limit. The sections of the 

sample writing papers consisted of writing task instructions, task requirements, checklists 

for the feedback givers, and boxes to write comments either in English or Turkish. The 

checklists were parallel to the task requirements. The participants were familiar with the 

checklists and the task formats, as they had already completed at least ten writing tasks 

when they were students at C level. In the second class hour, the researcher checked the 

papers and communicated with participants one by one to point out errors in corrections 

and missing parts in their feedback. This procedure continued for 2 weeks.  

In the fourth week, the participants were asked to complete a writing task in the 

first class hour (Appendix 7). In the second class hour, they were asked to give feedback 

to their classmates’ papers, read and complete the checklist on the paper which was 

related to the task, and write comments and feedback in the comment box in either English 

or Turkish.  

In the fifth week, the writer of the original paper, the peer feedback provider, and 

the researcher came together and the peer explained her/his feedback orally. The 

researcher listened to each pair carefully and showed the errors if there were any. The 

reason why the researcher herself checked the papers and listened to all the students was 

to see if participants could provide peer feedback effectively and make sure that 

participants could focus on both global and local level errors. During that practice, both 

English and Turkish were used for communication between students and between the 

researcher and students. The participants were allowed to use their native language 

(Turkish) throughout the process so that they could feel relax and work in a positive and 

collaborative atmosphere where interaction is constituted. After the fifth week, peer 

feedback trainings were completed.  

In the sixth week, peer feedback practice sessions started. For a class hour, the 

participants completed a writing task (Appendix 8). In the second class hour, they gave 

feedback to their peers’ papers and communicated the written feedback. The researcher 
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just walked around and listened to their feedback communication without any comments 

or interference. 

The participants in the experimental group completed four more tasks 

(Appendices 9-12), gave and received peer feedback in the seventh, ninth, tenth, and 

eleventh weeks following the same procedure as in the sixth week. The researcher met 

the participants in the experimental group for two class hours weekly throughout nine 

weeks for peer feedback practice. While the researcher helped, commented, and provided 

feedback to the experimental group on how to provide feedback during peer feedback 

trainings, she did not interfere or help them during peer feedback practices.  

In the training and practice sessions, the participants in the experimental group 

were told that they could write any types of comments, including grammar use, task 

achievement, and vocabulary expectations in the comment box either in Turkish or 

English, or both. The checklists above the comment boxes were developed to help and 

guide the participants through providing peer feedback process. The researcher developed 

the checklists including the requirements of the tasks and the course syllabus. The 

statements in the checklists were to help the participants review their peers’ texts in terms 

of content, organization, grammatical accuracy, lexical competence, and punctuation. 

Thus, the participants corrected not only grammatical errors but also wrote comments on 

global level errors such as coherence, organization, and task achievement. Furthermore, 

every week, the researcher made sure that the participants provided feedback to a different 

classmate. By this way, the participants had an opportunity to get feedback from different 

classmates, see different perspectives on their writing, and see both her/his own and 

others’ strengths and weaknesses in writing. 

During the present study, the participants in both control and experimental groups 

completed the same five tasks in practice sessions. The difference between these two 

groups was that while the control group received only teacher feedback, the experimental 

group gave and received peer feedback. Another difference between the two groups was 

that the experimental group wrote one more task from the control group, which was in 

the training week. All the tasks used in the training sessions for the experimental group 

and practice sessions for both control and experimental groups were similar to the tasks 

required by the course syllabus as they had the same task requirements and word limits, 

but with slightly different topics. To illustrate, the task in the course syllabus was writing 



30 

 

a paragraph about the first day of university and the topic of the first application task was 

writing a paragraph about the first month at university. 

In the 12th week, SLWAI was administered again to all the participants in both 

control and experimental groups to see if foreign language writing anxiety levels of the 

participants changed and if peer feedback had an impact on the foreign language writing 

anxiety.  

In the 13th week, structured interviews were conducted with 15 participants chosen 

from the experimental group regarding the change in their SLWAI scores and divided 

into 3 groups. The first group consisted of participants whose anxiety levels were 

regarded as high before peer feedback practice and medium after peer feedback practice. 

The second group consisted of participants whose anxiety levels were regarded as high 

before peer feedback practice and low after peer feedback practice. The last group 

consisted of participants whose anxiety levels were regarded as medium before peer 

feedback practice and low after peer feedback practice. Five participants from each group 

were chosen to be interviewed about their opinions regarding peer feedback practice and 

its impact on their EFL writing anxiety. The interviews were conducted in Turkish for 

participants to express their opinions easily and in order not to cause EFL speaking 

anxiety. The structured interviews were recorded and transcribed by the researcher. 

 

3. 6. Data Analysis 

 

For the analysis of quantitative data, the results of the SLWAI given in the 1st and 

12th week to the control group (60 participants) and experimental group (60 participants) 

were analyzed in IBM SPSS Statistics 21.0 by using paired sample t-test to see what had 

changed in terms of anxiety levels. In order to measure the changes in the anxiety levels 

of the participants, standard deviation and mean scores were calculated both for pre- and 

post-tests for control and experimental groups. There are 22 items in SLWAI. The lowest 

score is 22. For 7 items in SLWAI, reverse scoring was used. For the pre-application of 

SLWAI, the highest score is 110. For the experimental group, to determine the range for 

moderate anxiety level, the standard deviation (8.18) is added to and subtracted from the 

mean score (68.08). Therefore, if the score of a participant is 77 or above, the anxiety 

level of the participant is high, if the score is between 60 and 76, the anxiety level is 

regarded as moderate and if the score is 59 or below, the anxiety level is low. The same 
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procedure was repeated to determine the mean scores and the number of the participants 

for high, moderate, and low anxiety levels for the post-application of SLWAI. To 

determine the range for moderate anxiety level, the standard deviation (11.47) is added 

to and subtracted from the mean score (59.24). Therefore, if the score of a participant is 

72 or above, the anxiety level of the participant is high, if the score is between 48 and 71, 

the anxiety level is regarded as moderate and if the score is 47 or below, the anxiety level 

is low. To compare the pre- and post-application results of the control and experimental 

groups, independent sample t-test was applied. 

