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Abstract

This research is based on the idea that writing skills can be improved through better
instruction. Specifically, the research aimed to examine the effectiveness of peer review as a
form of process writing. Since peer review seems to yield various effects, specific aspects
were examined. Especially, the research investigated how peer review influenced students’
ability to write passages with “unity” and how peer review influenced “the amount of writing”,
as well as how the students’ attitudes to writing in English changed due to the peer review
activities. As a consequence, the effectiveness of Writing Instruction Sessions with peer
review is discussed.

Students learned how to set about writing, how to conduct peer review, and
experienced all three Writing Instruction Sessions. In order to analyze passages with unity,
“content”, “organization”, “grammar”, and “words for cohesion” were set as viewpoints, and
so as to analyze the amount of writing, “the number of words”, “the average length of one
sentence”, and “the average length of one sentence without errors” were set as viewpoints. As
for a comparison between the pre and post-tests, all seven viewpoints improved significantly
in the post-test. Also, concerning a comparison between the first and second drafts in each
Writing Instruction Session, the categories of passages with unity and “the number of words”
improved significantly. Thus judging from the results of the data, it seems that peer review
has positive effects on passages with unity and the amount of writing. Moreover, judging from
the post-questionnaire, reflective self-assessments, and reflective interviews, it is clear that the
students realized the effectiveness of peer review. These results identified that the students
thought they would like to tell their thoughts and opinions by writing more strongly than

before experiencing Writing Instruction Sessions. This indicates that Writing Instruction



Sessions undertaken with peer review affected their attitudes effectively. As a result, it can be
said that writing instruction with peer review has meaningful effects on passages with unity,
the amount of writing and brings changes in attitudes to writing, confirming the aims of this

research.



l. Introduction

In this research, writing instruction for junior high school students and peer review
(Hirose, 2009; Kamimura, 2006; Lundstrom & Baker, 2009; Mendonga & Johnson, 1994;
Min, 2005; Mittan, 1989; Nelson & Murphy, 1993; Rollinson, 2005; Sawaya, Yokoyama &
La Fay, 2010; Sawaya & Yokoyama, 2013; Yakame, 2005), which has various effects on a
writer and reader/reviewer, are focused on and examined. It is because junior high school
students consider writing the weakest skill of the four language areas. Since peer review has
some possibilities for learners focusing on writing, it may be a meaningful way for all junior
high school students to improve their English as well. Thus, the effects of peer review on
novice leaners of junior high school students are analyzed on the basis of multiple criteria:
comparisons of pre and post-tests, three first drafts in Writing Instruction Sessions 1-3, first
and second drafts in each Session, pre and post-questionnaires, reflective self-assessments,
and reflective interviews. As important as skill improvements are, the research also considers
changes of attitudes to writing. Peer review is referred to such terms as peer feedback/peer
response/peer revision/peer editing/peer evaluation/peer critiquing, and the terms seem to
change by where feedback is given in a writing instruction session and what purpose feedback
is used for (Keh, 1990). Peer review is supported by several theoretical frameworks, such as
process writing, collaborative learning theory, WWgotsky’s Zone of Proximal Development,
and interaction in second language acquisition (Hansen & Liu, 2005). In this research, peer
review is considered as one of the important parts of the process approach for writing.
Moreover, this research adopts the theory of Vygotsky’s Zone of Proximal Development
because the students teach their peer and do collaborative learning.

Since there is little research that has focused on collaborative learning or peer review



on the part of junior high school students, the present research examines if peer review
improves writing ability of passages with “unity” which is a Course of Study requirement for
junior high school students. Since “the amount of writing” is necessary to write passages with
unity, the research investigates if peer review brings an effect on increasing the amount.
Junior high school students do not have confidence in writing, and are passive to express their
thoughts or opinions. This is because, first of all, they do not know how to write and also
because they are worried or embarrassed about making errors. Therefore, the research
examines how students think about writing through Writing Instruction Sessions with peer
review, and examines if they change their attitudes to writing as well.

In Japan at present, students start to study English at elementary school, however, the
aim at elementary school is to become familiar with the language, and the lessons are mainly
focused on listening and speaking, not reading or writing. Thus students experience writing at
junior high school for the first time. Although there are arguments for and against various
ages for starting to learn English at school, presently, junior high school students have not
reached the writing level that is required by the Course of Study.

