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Abstract 

 

Turnitin’s attempts to become a global leader in evaluating and improving student 

writing deserve appreciation as they continuously develop their system by adding new 

features related to plagiarism and online grading. Peer review is one of the most 

attractive components of Turnitin, which contributes to student understanding of 

weaknesses and strengths in their academic writing (Lam, 2013). Research (e.g. Taras, 

2003) indicates that encouraging students to take part in self or peer review is 

advantageous and results in improved writing skills. 

 

This study aimed at providing a basis for the effectiveness of one of Turnitin’s restricted 

features - anonymous peer review - that is only available for UK users. Since this 

feature was not available at the researcher’s institution, anonymous peer review was 

administered manually in the English Language Teaching department of Canakkale 

Onsekiz Mart University, Turkey in the 2012-2013 academic year with 87 freshmen. To 

score student papers, the Transparent Academic Writing Rubric (TAWR – Razı, 2013) 

was used. Submissions were downloaded from the Turnitin database and random 

students were assigned to review both their own and peer assignments in a 60-minute 

anonymous review session by means of TAWR.  



 

Lecturer’s scores were positively correlated to students' own [Pearson’s r(87) = .24, p = 

.03] and peers’ scores [Pearson’s r(87) = .38, p < .001]. Freshmen were then 

categorized into three groups according to their success in academic writing. ANOVA 

on the mean differences between scores provided by the lecturer and freshmen on their 

own papers indicated significant differences [F (2, 84) = 70.40, p < .001]. ANOVA on the 

mean differences between scores provided by the lecturer and freshmen on their peers’ 

papers also indicated significant differences [F (2, 84) = 9.91, p < .001]. 

 

The overall indication is that academic writing skills and reviewing skills develop parallel 

to each other and each skill contributes to the development of the other by encouraging 

development of self-autonomy. To manage the review process successfully, students 

should possess the two essential components of metacognition, namely, monitoring and 

evaluating. Such awareness in academic writing will help students better understand the 

notion of plagiarism along with providing the opportunity to achieve better writing. 

 

Undoubtedly, performing anonymous peer review manually requires great effort. Thus, 

this feature should be standard in all Turnitin accounts. Moreover, Turnitin authorities 

should add another feature for self-evaluation. Students should have an access to the 

rubric so they can score both their own papers along with their peers. Mean differences 

between the lecturer’s score and self and peer scores should have an impact on 

students’ final scores. The following formula may function as a model: Final score (out 

of 100) = (lecturer score X .60) + ((100 – (difference between lecturer score and self 

score)) X .20) + ((100 – (difference between lecturer score and score for peer)) X .20). 



 

Turnitin authorities should consider integrating these scores into students’ final scores in 

their system. Integrating review skills in the assessing procedure provides the 

opportunity to evaluate student writing from different perspectives, resulting in more 

valid and reliable assessment. 
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!   The'study''
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•  Maximizes)students’)integration)in)the)writing)process.)

•  Create)opportunities)of)interaction)and)collaboration.)

•  The)Zone)of)Proximal)Development)(Vygotsky,)1978):)

•  Identifies)the)contribution)of)such)interaction)and)
collaboration.)

•  Scaffolding:)A)powerful)way)of)developing)skills.)

•  )A)peer)provides)awareness)on)the)problems)in)a)paper:)

•  The)other)peer)come)to)a)new)stage)of)development)
(Ruecker,)2010).)
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            2010 report 
•  21'independent'studies.'

•  Scientific'basis'of'their'services'by'highlighting'the'results'of'

research'studies'on'pedagogy'and'practice'in'writing.'

•  The'overall'conclusions:''

•  teachers'should'integrate'process'writing,'pay'attention'to'

originality,'provide'formative'feedback,'benefit'from'peer'

review,'appreciate'the'contribution'of'writing'on'learning'

in'the'content'areas,'and'impose'technology'to'enhance'

writing.'
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•  39'independently'published'studies'on'the'

impact'of'Turnitin'services.'

•  A'consensus:'

•  Turnitin'is'an'effective'tool'in'the'prevention'

and'detection'of'plagiarism.'
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            2012 report 

•  Evidence'on'Turnitin’s'educational'gains:'

“by'encouraging'students'to'become'more'original'

writers,'facilitating'electronic'submission'and'helping'

instructors'reduce'the'amount'of'time'spent'grading,'

while'increasing'the'quality'of'feedback'they'give'and'the'

level'of'student'engagement”'(p.'9).'
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            2014 report 

Precautions 
•  Rollinson'(2005):'

•  Match'students'carefully.'

•  Provide'detailed'information'about'peer'review.'

•  ClassroomYbased'assessment'(CBA'–'Lam,'2013):'

•  A'combination'of'self,'peer'and'tutor'review.'

•  Help'students'make'informed'decisions'about:'

•  How'to'revise'their'previous'drafts.'

•  How'to'reflect'upon'the'strengths'and'weaknesses'

of'their'written'skills.'
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The main aim 

•  Investigating'the'impact'of'anonymous'peer'

review'by'integrating'reports'retrieved'from'

plagiarism'detectors'into'consideration.'