To gather qualitative data, 15 participants from the experimental group, regarding 

the changes in their anxiety level after peer feedback training and practices, were chosen 

through convenience sampling and interviewed in the 13th week. Transcriptions were 

content analyzed. To provide intra-rater reliability, three weeks later, the researcher 

analyzed 30% of the transcriptions again and compared the findings. For inter-rater 

reliability, two different raters who were also instructors teaching EFL and had 

experience in content analysis separately content analyzed the transcriptions 

independently from the researcher. Next, the findings of the researcher were compared to 

the ones of the two raters. After an agreement was reached between the researcher and 

the raters, all the data were content analyzed.  
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

 

4. 1. Results 

 

The present study aims at researching what impact peer feedback has on foreign 

language writing anxiety experienced by Turkish prep school students studying EFL and 

what they think about peer feedback. To achieve these aims, the participants in the 

experimental group got training on peer feedback, and gave and received peer feedback 

for nine weeks. The control group, however, received only teacher feedback for five tasks. 

The participants in the control and experimental groups responded to Second Language 

Writing Anxiety Inventory (SLWAI) at the beginning and end of the study. Besides, 

fifteen participants from the experimental group whose anxiety levels changed after peer 

feedback practice were interviewed about their ideas regarding peer feedback and its 

impact on foreign language writing anxiety.  

In this section, the findings on whether peer feedback had an impact on 

participants’ foreign language writing anxiety levels were presented first. Then, the 

findings on participants’ ideas regarding the impact of peer feedback were mentioned.  

 

4. 1. 1. The results on the impact of peer feedback on foreign language writing 

anxiety levels of the participants  

 

To reveal the impact of peer feedback on participants’ foreign language writing 

anxiety levels, all the data from the pre- and post-application of SLWAI were entered to 

IBM SPSS Statistics 21.0 for statistical analysis. The mean scores of the participants in 

the control and the experimental group in the pre- and post-application of SLWAI were 

calculated. Then, the mean scores of the participants in the control group in the pre- and 

post-application of SLWAI were compared using paired sample t-test. The same 

procedure was applied for the experimental group. Table 1 presents the results of the 

control group in the pre- and post-application of SLWAI.  
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Table 1. The Comparison of Pre- and Post-Application of SLWAI of the Control Group 

 Application Name Mean SD P 

Control Pre 67.84 11.63 .017 

Control Post 63.47 9.87  

 

As can be seen from Table 1, there is a statistical difference (p=.017) between the 

mean scores of the participants in the control group in the pre- and post-application of 

SLWAI due to the paired sample t-test results. There is a significant decrease in the 

foreign language writing anxiety level in the post-application of SLWAI of the control 

group which did not get any training on peer feedback, and they were not provided peer 

feedback on their writings. 

Table 2 shows the results of the pre- and post-application of SLWAI of the 

experimental group.  

 

Table 2. The Comparison of Pre- and Post-Application of SLWAI of the Experimental 

Group   

 Application name Mean SD P 

Experimental Pre 68.08 8.18 .008 

Experimental Post 59.24 11.47  

 

 

As can be seen from Table 2, the mean scores of the participants in the 

experimental group in the pre- and post-application of SLWAI were significantly 

different (p=.008). There is a significant decrease in the foreign language writing anxiety 

level of the experimental group in the post-application of SLWAI, which was applied 

after the peer feedback practices. That is, second language writing anxiety levels of 

participants in both the control and experimental groups have decreased significantly.  

Table 3 shows the results of pre- and post-application of SLWAI for the control 

and experimental groups together. To compare the pre- and post-application results of the 

control and experimental groups, independent sample t-test was applied.  

 

Table 3. The Comparison of Pre- and Post-Application of SLWAI of Both Groups 

Group  Application  Mean SD P  

Control  Pre 67.84 11.63 .958 
Experimental  Pre 68.08 8.18  

Control Post 63.47 9.87 .016 

Experimental Post 59.24 11.47  
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As can be seen from Table 3, there is no significant difference between control 

and experimental group in the pre-application of SLWAI (p=.958). This means the 

foreign language writing anxiety levels of the control and the experimental group were 

not significantly different before the feedback practices. However, after feedback 

practices, there is a significant difference between the control and experimental group 

(p=.016). In other words, although foreign language writing anxiety levels decreased in 

both groups, the decrease in the foreign language writing anxiety levels of the 

experimental group was more than the decrease in the foreign language writing anxiety 

levels of the control group.  

In order to reveal what impact peer practices have on participants’ writing anxiety, 

the anxiety levels of the participants in the experimental group before and after peer 

feedback practices were also determined. 

 

Table 4. The Mean Scores and Anxiety Categories for the Experimental Group in the 

Pre-Application of SLWAI 

 Number Range Mean 

Total 60 22-110 68.08 

High Anxious 14 77-110 84.87 

Moderate Anxious 46 60-76 68.18 

Low Anxious 0 22-59 0 

 

Cheng (2004) determined the foreign language writing anxiety level categories as 

high, moderate, and low. There are 22 items in SLWAI. The lowest score is 22. For 7 

items in SLWAI reverse scoring was used. The highest score is 110. To determine the 

range for moderate anxiety level, the standard deviation (8.18) is added to and subtracted 

from the mean score (68.08). Therefore, if the score of a participant is 77 or above, the 

anxiety level of the participant is high, if the score is between 60 and 76, the anxiety level 

is regarded as moderate and if the score is 59 or below, the anxiety level is low. As can 

be seen from Table 4, out of 60 participants in the experimental group, there were 14 

highly anxious, 46 moderate level anxious and no low anxious participants in the pre-

application of SLWAI.  

The same procedure was repeated to determine the mean scores and the number 

of the participants for high, moderate, and low anxiety levels for the post-application of 
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SLWAI. Table 5 presents the mean scores and the ranges for the anxiety level categories 

of the experimental group in the post-application of SLWAI in each anxiety level 

category. 