There is one important point that must be highlighted here. In 2012, one result of an
inquiry of third year junior high school students by the National Institute for Educational
Policy Research conducted in 2010 was announced. The research investigated students’
writing, which was examined by a paper test and questionnaire. In the result, “the basic
knowledge of writing, basic skills of writing and writing passages with unity” are mentioned

as the following (extracting some important parts).

(1) Better assessments than the last inquiry of 2003

1) The passage rate of asking the forms of interrogative and negative sentences is



approximately 70 %.

2) The passage rate of asking to write passages with unity is approximately 50 %, increasing
about 13 points compared with the inquiry of 2003, and the rate of not answering is
approximately 20 %, decreasing about 5 points compared with the 2003.

3) The rate of writing more than four sentences, irrespective of the correctness, is

approximately 70 %, increasing about 8 points compared with the 2003.

(2) Problems to be solved
1) It cannot be said that students were able to use correct sentence forms.
2) The rate of students who wrote passages but could not develop the connections of
sentences is approximately 70 %.
3) The rate of students who wrote passages considering the contents only by data or

conditions given without indication in Japanese is approximately 30 %.

(3) Students’ ideas by the questionnaire
1) The rate of students who answered positively to the question — Do you think it will be
helpful for you to get a job that is your favorite one if you study English? — is

approximately 70 %, which increased about 23 points compared with the 2003.

As mentioned above, there are some aspects that have improved, however, the
passage rate of correctness of the questions about writing passages with unity is still only
about 50 %. Moreover, the rate of students who did not answer about them is approximately
20 %. This means some measures for writing should continuously be strengthened.

In addition, as identified in the pilot study for the present research about opinions of



the first and second year junior high school students undertaken in February, 2014, and the
pre-questionnaire undertaken in May, 2014, students thought that it is important to improve
writing ability and acquire writing skills. They, however, did not seem to be positive in
writing activities, because they did not know how to start writing and what to write. It is also
because they could not be confident in writing and they were worried about making errors or
embarrassed about expressing their thoughts or feelings by writing. This kind of situation for
junior high school students are often seen. Thus, it is necessary to devise a means for them to
make their writing better and not to feel worried or embarrassed.

It seems that students do not often experience essay writing, which is expected to
gain the skill of writing passages, in junior high school. Teachers give them Japanese-English
translation exercises instead of practicing essay writing. Moreover, even if students
experience essay writing, not many of them will receive feedback by their teacher and rewrite
it. The main reason for this lack of feedback or rewriting is that writing instruction sessions
take a lot of time. It is very difficult for teachers to give feedback and have students rewrite
essays in the limited time of class. More than writing, priority is given to teaching new
grammar and the contents of a textbook. In Japan, most junior high school students are novice
learners of English. That is why it is often effective for them to learn the language forms of
English. However, it is also important for them to experience essay writing and to allow them
to become accustomed to it. Indeed, this is a more meaningful activity, particularly if they
rewrite a draft in order to firmly establish the writing skills.

As mentioned above, this research proposes to see the effects of writing instruction
through peer review for junior high school students. It may be true that students who are
accustomed to teacher-centered class prefer error feedback and advice by their teacher rather

than by a peer, and they rely on teacher’s feedback more than they would the latter. As a



matter of fact, Zhang (1995) reported that ESL writers prefer teachers’ feedback to peers’ one.
Actually a few of the students in this research cannot find merits of peer review because they
cannot review peers’ drafts. However, it is often seen that when students receive teachers’
feedback, they only correct and rewrite the points that their teacher mentioned. Apart from the
case of students reviewing what they learned in class and practicing writing by themselves, it
is doubtful that rewriting only those points that are mentioned by a teacher improves students’
writing ability.

An advantage of experiencing peer review, and not receiving teachers’ feedback
alone, is that peer review provides an opportunity to learn other students’ expressions, writing
ways, or language forms. Knowing those things — other students in a similar situation or a
better situation — stimulates their own writing or reduces negative feelings about writing.
Students will want to learn writing English more and try to make their writing better when
they read writing with plentiful contents and few errors. Or students may be able to reduce
their anxiety about writing when they read the same level of others’ writing. The possibility
that this kind of act encourages them to learn writing by themselves is presumed more than
teachers’ feedback.

