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This study primarily aimed at comparing the impact of administering ‘open’ and ‘anonymous’ peer 
review in a digital online environment in English as a foreign language academic writing classes. The 
impact of teacher-mediated feedback was also considered. The data were collected in Advanced 
Reading and Writing Skills course that was taught by the researcher at English Language Teaching 
department of Canakkale Onsekiz Mart University, Turkey in 2014-2015 academic year fall term. The 
students submitted their three writing assignments through Turnitin. By the help of the score to the first 
written assignment, two experimental groups were set which were similar to each other in terms of 
writing proficiency. For the second assignment, students peer reviewed a paper anonymously in the 
experimental group and openly in the control group. To guarantee anonymity, peer review process was 
conducted in a limited time at a computer laboratory under the invigilation of the lecturer. Following this, 
students revised their assignments and resubmitted. The lecturer provided additional feedback and 
students resubmitted once more. Finally, students submitted a reflection paper in which they explained 
how they benefited from both peer and teacher-mediated feedback. For the third assignment, a similar 
procedure was followed with two changes. Firstly, the order of peer and teacher-mediated feedback was 
replaced to enable comparing their effects. Secondly, students peer reviewed three papers to reveal the 
impact of receiving multiple feedback. The findings discuss the effectiveness of open and anonymous 
peer review in addition to teacher-mediated feedback. Since the relevant literature provides very limited 
information about the impact of anonymous peer review in teaching academic writing and none deals 
with digital environment, the results are important in the development of an effective academic writing 
teaching model. 
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Aim of the study 

!  Aim: Enhancing student participation and collaboration in EFL 

academic writing by means of peer review. 

!  The expectation: Developing better review skills would 

contribute to their development of academic writing skills. 

!  Research questions: 

!  RQ1: Does digital peer review work properly? 

!  RQ2: How to manage peer review process? Openly or 

anonymously? 

!  RQ3: Which should precede? Lecturer-review or peer-review? 

Anonymous peer review by S. Razı 

!  Turkey:(

!  Çanakkale(Onsekiz(Mart(University(

!  ELT(Department(

!  2014>2015(academic(year(

!  Fall(semester(
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!  Advanced(Reading(and(Wri&ng(Skills(Course:((

!  3(intact(classes(

!  84(students(enrolled.(

!  65(first(&me(takers(

!  59(regularly(aKended((included)(

!  19(repea&ng((excluded)(

!  10(male(

!  9(female(
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19.06.2015(

5(

True(experimental(research(design(
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Experimental Group 

(Anonymous peer review) 

Control Group 

(Open peer review) 

n = 30 

nmale = 9 

nfemale = 21 

n = 29 

nmale = 9 

nfemale = 20 

MAge = 19  

Independent samples t test did not indicate significant differences 
between the two groups’ mean values on the first assignment 

!  Turnitin as a digital environment: 

!  Institutional license, 

!  Superiority in detecting plagiarism (Hill & Page, 

2009), and 

!  Features of  peer review. 
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DIGITAL PEER FEEDBACK PROCESS 
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First 
draft 

Single peer 
feedback 

Second 
draft 

Lecturer 
feedback 

Final 
version 

Reflection 
paper 

Assignment 1 

First 
draft 

Single peer 
feedback 

Second 
draft 

Lecturer 
feedback 

Final 
version 

Reflection 
paper 

First 
draft 

Lecturer 
feedback 

Second 
draft 

Multiple peer 
feedback 

Final 
version 

Reflection 
paper 

Assignment 2 Assignment 3 

!  GeneralizaDon:(

!  Data$from$a$single$university$in$the$Turkish$

ter5ary$context.$
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!  RQ1: Does digital peer review work properly? 

!  Yes! 

!  Students’ familiarization is essential. 

!  To make it more effective, Turnitin should enable the 

facility of grouping students according to their 

proficiency in writing and then provide multiple 

matching from each group. 

!  Otherwise, matching students from each group is 

rather complicated. 
Anonymous peer review by S. Razı 

!  RQ2: How to manage peer review process? Openly or 

anonymously? 

!  Independent samples t test: no significant differences between the 

two groups’ mean scores on either the second or third 

assignments. 

!  Analysis should be extended to cover each step in the review 

process! 

!  Consider benefiting from an independent rater. 

!  What about qualitative data that come from reflection papers. 

Anonymous peer review by S. Razı 

!  RQ2: How to manage peer review process? Openly or anonymously? 
!  Students prefer digital feedback in comparison to the manual one. 
!  Students prefer peer feedback from multiple peers, not from a single one. 

!  Specifically good students indicated that they do not benefit from single 
peer reviews. 

!  Open peer review: Felt like giving feedback to a friend, avoid criticizing. 
!  Anonymous peer review: Felt like a teacher who gives feedback to a student. 

!  Call attention to their relations in daily life that would have an impact on 
revealing their real criticism.  

!  Giving feedback contributes to classroom management skills of  
trainee teachers. 

!  Welcoming feedback from three peers and being able to revise accordingly, 
if  necessary, is a very essential skill. 

Anonymous peer review by S. Razı 

!  RQ3: Which should precede? Lecturer-review 

or peer-review? 

!  Students prefer lecturer feedback after peer feedback, 

not before the peer feedback. 

!  One preferred just the opposite since this would leave little 

demand for peer evaluation ! 

!  Receiving lecturer-feedback helped appreciate peer-

feedback. 
Anonymous peer review by S. Razı 

!  Consider first-year undergraduates inexperience 

(e.g., Park, 2003; Razı, 2015b; Yeo & Chien, 

2007). 

!  “Sometimes the best motivational intervention is 

simply to improve the quality of  our 

teaching” (Dörnyei, 1994, p. 273). 
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Implications: 
On-going research 

!  In 2014-2015 academic year 

!  Teach how to benefit from digital feedback (Razı, 2014a). 

!  Multiple submissions: 

!  Consider drop in plagiarism incidents from the 1st to 

the 2nd assignment (Ledwith & Riques, 2008). 

!  Peer review: 

!  3 anonymous peer reviews for each student: 

!  An invaluable experience both for the author and 

the reviewer (Aghaee & Hansson, 2013). 
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Bonus! 
Impact on plagiarism 
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(Razı, 2014b) 

!  Integrate peer scores into assessment.  

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

combination of  lecturer score and peer score. 

!  Consider the mean differences among the lecturer score 

and the students’ score for his/her peer’s paper. 

!  Student’s self  evaluation may also be considered. 

39 Anonymous peer review by S. Razı 40 Anonymous peer review by S. Razı 
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