 

Table 5. The Mean Scores and Anxiety Level Categories for the Experimental Group in 

the Post-Application of SLWAI 

 Number Range Mean 

Total 60 22-110 59.24 

High Anxious 0 72-110 0 

Moderate Anxious 42 48-71 59.89 

Low Anxious 18 22-47 42.96 

 

To determine the range for moderate anxiety level, the standard deviation (11.47) 

is added to and subtracted from the mean score (59.24). Therefore, if the score of a 

participant is 72 or above, the anxiety level of the participant is high, if the score is 

between 48 and 71, the anxiety level is regarded as moderate and if the score is 47 or 

below, the anxiety level is low. 

As can be seen from Table 5, out of 60 participants in the experimental group, 

there were no highly anxious, 42 moderate level anxious and 18 low anxious participants 

in the post-application of SLWAI.  

Table 6 shows the number of participants in the experimental group in the pre- 

and post-application of SLWAI. 

 

Table 6. The Number of Participants in the Experimental Group in the Pre- and Post-

Application of SLWAI  

 N  Pre-Application of 

SLWAI 

N Post-Application of SLWAI 

Total 60 60 

High Anxious 14 0 

Medium Anxious 46 42 

Low Anxious 0 18 

 

As can be seen from Table 6, although there were 14 highly anxious participants 

in the pre-application of SLWAI, there were no participants whose anxiety is high in the 

post-application of SLWAI. Secondly, the number of medium anxious participants also 
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decreased from 46-42. Lastly, although there were no participants whose anxiety level 

was low in the pre-application of SLWAI, the number of low anxious participants 

increased after peer feedback practices. These results indicated that the peer feedback 

practices had a positive impact of decreasing the anxiety level of the participants.  

 

4. 1. 2. The results on the opinions of the participants about peer feedback 

 

The second research question raised in the present study aimed to find out the 

ideas of the participants studying EFL about peer feedback. To answer this question, 15 

participants from the experimental group whose anxiety levels changed from high to 

medium, high to low, and medium to low were chosen through convenience sampling 

and their willingness and the participants were interviewed after peer feedback practice 

in the 13th week. Before the questions were asked to the participants, each participant was 

shown the anxiety level change after peer feedback practice.  

Comparing the mean scores of the experimental group in the pre- and post-

application of SLWAI, the anxiety levels of the participants were categorized into three 

groups; high to medium, high to low, medium to low. High to medium refers to the 

participants whose anxiety levels decreased from high level to medium level. High to low 

refers to the participants whose anxiety levels decreased from high level to low level 

when pre- and post-application of SWAI were compared.  Medium to low refers to the 

participants whose anxiety levels decreased from medium level to low level when pre- 

and post-application of SWAI scores were compared.  

There were 6 participants in the category of High to Medium, 8 participants in the 

High to Low, and 10 participants in the category of Medium to Low. From each category, 

5 participants who were willing to be interviewed were selected for the structured 

interview. That is, 5 participants whose anxiety level decreased from high level to 

medium level, 5 participants whose anxiety level decreased from high to low, and 5 

participants whose anxiety level decreased from medium to low were selected randomly. 

The interviews were tape recorded and transcribed for analysis. Then, the transcriptions 

were content analyzed. In the following section, the results of the interviews are given.  

There were four questions in the interview to reveal the feelings and the ideas of 

the experimental group participants who gave and received peer feedback for their 

writings. The results for each interview question are presented below.  
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Interview question 1: How do you feel when you write something in English? 

The common tendency for the participants whose anxiety levels changed from 

medium to low was that they wanted to develop their writing abilities to pass the prep 

school. They said that although they did not like writing and found it boring before 

trainings, they wrote and submitted their writings to get high writing grades. When they 

were asked about how they feel about writing in English, they mostly used words like 

“nicer”, “easier”, “not boring”. These answers point to the average interest to writing. 

The following quote illustrates this:  

Student 2: Pek yazmak istemiyordum hocam geçen dönem ama artık ödevler hariç 

yazarken sıkılmıyorum pek. Bir de essay yazmayı öğrenmeyi çok istiyorum. 

Sonuçta finalde o çıkacak.  

[I did not want to write last semester but I do not feel bored when writing, I really 

want to learn how to write essay because there will be essay questions in the final 

exam.] 

When asked how they feel about writing in English, while some participants 

whose anxiety levels changed from high to medium stated they feel “better” and “calmer”, 

and they feel that they can succeed in the writing exams, some of them said they do not 

like writing at all due to their limited vocabulary knowledge. The quote below illustrates 

this: 

Student 8: Sevmiyorum hocam ya aklım karışıyor hala, kelime yetmiyor bana 

öğrenemedim kelimeleri bir türlü. Çeviremiyorum aklımdakileri. Kitap da 

okuyorum baya ama olmuyor.  

[I don’t like it teacher. I still got confused. I do not have enough vocabulary. I 

couldn’t learn vocabulary. I cannot translate the things in my mind. I read books 

but I still cannot achieve it.] 

The common tendency for participants in the high to low anxiety group was that 

they compared their writing performances and their ideas on writing in English and their 

writing performances before and after training on giving and receiving feedback. The 

participants in this group stated that while they had difficulty in finding ideas to write, 

found it boring to write, and considered their writing performances as “awful”, they had 

a clearer idea on how to write, how to find ideas, and how to construct better sentences 

thanks to peer feedback practices. Besides, they mentioned that they became optimistic 
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about their writing performances as they learnt how to write to be successful in the writing 

exams. The quotation below illustrates these results:   

Student 11:  

Donup kalıyordum hocam ya sayenizde nerden nasıl puan alacağımı öğrendim. 

Bir de o kriterdeki ilk iki bölümü hiç anlamamıştım o 10 puanı artık çözdüm, 

hocam sağ olun ya asıl önemli olan oralarmış, ben sadece sorulara cevap 

veriyordum, yanlış yapıyormuşum ya anladım neyse ki finalden önce. 

[I used to be paralyzed teacher. Thanks to you, I learnt how to get better scores. 

I did not understand the first two sections of the writing evaluation criteria but 

now I understand that they were the most important parts. I used to answer only 

the questions but I realized that I was doing the wrong thing. Fortunately, I 

understood these before the final exam.] 

Interview question 2: How was giving feedback to your peers? 