Next, there is a doubt whether receiving reviews by a peer can improve the accuracy
of writing. The fact of the matter is that the students in the research who will take the entrance
examination of high school need to improve the accuracy element of their English. Instruction
for grammar is given to them in regular class, however, the researcher-teacher did not give
error feedback to the first draft of each student except Writing Instruction Session 1. This is
because this research is to verify the effects on a writer and reader/reviewer. In Session 1,
feedback for errors and advice by the teacher was given to show how to review a draft as a

model to the students. In Sessions 2 and 3, they did not receive it for the first draft by the



teacher; however, they received some comments and advice for the second draft. In addition,
it is essential for them to become accustomed to writing in the first half of the junior high
school time, and then, they should gradually acquire the accuracy in the latter half of the
school time.

Next, regarding correcting errors by junior high school students who do not have the
knowledge of grammar, it is possible to correct errors if students reach the adequate level of
grammar for the grade. If not, it is impossible to correct all errors. However, checking
grammar errors and mechanical mistakes in peers’ drafts is essential for a reader/reviewer. For
example, some students may be able to learn from a peer’s draft using the past tense if they
often forget using it, or notice a lack of the ‘be-verb’ in their own draft from a peer’s draft
using the progressive form. Unfortunately, since teachers cannot have a teacher-student
conference with students for their draft each time, receiving written and spoken reviews by a
peer may become a similar effect to the teacher-student conference.

As mentioned above, this research examines various effects of peer review on novice
learners and examines how it influences them under the instruction of the leaner-centered
process approach.

Lastly, although writing by the first and second year students compared with the third
year students is limited in terms of expressions, grammar and the amount of writing, all
students must acquire writing skills and improve their writing. They should reach the level
that is stated by the Course of Study by the time they graduate from junior high school.
Moreover, it is the ideal that they will acquire the ability of self-revision. Therefore, it

necessary that students gain a firm and basis foundation of writing through peer review.



I1. Background

Since the present research focuses on the process approach and one means of the
approach, peer review, as the first step, brainstorming is adopted for students who do not
know how to begin writing and what to write, and the method is expected to reduce the
anxiety of those students. According to Sugita (2003), the researcher instructed college
students by the process approach for writing and examined their levels of anxiety. The
researcher reported that the subjects could reduce the anxiety for writing through the process
approach, and concludes that brainstorming is the most useful instruction to reduce it. As the
second step for this research, the students do a writing activity respectively, such as outlining
and making the first draft. And then, as the third step, they do the peer review activity, and as
the final step, they write the second/final draft.

Since the process approach is considered as effective instruction to have learners
become able to create an amount of writing that is sufficient for reviewing, it is applied to
junior high school students who are novices of English. In addition to that, “according to
Taniguchi (2009), process writing in foreign languages is effective to remove learners’
wariness for making errors, also, the approach can be a help for learners to develop their

writing” (cited in Okada, 2006, pp. 250-251).

2.1 Areas of teaching writing and the circumstances in Japan

Rimes (1983, p. 6) offers areas of teaching writing to have writers produce clear,
fluent, and effective communication of ideas: 1) Syntax: sentence structure, sentence
boundaries, stylistic choices, etc.; 2) Grammar: rules for verbs, agreement, articles, pronouns,

etc.; 3) Mechanics: handwriting, spelling, punctuation, etc.; 4) Organization: paragraphs, topic



and support, cohesion and unity; 5) Word Choice: vocabulary, idiom, tone; 6) Purpose: the
reason for writing; 7) Audience: the reader/s; 8) the Writer’s Process: getting ideas, getting
started, writing drafts, revising; 9) Content: relevance clarity, originality, logic, etc.
(Numbering is by the researcher.)

Rimes states that “as teachers have stressed different features of the diagram,
combining them with how they think writing is learned, they have developed variety of
approaches to the teaching of writing.” The Course of Study for junior high schools foreign
languages (English) was revised in 2008. The aim of the revision is to foster writing ability,
such as writing contents with unity, and also writing as a means to tell readers properly is
focused in it. However, as for actual instruction in junior high school in Japan, No.1-3 above
are main, and especially No.4, and No.7-9 are not emphasized, moreover they are often
ignored.

