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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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Introduction:

Peer review

Receiving help 1o accomplish a wy 1ng task and benefirs
from the social constructionist theory of karning

(Hanjani & Li, 2014)

Infficult to measure its impact (Kleyn, Mainhasd,

Meijer, Brekelmans & Piles, 2013):
Usually beneficial (e.g, Hu, 2005 Hu & Lam, 2010,

Zhao, 2014). A= e
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Pros and cons

p . a4 y 3 *
eers may draw a student aushor's Arrention 1o problematic

aspects of a paper that bad been gveriockad {Ruecker, 2010
A valuable experience both for authoss and reviewers (Aghace
& Hansson, 2013)
The benefit for the reviewer may be greater than foe the
author (Lu & Law, 2012).

seson, 215}

Its reliability quesricasble (Aghace & Har
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Zone of Proximal Development

Students may Jearn from each oeher

Create opportunities for interacr xn with peers
Such interaction and collaboration is described by Vymeesky's
(1978) Zowe of Proxsmul Devefopmns (ZPD) 33 3 powerful way
of developing skills through the process of saffalding,
termed by Wezssberg (2006)

If students can Manage pecr revew tasks successtully

»
m This may EMProve their own writing u.LH; = e

A~ — Anonymous peer review by S. Razt @

Potential risks

Students with limited abilities
misleading each other due to their own deficiencics

leading to lack of trust in their peers’ feedback (Paulus,
1999; Rinehart & Chen, 2012; Rollinson, 2005,

Ruecker, 2010; Saito & Fujita, 2005)
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Asymmetrical and symmetrical considerations
(Hanjani & Li, 2014)

Subsequent applications of ZPD enable both asymmetricat

and symmetrical considerations
Asymmetrical: signals feedback from an expatoa
‘ novice learner
Symmetrical: deals with feedback between Jearness of

equal ability

plL ==
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Reasons to benefit from
digital technolo

& Two reasons for incorporating digital

technology into writing classes:
Checking student papers for plagiarism, and
Providing timely and more effective

feedback.
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¢ Original aim was simply detecting plapiarism

¢ Recently focused on IMPrOvIng its peer review feacare
¢ GradeMark: for online matking,

& PeerMark: for peer reviews

¢ In addition to reducing instructars’ workloads, increas:
opportunites for students to improve their wating

& A fairly new phenomenon; No consensus oo fhr
supenonty of online feedback over traditional modes

r (Elwood & Bode, 2014) s
I — I e S— S —
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Anonymity in feedback

¢ Relevam lig erature: lacked descri h. > a

ant literature: lacked CCTIpons of the uspact of AZOMYIMOUS e

: pact ¢ S feer
review on umh'l_u:udu.m' writing skills

F.nuxum;',i ng students for anonymous peer eview helps them betrer

undesstand the characteristics of academic wnring {Rotinson, 20025,
¢ The basic assumption in the present study, of retaining azonymity @ the
Pees review pracess 13 underpinned by Liou and Peag’s {2005) audy
where students were refuctant to mghlight thee friends’ eoon
p in exchanging meee effotive foodiack and, & o

x| 4 Anoaymity may hel
! may contribuze (o better academi wr ills el
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& Offers lecturers several opportunties
May distribute papers automatically,

Remove student identification

ADONYMOUS peer Teview,
Provide a set of review taols and metrics to students
themselves

& Would not be possible without digital technalogy

& Online peer review eliminates the social constraist of face-to-

5 -,
III face feedback (Ho & Savignon. .‘.Iﬂ) e
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Research studies

¢ Turnitin (2 : & scientifl
-u utn (2010): 2 scientific basis by reviewing
of pedagogy and practice in WriLing in w

encouraged to integrate wr

21 independent sty

akch, overall, teachies were

Ung processes, benefit from peer roview and
apply technology to enhance writing amoeg other facurs
¢ Turnitin (2014, p. 9): evidence for their edocarkwal gans “Halitatieg
electronic submission and helping instroctors reduce the amouwat of time
spent grading, while mcreasing the quality of feedback they give and die
level of student engagement”
e " d wr di about ot
+ Conclusion: When students ase prov ided with feedback abou S
" o plagiaris sectors, they ane abe 1o devsop
writing. and have access to plagan m defector:

L]
|l| bettet wn(xnaikil‘_ e ——————
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Research studies

¢ Teachers should cons

sader different shu "
Precise instruct BIs Chretully aad give

08 abaut the peer review 1ask 1 Rollinsos
¢ A combination of self, peer, and tugor v & ala 3 e b
Cll, AN Tuar review s neoded p s dear > acy / .
make informed decisions abaut how to revise ther early drads and h,-,h-,; I Il € casc Ot ( () I\l U L L l
reflect upon the strengths and weaknesses of their writisg
development” (Lam, 2013, p, 246)