The participants in medium to low anxiety category mentioned that giving 

feedback to their peers was enjoyable. They asserted that they developed their grammar 

knowledge and learnt how to correct grammar mistakes in their writing. They added that 

while giving feedback to their peers they started to better understand what was expected 

from them to achieve in their writings. The quote below illustrates these points:  

Student 3: O dersler eğlenceliydi hocam hiç olmazsa ne beklediğinizi anladık 

sınavda nasıl puan alacağımızı falan, ama arkadaşımdan daha iyi İngilizcem 

olmadığı için çok göremedim ben hatalarını, çok bir şey yazamadım o yüzden de. 

[Those classes were enjoyable. At least we have learnt what you expect and how 

to get scores in the exam but I couldn’t see my friends’ mistakes, as my English is 

not better than my friends. Therefore, I couldn’t write enough.] 

The interview results revealed that although the participants in the high to medium 

anxiety group found giving feedback to peers as a positive practice on the whole, they 

were less positive about their experiences of giving feedback to their peers than the 

participants with a change in their anxiety from medium to low, especially when they had 

to provide feedback to their classmates whose writing performances and grammar were 

better than theirs. One of the participants in this group added that she sought the teacher’s 

help while giving feedback. The quote below illustrates these results:  

Student 6:  



39 

 

Güzeldi ama bazen bazı arkadaşlar benden iyi yazıyor onlara bir şey bulamadım 

kaldım öyle size de soruyordum başta yardım ediyordunuz sonra ben burada 

yokum beni unutun diyordunuz o zaman iyi olmadı. 

[It was good but some of my friends write better than me. I couldn’t find anything 

to write for them. In the beginning, I was asking you and you were helping me. 

But then, you said we should behave as if you were not there. This was not good.] 

For the participants in the high to low anxiety group, giving feedback was a nice 

experience. They mentioned that their self-confidence increased when they realized that 

their peers’ writing in English was as “bad” as theirs. The quotation below illustrates this:  

Student 12:  “Süperdi bence herkes benim gibi sorun yaşıyormuş onu gördüm ya 

kendime güvenim geldi hocam. (It was super. Everybody was having problems 

like me. I realized this. I started to feel more self-confident.)”  

Interview question 3: How was receiving peer feedback for your writing? 

While some of the participants in medium to low anxiety group stated that they 

were nervous at first, then they got used to the process and were looking forward to giving 

and getting feedback. The others stated that they learnt a lot, especially on grammar 

thanks to getting feedback. The quotes below illustrate these results:  

Student 1: Başta biraz rahatsız oldum ama sonra alıştım, 3. hafta falan olduğunda 

artık sizin uygulama saatiniz gelse diye bekliyorduk sınıfta. 

[At first, I was anxious but then I got used to and on the 3rd week, we were waiting 

for your classes.] 

Student 3: Bazı seferler çalışkan arkadaşlar denk geldi o zaman gramer 

konularını falan anlatıyorlardı bunu böyle yap falan diye, öyle güzel oldu baya 

çok şey öğrendim. 

[Sometimes, hardworking friends were my peers. They were explaining the 

grammar topics and telling me “do this, do that”. This was good and I learnt a 

lot.] 

From the participants in the high to medium anxiety group, 2 of the participants 

in this group stated that they developed their grammar knowledge thanks to getting peer 

feedback. 3 of them stated that they believed that they could pass the prep school after 

the feedback practices. They also mentioned that their peers mostly corrected their 

grammar and punctuation mistakes and it should not have been like that. Besides, one 

participant added that getting feedback was more helpful than giving feedback although 
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she was not positive about getting feedback at first as she felt unsuccessful while getting 

feedback. The quotes below illustrate these results:  

Student 6: O daha güzeldi hocam ama sonraları, başta sinir oldum, ben bu işi 

yapamayacağım herhalde dedim, herkes güzel yazıyor benden dedim. Ama şimdi 

daha iyi sanırım geçerim hazırlığı. 

[Getting feedback was better but at first I got angry. I thought I was not able to 

do this because everybody was writing better than me. But now, it is better I guess. 

I can pass the prep school.] 

Student 9: Arkadaşlarım hep gramer düzeltiyorlar hocam ya da virgül falan, 

onlardan hocalar çok puan kırmıyor ki, onlara çok bakmasınlar bence. 

[My friends always correct grammar or punctuation but the teachers donot 

reduce points from these, so they should not be correcting these types of mistakes, 

too.] 

When they were asked how getting feedback from their peers on their writing was, 

the participants whose anxiety level is high to low were mostly positive about this 

process. Specifically, they mentioned that receiving peer feedback helped them improve 

their grammar, vocabulary, and writing skills. It was a positive experience for them to see 

their mistakes in writing.  Besides, they said they started to feel more relaxed and self-

confident as they realized that their peers have similar worries during writing.  

Student 11: Alıştım hocam iyi geldi valla, hocalarımdan başka birinin kağıdımı 

görmesi daha iyi oldu çünkü onlarla konuşunca hatalarımı anlattılar, benim 

göremediğimi söylediler. Yeni kelimeler de öğrendim. Keşke böyle bir ders 

olsaydı hocam ya çok sakinledim artık yazarım yani inanıyorum kendime.  

[I got used to getting feedback from my peers. It was better for me to get feedback 

from my friends. When we talked, they explained me my mistakes and they showed 

me what I couldn’t see. I also learnt new words. I wish we had a class like this. 

Teacher, I really calmed down. I believe I can write. I believe in myself.] 

Interview question 4: Do you think peer feedback practice has affected your 

feelings and opinions about writing? 

The participants whose anxiety level decreased from medium to low mentioned 

that peer feedback activities affected their feelings towards writing positively and 

developed their writing skills. Besides, they mentioned that feedback activities increased 

their awareness and helped them to understand how to write. In relation to their feelings 
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towards writing, the participants in this group mentioned that they “are not afraid of 

writing anymore”, “started to have self-confidence”, “started to like writing”, and “do 

not hate writing anymore”. As the reasons for the change in their feelings towards 

writings, they stated that their “grammar improved”, they “became able to use the 

vocabulary” they had learnt “a lot of transition words”, “learnt how to organize” their 

writing, and “understood the writing evaluation criteria”. The quote below illustrates 

these results: 

Student 1: Evet hocam etkiledi tabi ki, ilk dönem yazıyorduk, hoca hatamızı 

düzeltiyordu, notumuzu yazıyordu, o kadar. Birçok hatayı niye öyle düzelttiğini 

anlamıyordum. Ama bu dönem anladım, o yüzden artık writing den korkmuyorum 

çünkü nasıl yazılması gerek biliyorum yani. Gramerim de çok gelişti bence, bir 

sürü bağlaç da öğrendim sizden, essay yazarım bence kesin, güveniyorum artık 

kendime. 