Nowadays writing instruction by the process approach has been employed in college,
and the idea that the process of writing is taken into consideration has been generally accepted
(Hirose, 1999). And also, the effects of the process approach to ESL learning is widely
appreciated. In junior and senior high school, however, translation from Japanese into English
is often the main teaching method, because the writing instruction by the process approach
takes a great deal of time and makes the burden too heavy for teachers. Sumida (2001) argues
that even if teaching is based on an audio-lingual approach in the beginning of learning L2,
with the progress of learning and acquiring L2 and that it is very meaningful for learners to
experience authentic activities. And Sumida insists that it is appropriate that teachers should
gradually take EAP (English for academic purposes) or communicative approaches to writing.
This is a proper way for college students to reach the academic level in the end, however,

junior or senior high school students who are in the previous stage of it must follow certain
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steps to go to the next stage. In this research, the process approach is used for having students
consider the process and contents of writing, and having them recognize readers/audience
except their teachers. By doing those, it seems that students become accustomed and familiar

to writing.

2.2 Flow of the instruction for writing: a product-orientation and a process-orientation

There have been two predominant trends for the writing instruction in FL and L2 as
same as L1; a product-orientation and a process-orientation (Noro, 2004).

Firstly, scholars and researchers started to investigate approaches for compositions in
L1 in America. And then controlled composition, current-traditional rhetoric, process
approach and English for academic purpose were reported in first language learning settings.
In L2, in the same way as L1, those approaches were employed. For a start, the approach of
the controlled composition with the origin of the oral approach of Fries C., and then, the
approach of the current-traditional rhetoric was employed. However, since they were
product-centered and leaners could not improve their writing ability, scholars and researchers
started to have a doubt and criticized them in the middle of 1960’s. And then, the process
approach, which is process-centered, came to attract attention. “The process that how writers
go through and write sentences was given attention, as Emig (1971) analyzed detailed
protocols of writers. As a result, although it had been believed that the process of making
sentences was linear to products, the fact that it has a recursive way was started to be
recognized (Flower & Hayes, 1980)” (cited in Sato, 2002, p. 72).

As mentioned above, the recognition that the process of writing is recursive has had a
great influence on the writing instruction, and then, researchers and instructors in L1

conducted the process-centered instruction. The L2 research that referred to L1 applied the
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process approach that was believed to be effective in L1 in the 1970’s (after that, English for
academic purpose in college has been employed as the process approach could not do the

suitable writing for the college level).

2.3. Process approach

The main features of the process approach are that the process of learners’ writing
products is essential and that the process approach has leaners consider the contents of writing
important. Therefore, the effectiveness that improves the writing ability of telling the contents
has been expected. Although this approach, process writing, has a series of basic procedures,
many researchers or scholars introduced expanded procedures. For example, Watanabe (1997)
introduced six steps: free writing, self-revision, organization, peer feedback, teacher feedback
and final revision (pp. 234-235). Komuro (2001) introduced five steps: brainstorming,
drafting, revising, editing, and publishing (p. 55). White and Arndt (1991) introduced 13
steps: 1) discussion (class, small, pair), 2) brainstorming / making note / asking questions, 3)
fast-writing / selecting ideas / establishing a viewpoint, 4) rough drafting, 5) preliminary
self-evaluation, 6) arranging information / structuring the text, 7) first draft, 8) group / peer
evaluation and responding, 9) conference, 10) second draft, 11) self-evaluation / editing /
proofreading, 12) finish draft, and 13) final responding to draft.

Komuro (2001) and White and Arndt (1991) employ brainstorming in the beginning
of the procedure. When Japanese students write essays in English, brainstorming may bring
meaningful effects on them. The reason for this is when Japanese students have to tell or write
their thoughts or opinions, they often say, “l don’t know how to say/write, what to say/write”.
Such students are very worried and have no confidence in speaking and writing in English.

This kind of situation is often seen in the environment of EFL, and it is difficult to enhance

12



their willingness to write and motives of writing. In Sugita’s research (2003), however,
brainstorming was found to be the most effective treatment in process writing to reduce the
anxiety. It seems that talking about a topic and exchanging their ideas or opinions in the
brainstorming makes the matter that they do not know how and what to write better and that
the brainstorming promotes their writing. In addition, Orita (1998) reported that the process
approach for 15 to 17 year old subjects in technical college brings a significant difference in
five aspects: 1) writing in English in general, 2) writing the intended message, 3) writing
correct English, 4) writing in a coherent way, and 5) developing paragraphs. Also, according
to the result of the questionnaire, 90.5 % of the subjects regard the treatment as “very useful”
or “useful”. Orita (1998) concludes that the process approach is effective instruction for
Japanese EFL learners. Again, Sugita (2003) reported that the students whose proficiency was
high and low were able to have pleasure of writing through process writing and that the
approach were able to reduce the negative attitudes. It seems that the process approach is
effective instruction for novice learners, junior high school students in Japan as well.