•  Introduces'a'new'approach'related'to'scoring'

student'papers'by'comparing'the'lecturer’s'

scores'with'those'of'students’'either'own'or'peer'

scores.'

13" 14"

!   Turkey:'

!   Çanakkale'Onsekiz'Mart'University'

!   ELT'Department'

!   2012G2013'academic'year'

!   Spring'semester'
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!   87'par&cipants:'

!   Advanced'Reading'and'Wri&ng'Skills'Course:'243'students'registered.'

!   135'taking'it'for'the'first'&me:'

!   Excluded'plagiarised'assignments'and'no'submissions.'

!   108'repea&ng:'

!   All!excluded:!Did!not!have!to!a2end!the!lectures.'

Plagiarism"Conference":"Anonymous"peer"
review"by"Salim"Razı"2014" 16"

!   Transparent'Academic'Writing'Rubric'(Razı,'2013).'

!   α'='.89'

!   intraYrater'reliability'[Pearson’s'r(55)'='.99,'p'<'.001]'

!   interYrater'reliability'[Pearson’s'r(55)'='.97,'p'<'.001]'

!   50'items:'each'2'points'out'of'100.''

!   Five'categories'of'items:'
!   introduction)(8'items),''

!   citation)(16'items),''

!   academic)writing)(8'items),''

!   idea)presentation)(11'items),'

!   mechanics)(7'items).'
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Brainstorming'
(Week'4)'

Teacher)mediated)
feedback)

Outline''
(Week'6)'

Teacher)mediated))
feedback)

First'draft'
(Week'9)'

Teacher)mediated))
feedback)

Second'draft'
(Week'11)'

Teacher)mediated)
feedback)

Revision'
(Week'12)'

Teacher)mediated))
feedback)

Familiarization'of'
rubric'

(Week'13)'
Self)feedback)

Proofreading'
(Week'14)'

Teacher)mediated)&)
peer)feedback)

Turnitin'
submission'

Digital)feedback))

Self'&'anonymous''''
peer'score'

Self)&)peer)feedback)

Tutor'score'
Tutor)feedback)

'

!   The'length'

!   The'quota&on'ra&o'

!   Similarity'reports'
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'

!   Concerns'Turni&n'similarity'reports:'

!   Sources'not'exist'in'databases.''

!   May'not'report'actual'plagiarism'

(McKeever,'2006;'Walker,'2010).'

!   Generaliza&on:'

!   Data'from'a'single'university'in'the'

Turkish'ter&ary'context.'
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RQ1:'Relationship'between'academic'
writing'skills'and'reviewing'skills?''

!   Lecturer'scores'and'self'scores'were'positively'correlated:'

!   Pearson’s'r(87)'='.24,'p'='.03.''

!   Lecturer'scores'and'peer'scores'were'positively'correlated:'

!   Pearson’s'r(87)'='.38,'p'<'.001.''

!   CAUTION!!!'

!   Lecturer'and'student'correlation'may'not'indicate'actual'

relationship'as'each'rater'scored'only'one'paper.'
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RQ1:'Relationship'between'academic'
writing'skills'and'reviewing'skills?''

!   Feedback'develops'learner'autonomy'(Hu'&'Lam,'2010).'

!   Provide'feedback'from'multiple'sources.'

!   Develop'metacognitive'writing'strategies'to'reflect,'criticize,'
and'redraft'their'own'papers'(Lam,'2013).'

!   Such'strategies'support'learner'autonomy:'

!   Essential'by'university'students'(Humphreys'&'Wyatt,'2013).'

!   Autonomy'is'culture'specific'(Humphreys'&'Wyatt,'2013):'

!   Turkey,'students'are'centred'on'dependence'before'university.'

!   Encouragement'of'learner'autonomy'is'rather'essential.'
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RQ2:'Difference'in'self'review'skills'with'
reference'to'success'in'writing?'

!   3'groups:''

!   The'good'group:'(n'='52)'between'80'and'100'out'of'100.'

!   The'acceptable'group:'(n'='25)'between'50'and'79.'

!   The'poor'group'(n'='10)'below'50'for'their'assignments.''

!   The'mean'difference'between'the'lecturer'and'self'scores.'

25"

!   ANOVA:''

!   Significant'differences,'F'(2,'84)'='70.40,'p'<'.001.''

!   Post'hoc'Scheffé:'

!   Good'group'(M'='8.77,'SD'='5.93)'significantly'different'from''

!   acceptable'group'(M'='17.08,'SD'='9.10,'p'<'.001).'

!   poor'group'(M'='41.60,'SD'='13.78,'p'<'.001).''

!   Acceptable'group'significantly'(p'<'.001)'different'from'poor'

group.'
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RQ2:'Difference'in'self'review'skills'with'
reference'to'success'in'writing?'

!   Mean'value'of'mean'difference'between'lecturer'and'self'

scores:'

!   Smaller'than'9'in'the'good'group.'

!   Consistency'between'lecturer'and'freshmen:'over' .''

!   Acceptable'group'consistency:'about' .'

!   Poor'group'consistency:''about' .'
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RQ2:'Difference'in'self'review'skills'with'
reference'to'success'in'writing?'