[Yes, teacher. Of course it affected. In the first term, we were writing and the 

teacher was correcting our mistakes, grading our paper. That was it. I didn't use 

to understand why the teacher corrected my mistakes like that. But this term, I 

understood and that’s why I am not afraid of writing anymore because I know 

how to write. I think my grammar developed, too. I learnt a lot of transitions from 

you. I am sure I can write essays. I am more self- confident.] 

As can be seen from the quote above, the participants believe that peer feedback was 

influential because it increased their awareness of how to write, their grammar, and 

vocabulary knowledge.   

The participants in the high to medium anxiety group stated they continue to feel 

insecure about writing despite the peer feedback applications. When they were asked how 

they think peer feedback affected their feelings towards writing, they used expressions 

like “ still afraid”, “not that much affected” and “a little bit affected”. As an indication 

of why they think peer feedback did not affect their feelings towards writing much, they 

mentioned the following; 

Student 6: Hala ödevlerime yüksek vermiyor hocalarım. 

[The teachers still do not give my homework good grades.] 

Student 7: …cümleyi Türkçe kuruyorum ama çeviremiyorum, gramer çalışmam 

lazım benim. 

[I build the sentence in Turkish but I can’t translate, I need to study grammar.] 
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The answers of these two participants indicate that peer feedback did not 

positively affect their feelings towards writing because of not getting good grades and not 

being able to translate. Although all the participants in this group believed that peer 

feedback did not have much contribution to their opinions towards writing, some of them 

mentioned some positive contribution of peer feedback on their opinions towards writing 

such as having more positive attitudes towards writing. The response below illustrates 

these results: 

Student 8: …artık writing e gıcık olmuyorum, bir de nerden puan kırdığınızı 

anladım ya ona göre yazıyorum, azıcık çalışsam geçerim yani inanıyorum. 

[I do not dislike writing anymore and I understood when the teachers reduce 

grades, and I write like that now. I believe if I study, I can pass.] 

The participants in the high to low anxiety group thought that peer feedback 

certainly affected their feelings towards writing. They mentioned their satisfaction on the 

peer feedback application. Besides, they mentioned they feel “relaxed”, “less afraid”, 

and “more confident” about writing. In addition to this, they stated that they are not afraid 

of writing and started to like writing in English; therefore, they feel they can benefit from 

peer feedback training and practices. The following quote exemplifies this:  

Student 12: Tabi ki korkumu azalttı. Artık writing den geçeceğime inanıyorum. Bu 

uygulama çok iyi oldu hocam ya keşke bitmeseydi. 

[Of course, it decreased my fear. I believe I can pass the writing exam. This 

application was good. I wish it hadn’t finished.] 

As it can be seen from the quotes above, peer feedback practices seem to have a 

positive effect on the participants. Peer feedback practices helped the participants believe 

more in themselves and develop a positive attitude towards writing in English. 

 

4. 2. Discussion 

 

In this section the results of the study were discussed with respect to the questions 

raised in the present study.  
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4. 2. 1. The impact of peer feedback on foreign language writing anxiety 

 

Research Question 1: What impact does peer feedback have on foreign language 

writing anxiety level of Turkish prep school students studying EFL?  

The anxiety levels of the control and the experimental group were not 

significantly different in the pre-application of SLWAI. This means their initial anxiety 

levels were similar before the feedback training and peer feedback giving and receiving 

practices. However, in the post-application of SLWAI, there was a significant decrease 

in the anxiety levels of both the control and the experimental group although the control 

group did not get any training on peer feedback, and they were not provided peer feedback 

on their writings. The decrease in the anxiety levels of the participants in the control group 

can be explained by the feedback they got from their teachers and as a result of 5-week 

writing process. However, the anxiety levels of the participants in the experimental group 

decreased significantly more than those of the participants in the control group. These 

results echo with the results of former studies which revealed that peer feedback training, 

peer feedback receiving and giving practices had an impact of reducing the writing 

anxiety levels of learners learning English as a foreign language (Efe, 2014; Kurt & Atay, 

2007; Susoy & Tanyer 2013; Zhang, 2011). In this study, peer feedback contributed to 

reducing writing anxiety more than teacher feedback. Thus, it can be argued that peer 

feedback is more effective in reducing writing anxiety than teacher feedback. 

Furthermore, the present study highlighted the idea that peer feedback application is not 

alone an effective factor in reducing the L2 writing anxiety but it needs to be a well-

planned implementation supported with a continuous learner training on how to give and 

implement peer feedback effectively and efficiently.  

Research Question 2:  What are the opinions of Turkish prep school students 

studying EFL about peer feedback?  

To provide answers to this research question, the participants were asked four interview 

questions.  
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4. 2. 2. Opinions of Turkish prep school students studying EFL about peer 

feedback  

 

The first interview question was “How do you feel when you write something in 

English?” and the fourth interview question was “Do you think peer feedback practice 

has affected your feelings and opinions about writing?”. The participants’ answers to 

these two questions provided insights on their feelings towards writing and how these 

feelings were affected after peer feedback training and practices.  

The participants whose anxiety levels changed from medium to low mentioned 

that they write and want to develop their writing abilities just to pass the prep school and 

they found writing “boring” before the peer feedback trainings. Besides, they mentioned 

they feel “relaxed”, “less afraid”, and “more confident” about writing after trainings. In 

addition to this, they stated that they are “not afraid of writing” and started to “like writing 

in English”; therefore, they feel they can benefit from feedback training and practices.  