Process writing, as another advantage, encourages learners not to mind about making
grammar errors or errors of sentence structures and to improve the fluency of writing. Since it
encourages learners to write content-centered essays, the approach is considered important in
writing essays. This approach, however, emphasizes meaning-focused writing, and thus it
may not be helpful for the accuracy of sentences. It has been criticized because the approach
is not for the accuracy. Sumida (2001) insists that doubts about whether learners are able to
improve the ability of writing performance of L2 will remain if they continue to write
meaning-focused compositions as opposed to accuracy-focused work. Sumida argues that
there are teachers who feel uneasy about not giving the regulated writing instruction that

focuses on grammar.
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For successful communication, fluency is as important as accuracy (Sato, 2008). Sato
examined the relation between them, and concludes that improving learners’ accuracy does
not obstruct their fluency and that improving their fluency does not obstruct their accuracy
either. In addition, in other previous research, feedback that is employed in the process
approach is effective to improve students’ essays (Nishida, 2012). Also research on high
school students by Oikawa and Takayama (2000) and Takayama and Oikawa (2001) report
that the accuracy improved significantly when the students did revision activities (2000).
Moreover, the long-term treatment with taking revision improved the fluency as well (2001).
They also report that the group without revision did not improve the accuracy but improved
the fluency (2000).

As mentioned above, while it cannot be said that the process approach does not
improve the accuracy of students’ writing, it seems that it is possible to improve the accuracy

as well as the fluency by virtue of teachers’ feedback and peers’ advice.

2.4. Peer review

The greatest aim of this research is to identify and verify the effects of peer review
on novice learners. Peer review is employed to solve or reduce problems that junior high
school students have, as mentioned above, such as anxiety for writing, no confidence in
writing, and insufficiency of the writing ability corresponding to the grade.

When learners do peer review, this issue occurs: whether learners can improve their
accuracy or not. As a practical matter, since the students are going to take the entrance
examination of high school, they need to improve the accuracy as well as the fluency. As
mentioned in Introduction, however, the students are taught grammar and their errors are

corrected in regular class, but errors in their writing are not corrected in Writing Instruction

14



Sessions. Although in the research, there is still concern about improving the accuracy of
writing, there is a possibility that they may learn not to make errors. It is because the students
experienced correcting their peers’ errors and the experience will be able to cause them to

notice their own errors.

2.4.1 Advantages by peer review

Peer review has been examined from different points of view in L1 and L2, that is,
teachers’ feedback compared with peers’ feedback, analyzing peers’ comments and peers’
stances, how to train peer review, and investigating effects by training under the process
approach as well as the other theoretical frameworks. Peer review has been recognized as a
very essential part in the process of writing in L2. Liu and Hansen (2002) state peer review as
the following; “peer response is the use of learners as sources of information and interactants
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 written and oral formats in the process of writing.” However, in this research,
the learners who do peer review are novice learners of junior high school students, and the
situation is different from the above. Therefore, here, peer review for junior high school
students is that those learners can notice or learn what makes their essays better by their peers’
reviews and by themselves through reviewing their peers’ writing.

Ferris and Hedgcock (2004, p.226) outline the advantages by peer feedback as
identified by previous research:
1) Students can take active roles in their own learning (Hirvela, 1999; Mendonca & Johnson,

1994).

2) Students can “reconceptualize their ideas in light of their peers’ reactions” (Mendonca &
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Johnson, 1994, p. 746).

3) Students can engage in unrehearsed, low-risk, exploratory talk that is less feasible in

classroom and teacher-student interactions.

4) Students receive "reactions, questions, and responses from authentic readers"” (Mittan, 1989,

p. 209; but see Leki, 1990b; Newkirk, 1984, for counterarguments to this assertion).
5) Students receive feedback from multiple sources (Chaudron, 1983; Mittan, 1989).
6) Students gain a clearer understanding of reader expectations by receiving feedback on what
they have done well and on what remains unclear (Mittan, 1989; Moore, 1986; Witbeck,
1976).
7) Responding to peers' writing builds the critical skills needed to analyze and revise one’s
own writing (Leki, 1990b; Mittan, 1989).