Advanced Reading and

¢ Litthe research on the impact of anoaymity in pees feview
Robinson (2002) invesrigated the mnpact of multinevicwer sosysios
peer review, in 2 non-digital environmens

for climantrg et Writing Skills Course
ADDRYmOous ‘K'\'Y eVIEwW S nx s [“-"l:;l'-l or elimmating subjecingy

5 in marking or for ncreasng the amount of feedhack studers .
! ceive . 190, ;

y_p—— Arommos e i .o ) ) Arommous e i .o @)

The impact of plagiarism detectors (Razi, 2014b) The impact of plagiarism detectors (Razi, 2014b)

r 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014 x 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014
[ [
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The impact of plagiarism detectors (Razi, 2014b)

Self-reported difficulties in academic writing (Razs, 2015a)

PLAGIARISM STILL EXITS
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Lecturer-reported difficulties in academic writing (s, 20152
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Problem Statement

4 Aim: Enhancing student participation and collaboration in EFL
academic writing by means of peer review.
4 The expectation: Developing better review skills would
contribute to their development of academic writing skills.
& Research questions:
RQI: Does digital peer review work properly?
RQ2: How to manage peer review process? Openly or
anonymously?
r RQ3: Which should precede? Lecturer-review or peer-review?

‘

PartiClpants

s
W "o
"

!

‘w &
LR (o
"."” “y"'ﬁ.’

¢ Advanced Reading and Writing Skills Course:
3intact classes
84 students enrolled.
4 65 first time takers
59 regularly attended (included)
4 19 repeating (excluded)
. 10 male
m 9 female
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Grouping Participants

True experimental research design

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

Experimental Group Control Group
(Anonymous peer review) (Open peer review)
n=29

Miate=9

Mfomale = 20
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DIGITAL PEER FEEDBACK PROCESS

g

Assignment 1
Y

Assignment 3
—

First
draft draft V
Single peg Lecturer
&edback {edhack ,@ack
Second Second Second
draft t:y draft ’(
Lecture/ Lectura Multiple peer

First

draft
Single pe(

ieedback
Final
version
‘Reﬂectio!
j paper '
An us pecliVicw by S. Razt @

ieedback ieedback
Final Final
version ’( version ’(

Reflection Reflection

\ paper f ‘ paper ﬁ
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INSTRUMENTS

¢ Turnitin as a digital environment:
Institutional license,
Superiority in detecting plagiarism (Hill & Page,
2009), and

Features of peer review.
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6 Describe self use of metacognitive reading strategies.
& Reference reading: Metacognitive Reading Strategy Questionnaire by Taraban, Kerr,
and Rynearson (2004).

6 Examine the procedure of teaching English as a foreign
language to young learners with specific emphasis to the role
of using children’s L1 in the classroom.

& Reference reading: House, 1997: Phillips, 2001; Puchta & Williams, 2011.

Assignmemn:

¢ How to encourage learners to read in English either in the
classroom or after school with specific emphasis to the role of
the type of the texts that students are expected to read.
Reference reading: House, 1997; Lowes & Turget, 1998: Phillips, 2001,
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6 Generalization:
¢ Data from a single university in the Turkish

tertiary context.
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= RQ2:
Preliminary Findings
Quantitative data

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.

E What about qualitative data that come from reflection papers.
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Preliminary Finding’
Qualitative data: Reflection pa

& 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-

E feedback.
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Fimdings RQ]'
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= 2:
Preliminary Findings RQ k.
Qualitative data: Reflection Pape

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,

I if necessary, is a very essential skill.
]
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Implications:

On-going research

¢ In2014-2015 academic year
Teach how to benefit from digital feedback (Razi, 2014a).
¢ Multiple submissions:
Consider drop in plagiarism incidents from the 1st to
the 2nd assignment (Ledwith & Riques, 2008).
4 Peer review:
3 anonymous peer reviews for each student:
4 An invaluable experience both for the author and

r the reviewer (Aghaee & Hansson, 2013).
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Integrate peer scores into assessment.

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

(2

combination of lecturer score and peer score.

[ 2

Consider the mean differences among the lecturer score
and the students’ score for his/her peer’s paper.

(2

Student’s self evaluation may also be considered.
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Bonus!
Impact on plagiarism

* Accepted

No submission

40 * Plagiarism
30 —
20 —
; ) o
r 0 - (Raz1, 2014b)
1 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014
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6 Suggested formula (Razi, 2014a):
& 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).
N
r
40
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