The participants in high to low anxiety group stated that while it was highly 

difficult for them to find ideas to write especially because of lack of grammar and 

vocabulary knowledge and as they considered their writing performances “awful”, they 

had a clearer idea on how to write, how to find ideas, and how to construct better sentences 

thanks to training and practices on giving and incorporating feedback. As the reasons for 

the change in their feelings towards writings, the participants stated that peer feedback 

training and practices improved their grammar and vocabulary, helped them to learn 

transition words and how to organize their writing, and understand the writing evaluation 

criteria. All these contributions helped them believe that they can be successful writers, 

especially in the proficiency exam.  

Participants whose anxiety levels changed from high to medium expressed similar 

feelings and stated that after peer feedback training and applications, they started to feel 

more positive about their writing and started to believe that they can succeed in the 

writing exams. However, there are also some participants in the high to medium anxiety 

group who stated that they continue to “feel insecure” about writing despite the peer 

feedback applications. When they were asked how they think peer feedback affected their 

feelings towards writing, they used expressions like “ still afraid”, “not that much 

affected” and “a little bit affected”. As the reason why they thought peer feedback did 
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not affect their feelings towards writing, they stated that they could not get good grades 

and were not able to translate from Turkish to English.  

The problems mentioned by the participants above can be considered as the 

sources of their writing anxiety and low motivation to write. As Hassan (2001) also stated, 

poor knowledge and skill development of composing and lack of L2 linguistic knowledge 

are the sources of writing anxiety that impact L2 writing performance. In addition to these, 

learners’ lack of belief in their writing ability was another reason for writing anxiety 

(Hertz-Lazarowitz & Bar-Natan, 2002). The results above showed that training on peer 

feedback helped them to be more motivated and increased their awareness on how to be 

successful. These results support Kurt and Atay (2007)’s study which found out the 

positive impact of peer feedback on lowering foreign language writing anxiety of students 

studying EFL, who also became more aware of their mistakes.  

The second interview question was “How was giving feedback to your peers?” 

and this question aimed at focusing on the feelings and ideas of the participants on giving 

feedback. The participants in medium to low anxiety category mentioned that giving 

feedback to their peers was “enjoyable”. Similarly, the participants whose anxiety level 

decreased from high to low considered giving peer feedback as “a nice” experience. This 

result shows that giving peer feedback can lead to learners’ positive ideas on peer 

feedback, which can increase positive atmosphere in the classroom. Similarly, Farrah 

(2012) concluded that giving peer feedback helped learners to develop positive attitudes 

towards learning, which also lead to a positive learning environment.  

The first reason why the participants thought giving peer feedback as a positive 

experience was that they thought they improved their grammar knowledge and learnt how 

to correct grammar mistakes in their own writing thanks to giving peer feedback. This 

result echoes with the results of previous studies that concluded that peer feedback could 

increase learners’ awareness of their own writing performances (Efe, 2014; Jahin, 2012; 

Kurt & Atay, 2007; Mendonca & Johnson, 1994; Rankin-Brown, 2006).  Learners’ 

awareness of their own writing progress might lead learners to feel less anxious.  

The participants added that while giving feedback to their peers, they started to 

better understand what was expected from them in their writings. Zhang (1995) states that 

teacher feedback is the most popular feedback type, especially it is more effective where 

teachers are providers of correct knowledge. Although this idea has been supported by 

many former studies, peer feedback practices with a well-organized training can increase 
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L2 learners’ awareness on the writing process and their own mistakes before it becomes 

fossilized. As Sengupta (1998) concluded, the changes that students made were a result 

of peer feedback and peer feedback raised their awareness as real readers, which also 

helped them to be better self-evaluators. Through training, learners can learn how to give 

constructive feedback and unambiguous comments (Ozogul & Sullivan, 2009).  

Second reason why the participants believed that peer feedback was a positive 

experience for them was that their self-confidence increased when they realized that their 

peers’ writing in English was as “bad” as theirs. This sense of having similar worries can 

enhance the collaborative classroom environment. As peer feedback enhances 

collaboration and interaction among learners (Hansen & Liu, 2005), it can create a 

classroom environment where learners are active and more eager to learn from each other. 

The present study also revealed that the participants in the high to medium anxiety 

group were less positive about their experiences of giving feedback to their peers than the 

participants with a change in their anxiety from medium to low, especially when they had 

to provide feedback to their classmates whose writing performances and grammar were 

better than theirs. These results support Abdel Latif (2007)’s study who asserts that 

learners’ worrying about their own language knowledge and ability is an important reason 

for writing anxiety.  However, Rankin-Brown state that “fear of how their peers will 

evaluate their writing (2006, p. 3)” can be a source of anxiety. In the present study, the 

participants also mentioned their fear of providing feedback instead of getting feedback. 

This situation can be interpreted as both giving and receiving feedback can be a source 

of anxiety if the learners are not equipped with enough language and writing knowledge.  

The third interview question was “How was receiving peer feedback for your 

writing?” and the answers to this question provided insights on what the participants think 

about getting feedback from their peers. A few participants stated that they were nervous 

in the first application of giving feedback, they got used to the process quickly. Moreover, 

they stated that they were looking forward to giving and getting feedback. All the 

participants were positive about getting feedback as they learnt a lot, especially about 

grammar, vocabulary and organization skills. This result is compatible with the results of 

Efe (2014)’s study, which revealed that peer feedback is helpful in developing certain 

areas such as grammar, vocabulary, and organization. Another reason why the 

participants thought that getting peer feedback was helpful was that they started to feel 

more relaxed and self-confident as they realized that their peers do similar mistakes and 
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have similar worries during writing. Lastly, the majority of the participants stated that 

they started to believe that they could pass the prep school after the training on peer 

feedback and especially thanks to the feedback they received from their peers. This result 

is compatible with Farah (2012)’s study, which concluded that peer feedback increased 

students’ motivation.  