8) Students gain confidence and reduce apprehension by seeing peers’ strength and weakness
in writing (Leki, 1990b; Mittan, 1989).

9) Peer response activities build classroom community (Ferris, 2003b; Hirvela, 1999; Liu &
Hansen, 2002; Mendonc¢a & Johnson, 1994).

(Numbering is by the researcher.)

In addition, Hedgcock and Lefkowitz (1992, p. 257) report the advantages of peer
response as follows:
1) Text-centered peer cooperation is mutually supportive and instructive (Gaudiani, 1981) and
supports “social growth” (Huff & Kline, 1987, p.137).
2) Peer collaboration contributes to a comfortable atmosphere in which to discuss writing
(Huff & Kline, 1987).

3) Peer interaction increase writers’ awareness of their audience (Huff & Kline, 1987),

16



encouraging them to shift from writer-based to reader-based prose (Beaven, 1977; Horning,
1987).

4) In peer collaboration, writers must narrow the gap between intended meaning and the
meaning which is presented in the text and understood by the reader/listener (Cumming,
1990). As Flower et at. (1986) note, the “social contract between writer and reader” (p. 50)
forms a useful basis for diagnosis and revision (cf. Beach, 1976).

5) Peer response decreases teachers’ making responsibilities while increasing opportunities
for student writing (Huff & Kline, 1987; Peckham, 1987), whereas written teacher feedback
alone has been found to be only minimally effective (Kepner, 1991) or even to inhibit
production (Hillocks, 1986).

6) Using other students as readers and reviewers avoids the demoralizing problem of having
students entirely ignore teachers’ corrections and comments (Gaudiani, 1981). Teachers’
written comments are frequently ineffectual at improving the quality of student writing

(Cohen & Cavalcanti, 1990; Kepner, 1991; Leki, 1990a, Robb et al., 1986).

The previous research was done in the situation of ESL, and the advantages may not
be effective for learners in the situation of EFL, especially for novice learners. In the case of
junior high school students in Japan, considering their writing and reviewing ability, the
effects of No.4 and 5 outlined by Ferris and Hedgcock above may not be expected. However,
the others may be effective for Japanese students, especially No.3 and 8. Previous research
reports that learners from East Asia had negative stances to peer review (Mangelsdorf &
Schlumberger,1992), on the contrary, another reports that Chinese learners had positive
stances in the peer review activity (Carson & Nelson, 1996). What is important is a firm plan

by a teacher, making the atmosphere where learners can participate in the activity without

17



hesitation, and giving enough practice before the activity (Carson & Nelson, 1994). And the
way in which teachers intervene in the activity is important as well. Okabe (2011) insists that
peer feedback encourages writers to self-review, and Fujieda (2007) reports that peer feedback
is beneficial for learners to reflect and to examine their draft. Moreover, Nakanishi and
Akahori (2005) argue that when learners respond to peers’ writing, they re-read and analyze
their own writing, and doing that establishes critical thinking, which is necessary as rewriting.
Although the subjects in the three research reports are not junior high school students, peer
review in the EFL situation can be considered a beneficial treatment to master self-revising
ability. While the present condition, teaching in class in Japan, does not seem to be suitable
for mastering the self-revising ability, it seems to be very meaningful to use the treatment for
junior high school students. If junior high school students master the base of the ability, they

will be able to develop it in high school and college.

2.4.2 Effects on writers and reviewers by peer review

The present research tries to verify the effects on both writers and reviewers. In the
peer review activity, learners have two roles, both as writer and reviewer. In previous research,
Nelson and Murphy (1993), and Mendonca and Johnson (1994) verify advantages from the
writer’s perspective, Lundstorm and Baker (2009), Min (2005), Kamimura (2006), Tsui and
Ng (2000), Yakame (2005), and Hirose (2009) verify advantages from the reviewer’s
perspective.

On the one hand, the previous research argues that writers receive peers’ feedback
about the contents of a composition and that they revise it using the peers’ feedback and
developing the contents, on the other hand, some research reports that learners do not use

peers’ feedback in revising. This is largely because they prefer teachers’ feedback to that of
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peers’ (Tsui & Ng, 2000). One remarkable research reports that learners actually self-revise
more than teachers’ feedback (Connor & Asenavage, 1994).