RQ3:'Difference'in'peer'review'skills'with'
reference'to'success'in'writing?'
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!   Mean'differences'between'lecturer'and'peer'scores.'

!   ANOVA:'

!   Significant'differences,'F'(2,'84)'='9.91,'p'<'.001.''

!   Post'hoc'Scheffé:'

!   Good'group'(M'='18.51,'SD'='18.18)'

!   Not'different'from'acceptable'group'(M'='19.67,'SD'='12.16,'p'
='.96)'

!   Different'from'poor'group'(M'='44.30,'SD'='20.43,'p'<'.001).'

!   Acceptable'group'was'significantly'(p'<'.001)'different'from'
poor'group.'

!   Academic'writing'skills'are'related'to'reviewing'skills.''

!   The'relation'exists'in'case'of'either'self'or'peers'reviews.''

!   More'review,'better'development'of'academic'writing'skills.'

!   Requires'the'development'of'selfUautonomy.''

!   Develop'metacognitive)skills,)to'identify'either'self'or'peers’'

strengths'and'weaknesses:'

!   Monitoring'and'evaluating.'
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!   Success'in'writing'an'academic'paper'is'an'indicator'

of'success'in'self'review'and'self'score.'

!   Higher'scored'freshmen,'higher'interYrater'reliability'

at'an'acceptable'level.'

!   Lower'scored'ones'cannot'manage'review'process'

successfully.'

30"
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!   Success'in'writing'an'academic'paper:'

!   Indicator'of'success'in'peer'review,'parallel'to'self'review.'

!   Good'group:'better'self'review'in'comparison'to'peer'review'skills.'

!   Poor'ones'cannot'identify'own'errors'as'they'are'unaware.'

!   Consider'familiarization'of'one’s'own'topic'for'self'review.'

!   Anonymous'peer'review:'

!   No'expectation'from'the'paper'with'reference'to'its'author.'

!   More'challenging.'

!   Forces'the'reviewer'to'focus'on'the'paper,'not'the'author.!

31"

!   Anonymous'peer'review:'

!   Time'consuming,'requires'great'effort'(Robinson,'2002).'

!   Should'be'standard'in'all'Turnitin'accounts.''

!   Turnitin'authorities:''

!   Enable'self'evaluation.'

!   Enable'students’'access'to'the'lecturer’s'rubric.''

!   Enable'comparison'of'self'evaluation'with'that'of'the'

lecturer’s.!
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!   Integrate'self'and'peer'scores'into'assessment.''

!   Does'not'mean'that'a'student’s'final'score'is'a'

combination'of'lecturer'score,'self'score'and'peer'

score.'

!   Consider'the'mean'differences'among'the'lecturer'

scores'and'students’'scores'either'for'their'own'or'

peers’'papers.'
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!   Turnitin'authorities:'Add'a'feature'and'calculate'final'mark'automatically.'

!   Ease'the'tutors’'with'little'background'resistance'towards'eYlearning.'

!   Such'devices'are'better'practice'opportunities'rather'than'nuisances'

(Cowie'&'Sakui,'2013).!
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!   Integrate'review'skills'into'assessment:'

!   Evaluating'students'from'different'perspectives.'

!   More'valid'and'reliable'assessment.'

!   Successful'reviewers'are'rewarded'for'their'

strengths'in'reviewing'skills.!
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!   3'types'of'feedback:'Tutor,'self'and'peer.'

!   This'study'proposes'a'new'feedback'type:'

based'on'the'reports'of'plagiarism'detectors.'

!   Teach'students'how'to'reflect'on'digital'feedback.'

!   Multiple'feedback:'selfYreflection'skills'related'to'developing'autonomous'

practices'as'in'the)zone)of)proximal)development)(Vygotsky,'1978).'

!   Problems'in'feedback:'due'to'learners’'misinterpretation'(Kleijn'et'al.,'2013).'

!   Providing'multiple'source'feedback'may'find'a'solution.''

!   Peer'feedback:''

!   More'beneficial'for'reviewer'rather'than'author'(Lu'&'Law,'2012):'

!   MultiYsource'feedback'may'increase'the'impact'also'for'the'author.!

36"
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!   Giving'feedback'is'different'from'scoring.'

!   Consider'anonymous'peer'review'as'a'vehicle'for'

proofreading.''

!   Attain'multiple'reviewers'to'provide'rich'feedback.'

!   Submit'all'drafts'through'Turnitin.'

!   Enable'peer'review'in'addition'to'tutor'review'for'

each'submission.!
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!   Develop'operating'systems'for'Android'and'Windows'smart'phones.'

!   Consider'word'counts:''

!   Reduce'final'score'gradually'if'necessary.'

!   Consider'similarity'ratio:'

!   Exclude'small'matches,'references,'and'quotations.'

!   Reduce'final'score'gradually'for'excessive'cases.'

!   Enable'lecturers'to'set'minimum'and'maximum'ratios'for'similarity'reports.'

!   Quotation'ratio:''

!   Reduce'final'score'gradually'for'excessive'cases.'

!   Enable'uploading'large'rubrics:'

!   Slows'down'the'computer.'
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