One negative point they mentioned was that their peers mostly corrected their 

grammar and punctuation mistakes. This result is supported by the previous research 

suggesting that learners tend to focus on surface level errors such as grammar, 

punctuation, and spelling more as such errors are easier to detect than global ones 

(Beason, 1993; Berger, 1990; Hall, 1990; Leki, 1990; Yagelski, 1995). This emphasizes 

the idea that a well-planned feedback training needs to continue throughout the learning 

process. Besides, as Cheng (2004)’s study also suggested, a checklist that can guide 

learners focus on global level aspects of writing while providing peer feedback can be an 

effective solution to learners’ focusing only on surface level errors during peer feedback 

practice. 
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CHAPTER 5  

CONCLUSION  

 

5. 1. The Impact of Peer Feedback on EFL Writing Anxiety 

 

The present study aimed at providing answers for two main research questions:  

1. What impact does peer feedback have on foreign language writing anxiety level 

of Turkish prep school students studying EFL? 

2. What are the opinions of Turkish prep school students studying EFL about peer 

feedback? 

 To provide answers to these questions, 120 Turkish prep school students studying EFL 

at Anadolu University School of Foreign Languages responded to SLWAI. The 

participants in the experimental group got training on peer feedback, practised how to 

give and use peer feedback, and were interviewed on their ideas about peer feedback. 

Writing anxiety levels of the participants in both groups were calculated and it was seen 

that writing anxiety levels of the participants in both groups decreased regarding the post-

application of SLWAI. The mean of the writing anxiety level of the participants in the 

control group who got only teacher feedback was 67.84 in the pre-application of SLWAI 

and 63.47 in the post-application of SLWAI, which means writing anxiety levels of the 

participants who received only teacher feedback decreased. The mean of the writing 

anxiety level of the participants in the experimental group who got training on peer 

feedback, received and provided peer feedback was 68.08 in the pre-application of 

SLWAI and 59.24 in the post-application of SLWAI, which means writing anxiety levels 

of the participants who received and provided peer feedback decreased significantly. 

Based on this result, the present study concluded that training on peer feedback, and 

practicing giving and receiving peer feedback can be considered as more influential in 

decreasing the foreign language writing anxiety levels of EFL learners than receiving 

only teacher feedback (Efe, 2014; Kurt & Atay, 2007). Considering all these, the first 

conclusion of the study is that a well-planned training program with appropriate tasks, 

time, and guidance can decrease the foreign language writing anxiety levels of EFL 

learners (Rollinson, 2005; Sengun (2002). 
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5. 2. The Opinions of the Participants about Peer Feedback  

 

The results of SLWAI and the interviews with the participants showed that well- 

planned, long-term training, and practices on giving and receiving peer feedback have a 

salient impact on reducing EFL writing anxiety (Efe, 2014; Kurt & Atay, 2007; Susoy & 

Tanyer 2013; Zhang, 2011). Mainly, peer feedback training and practices helped the 

majority of the participants develop more positive attitudes towards EFL writing and 

towards their own writing development. For example, after trainings and practice 

sessions, the participants started to use phrases like “feeling relaxed”, “less afraid”, 

“started to like writing in English”, “enjoyable” and “more confident”.  As the reasons 

for the positive change in learners’ feelings towards EFL writing, the study revealed that 

peer feedback training and practices increased learners’ awareness on EFL writing. 

Specifically, peer feedback trainings helped learners learn transition words, how to 

organize writing, and understand writing evaluation criteria (Efe, 2014). 

Moreover, recognizing that the other students have similar worries and problems 

in writing in English helped participants understand that writing is a process involving 

making mistakes as a part of learning (Farah, 2012). Additionally, peer feedback training 

and practices created a chance for learners to be aware of their own mistakes and to 

correct them before being fossilized (Efe, 2014; Jahin, 2012; Kurt & Atay, 2007; 

Mendonca & Johnson, 1994; Rankin-Brown, 2006).  

The present study revealed that peer feedback training and practices developed 

learners’ linguistic knowledge, especially grammar and vocabulary (Abdel Latif, 2012; 

Hassan, 2001; Rankin-Brown, 2006). Consequently, learners started to believe that they 

can be successful in writing in English and were motivated to write.  

In the present study, giving and receiving peer feedback continuously created a 

less-threatening learning environment where learners collaborated and learnt from each 

other (Hansen & Liu, 2005). Recognizing that other learners had similar difficulties and 

worries helped learners feel relaxed.  

However, there were differences in the thoughts of the participants depending on 

the degree of the decrease in their anxiety levels. The participants whose anxiety levels 

decreased from high to medium level stated that they continue to “feel insecure” about 

writing in spite of peer feedback training and practices. As the reason why they thought 

peer feedback did not have a positive impact on changing their feelings towards writing, 
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the participants mentioned that they were still getting low grades and had difficulty in 

translating from Turkish to English. Based on this result, the study concluded that too 

much emphasis on grades could diminish the positive impact of peer feedback training 

and practices on reducing EFL writing anxiety. As it is also mentioned in related literature, 

an exam-oriented environment that values learners’ scoring high and passing is an 

important factor that impacts the value of peer feedback in decreasing writing anxiety 

(Harris, 1993; Sengupta, 1996; Tse, 1993) and leads to a preference of teacher feedback 

(Zhang, 1995). 

Another negative aspect that the participants mentioned was learners’ 

overemphasis on correcting grammar and punctuation mistakes. Some participants stated 

that they thought their friends should not be correcting only grammar, punctuation, and 

spelling mistakes and they added that these components are not enough to be successful 

in writing. These statements indicated the increased awareness of participants on what 

EFL writing really constitutes and how to give feedback effectively. From this result, the 

present study concluded that peer feedback training and practices have the potential to 

show learners that writing does not solely consist of correct grammar and punctuation.  

On the other hand, as previous research also revealed, learners tend to focus on 

surface level errors such as grammar, punctuation, and spelling errors more as such errors 

are easier to detect than global ones (Beason, 1993; Berger, 1990; Hall, 1990; Leki, 1990; 

Yagelski, 1995). To overcome this, learners can be given a checklist to guide them not to 

overemphasize surface level errors (Cheng, 2004). Besides, a curriculum that views 

writing as a process, but not as writing the correct grammatical forms, can lead learners 

to view writing as involving global levels aspects like coherence, organization, and unity 

(Rollinson, 2005).  