In this research, the effects on reviewers are observed and verified as well as writers.
Rollinson (2005) insists that peer review yields advantages for the both writer and reviewer,
and Lundstorm and Baker (2009) conclude that experiencing reviewing improves global
aspects, organization, development, and cohesion in a reviewer’s writing.

Based on such research, this research examines how junior high school students feel
and what aspects they gain or improve when they experience peer review. In Japan, the
condition of a class or school cannot give enough instruction to each student. That is why, if
the experience of reviewing improves writing ability, this treatment should be used for

students.

2.5 Collaborative learning and VWygotsky’s Zone of Proximal Development

As peer review is an activity in which learners teach each other through interaction, it
can be seen as a form of collaborative learning. A number of researchers have adopted
Wgotsky’s Zone of Proximal Development from the view of a socio-cultural framework,
including collaborative learning and scaffolding, and they insist on the effects of collaborative
learning/peer review (Carson & Nelson, 1994; Hansen & Liu, 2005; Lundstrom & Baker,
2009; Li Li, 2014; Mendonga & Johnson, 1994; Okabe, 2011; Villamil & de De Guerrero,
1998). Although Vygotsky did not offered Zone of Proximal Development as a means to
acquire L2, he insists that when a learner who is struggling about something but is within
his/her ZPD receives support or help from another, who has higher and richer knowledge than
him/her, he/she will be able to understand or solve the problem. From this theory, those

researchers argue for the positive effects, which are possible during the peer review activities.
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Wakabayashi (2013) insists that “peer feedback is more than merely a type of feedback but
the dynamic process of reviewing peer texts and negotiating as both reviewer and writer.
Through peer feedback, learners engage in critical evaluation of peer texts for the purpose of
exchanging help for revision” (p. 177). In this research, since the students experience learning
from each other and teaching each other through collaborative learning, the research utilizes

peer review with a view toward an expectation of those effects on the students.
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I11. Purpose

Among Japanese learners of English, novice learners in particular have a sense of
difficulty regarding speaking and writing skills in English, and therefore lack confidence in
these two areas. Specifically, junior high school students’ confidence in writing has been seen
to be low. This situation is confirmed by the results of the pre-survey conducted in February,
2014 and the pre-instructional survey performed and outlined in this research as described in
Introduction. However, students also recognize the importance of improving English ability
overall as well as writing. As for the writing ability of third year junior high school students,
the results of a survey by the National Institute for Educational Policy Research asserts that
their writing is not at the level at which it should be. Therefore specific countermeasures are
necessary to address the low level of junior high school students’ writing ability.

Grounded on those junior high school students’ attitudes to writing and their writing
ability, this research focuses on peer review. Peer review in writing is believed to have various
effects, and thus it is examined to judge if it would influence novice learners effectively. Since
junior high school students are required to acquire the ability to write passages with “unity,” a
primary aim of the research is to examine how peer review can improve their writing ability, a
corollary aim is to investigate how both the guantity and quality of writing can be increased
through peer review. A final aim of the research is to examine if peer review could reduce the
anxiety that students felt about writing while also fostering positive attitudes to writing. Thus,

through the research, the following three research questions have been addressed.

RQ 1) What influences does peer review have on junior high school students writing of

English passages with unity?
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RQ 2) What influences does peer review have on junior high school students increasing the
amount of their English passages?

RQ 3) How does peer review change students’ attitudes to writing in English?
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V. Method

4.1 Participants

A total of 96 second-year junior high school students took part in the research. When
they were first-year students in the previous school year, they did not have an experience of
free composition writing in English, and it seems that they spent little time in undertaking
English composition writing.

Only 58 (19 male and 39 female students) out of the 96 students experienced all the
three peer review activities, thus providing reliable data for full analysis. Of the 38 students
who were excluded from the data analysis, 11 students missed at least one peer review activity
and either or both the pre and post-tests. The remaining 27 students were not able to write a
sufficient amount of English in their passages to be included in the peer review activities.
Those 27 students were given special writing assignments during the writing lessons.
Although full analysis of the writing data and the results of a reflective self-assessment of the
activities were conducted with the above-mentioned 58 students, the analysis of the pre and
post-questionnaire data was carried out with 57 students. For the reflective interviews, six
students were asked to participate: two of them were defined as belonging to a level A English
ability group (within the upper 25% of the students who sat for an internal English
proficiency test conducted at the end of their first year of junior high school), three as
belonging to a level B English ability group (within the next 50% of the students), and one as

belonging to a level C (in the lower 25%).