 

5. 3. Implications 

 

The results of the present study supported the idea that peer feedback can be 

influential in reducing the learners’ L2 writing anxiety with a well-planned training on 

feedback (Efe, 2014; Ozogul & Sullivan, 2009; Zhang, 2011). Besides, training on how 

to give and incorporate feedback is essential because it increases learners’ awareness of 

writing process and diminishes the possibility of vague feedback, which can be a source 

of anxiety for L2 learners developing their writing skills (Cinar, 2014; Tsui & Ng, 2000). 



51 

 

Therefore, the teacher’s role is highly important in implementing peer feedback to 

develop writing skills and reduce L2 writing anxiety (Ciftci, 2011; Sengun, 2002). As Efe 

also stated, “The assistance of teachers for feedback strategies is very essential (2014, p. 

40)” for learners to become better feedback givers and evaluators of their own writing 

performances. In a collaborative classroom atmosphere where interaction between 

learners is established through providing to and receiving feedback from peers, students 

have the opportunity to take responsibility in their own and other students’ learning 

process. Such a positive, collaborative, and interactive learning environment may create 

more autonomous and responsible learners who feel more comfortable not only as writers 

but also as readers of others’ work (Bilen, 2014; Farrah, 2012; Hansen & Liu, 2005; 

Thompson, 2011). As Jahin (2012) adds, teachers should approach writing as a multiple-

draft process that needs to include revision incorporating meaningful peer and teacher 

feedback. In this type of learning process, teachers need to be “analyzing not only what 

kinds of changes students are making to their work, but what effect these changes might 

have on the overall improvement of their essays (Jahin, 2012, p. 74)”.  

Considering all these, the role of a teacher needs to be reconsidered in 

implementing peer feedback especially because the teacher’s approach and attitudes 

towards peer feedback can be highly influential in maximizing the positive impact of peer 

feedback training and implementation.  

The present study revealed that the participants developed their grammar 

knowledge and learnt how to correct grammar mistakes in their own writing thanks to 

giving peer feedback. As Efe stated, “Peer feedback helps improve certain areas in writing 

like grammar, vocabulary, organization (2014, p.40)”. Considering this in mind, peer 

feedback training and practices can be used with a careful training and practice 

considering the specific needs of a particular group of learners.   

 

5. 4. Suggestions for Further Research 

 

The present study was interested in researching the effects of peer feedback on 

foreign language writing anxiety and revealing what Turkish prep school students 

studying EFL think about the impact of getting training on peer feedback, giving and 

receiving peer feedback on their writing. The English language proficiency level of the 

participants in this study was intermediate. A further study can compare the data coming 
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from participants with different levels of English language learners and might yield 

valuable data on the relationship between language proficiency level and impact of peer 

feedback on reducing writing anxiety. The number of the participants were 60 in this 

study and other researchers may include more participants from different proficiency 

levels. Furthermore, the impact of peer feedback practice on writing scores of the 

participants was not investigated in the current study. Thus, further studies can research 

the impact of peer feedback on writing scores of language learners.  

The present study interviewed the participants on their ideas of peer feedback 

training and applications before the proficiency exam that they need to take to pass the 

prep school. The study showed that the participants mentioned their anxiety about the 

mid-term, final, and proficiency exams. Another study can research how they relate their 

ideas to their actual writing development after the prep school proficiency exams and 

another follow-up interview can be administered to see the changes in their ideas and 

feelings towards writing.  

The present study lasted 13 weeks. Longitudinal case studies that can delve into 

what exactly L2 learners experience during peer feedback training and practices can be 

conducted. Further studies may also investigate how peer feedback affects content, 

organisation, grammar, vocabulary, or spelling in the texts of the participants and which 

component is affected more. 
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APPENDICES 

 

Appendix 1: Second Language Writing Anxiety Inventory (SLWAI) (Cheng, 2004) 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Appendix 2: The inventory used in the study (translated into Turkish and used by 

Ozturk & Saydam, 2014) 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Appendix 3: Structured interview questions for the experimental group 

1. İngilizce birşey yazarken nasıl hissediyorsun? 

How do you feel when you write something in English? 

2. Arkadaşının yazdıklarına dönüt vermek ve yorum yapmak nasıldı? 

How was giving feedback to your peers? 

3. Arkadaşından yazdıkların için dönüt ve yorum almak nasıldı? 

How was receiving peer feedback for your writing? 

4. Sence akran dönütü uygulaması yazmaya olan duygu ve düşüncelerini etkiledi mi? 

Do you think peer feedback practice has affected your feelings and opinions about 

writing? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Appendix 4: Schedule 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

16-20 February WEEK 1 informing participants about the study (both groups) 

SLWAI pre-application (both groups) 

informing participants about how to provide peer feedback 

(experimental group only) 

 

23-27 February WEEK 2 training session 1 (experimental group only) 

2-6 March WEEK 3 training session 2 (experimental group only) 

9-13 March WEEK 4 sample application task (experimental group only) 

16-20 March WEEK 5 feedback about the sample application task and discussion with 

the writer and peer feedback giver (experimental group only) 

23-27 March WEEK 6 real application task 1 (both groups) 

30-3 April WEEK 7 real application task 2 (both groups) 

6-10 April WEEK 8  MIDTERM WEEK 

13-17 April WEEK 9 real application task 3 (both groups) 

20-24 April WEEK 10 real application task 4 (both groups) 

27-1 May WEEK 11 real application task 5 (both groups) 

4-8 May WEEK 12 SLWAI post-application (both groups) 

11-15 May WEEK 13 structured interviews (experimental group only) 



 

Appendix 5: Peer feedback training task 1 

 



 

 

 

 

  

 



 

Appendix 6: Peer feedback training task 2 

 



 

 

 

 

  

 



 

Appendix 7: Peer feedback training task 3 

 



 

 

 

  

 

 



Appendix 8: Real application task 1 

For the experimental group: 





For the control group: 





Appendix 9: Real application task 2 

For the experimental group: 





For the control group: 



 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Appendix 10: Real application task 3 

For the experimental group: 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



For the control group: 



 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Appendix 11: Real application task 4 

For the experimental group: 

 





 

For the control group: 

 





 

Appendix 12: Real application task 5 

For the experimental group: 

 

 

 





 

 

 





For the control group: 