4.2 Materials and procedures

4.2.1 Pre-instructional survey
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(1) Questionnaire
A pre-questionnaire was conducted on May 8, 2014, comprising 15 minutes (see

Appendix A and B).

(2) Pre-test
As a pre-test, the students wrote an essay on the topic “My Hobby” for a time period
of 25 minutes on the same day as the pre-questionnaire. For this essay activity, they were not

allowed to use a dictionary.

4.2.2 Writing Instruction Sessions
(1) Writing Instruction Session 1

As it was the first time for the students to learn essay writing, they learned and
practiced a procedure of process writing before they actually started Writing Instruction
Session (see Appendix H), undertaken over the period May 19-May 27. The steps of this

instruction are outlined below.

@D How to write essay writing

First, they learned about brainstorming, and other important points of essay writing
such as outlining. Students were instructed to actually practice brainstorming in groups of
four members, after which they practiced outlining and engaged in writing passages (see

Appendix ). This instruction took 50 minutes.

@ Essay writing 1

They brainstormed for 15 minutes, made an outline in 10 minutes, and then wrote a
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first draft within 20 minutes on the topic “What | Did during the Spring Vacation” (see
Appendix J). As this activity was to check the students” writing ability, in this case, they were
not allowed to use a dictionary. After this, in the case of writing the second draft in this
Session and in Sessions 2 and 3, the students were allowed to use an English-Japanese

dictionary, although all of them did not do so.

@ How to review
As a third step, the students were taught about peer review and actually practiced

reviewing for 40 minutes (see Appendix K).

@ Peer review activity

For those students who participated in the peer review activity, first, they read
through their peer’s draft and gave reviews about the contents and language forms in written
form. Then they orally explained their reviews to their peer. This took 30 minutes to complete.
The remaining students (those who did not participate in the peer review activity because they
could not write a sufficient amount to review) practiced writing passages and reviewing.

After the peer review activity for the first draft in Session 1 (but not in Sessions 2
and 3), the researcher-teacher gave feedback to show a model of reviewing and to check their
wrong reviews. Following this, the students wrote a second draft referring to their peer’s
reviews and the teacher’s feedback. The students changed their peer in each Session; in total

they had three different peers.

(B Second draft and the reflective self-assessment

The students wrote a second draft within 15 minutes with use of an English-Japanese
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dictionary allowed (see Appendix L). Following this, they responded to the reflective

self-assessment within 10 minutes (see Appendix E and F).

® Introduction of the second drafts
In order to show a sample of good essay writing, students were given two good

essays and encouraged to study and learn from them.

(2) Writing Instruction Session 2
After completing Writing Instruction Session 1, the students studied the textbook,
and they started the research Writing Instruction Session 2, where they undertook the

following activities over the period June 12-June 25.

(D Essay writing 2

The students wrote an essay on the topic “My Favorite Food.” Before beginning to
write, they first brainstormed about contents in a group, made an outline individually, and
then wrote a first draft (with or without an English-Japanese dictionary). The entire sequence

took 45minutes all together.

@ Peer review activity and rewriting
As same as in Session 1, some students participated in the peer review activity and
they wrote a second draft referring to their peer’s reviews. This activity took 45 minutes all

together. The remaining practiced writing passages and reviewing.

@3 Reflective self-assessment
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The students who participated in the peer review activity completed the reflective

self-assessment within 10 minutes.

@ Introduction of the second drafts
As in Writing Instruction Session 1, in order to show a sample of good essay writing,

students were given two good essays and encouraged to study and learn from them.

(3) Writing Instruction Session 3
The students started Writing Instruction Session 3 with the same procedure as
Session 2 after finishing one lesson of the textbook. The topic of an essay was “My Plan of

the Summer Vacation”, and Session was undertaken on July 7 and 8.

4.2.3 Post-instructional survey

As the post-survey, the following activities were carried out on July 9 and 10.

(1) Post-test
As a post-test, the students wrote on the same topic as they had written on in the

pre-test, within 25 minutes. For this post-test, they were not allowed to use a dictionary.

(2) Questionnaire

As a post-questionnaire, students answered questions about writing, peer review, and

their attitudes to writing (see Appendix C and D).

(3) Reflective interviews
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As one part of the post-instructional survey, six students whose English ability was at
different levels were asked about their own writing, giving reviews, receiving reviews, and

the peer review activities in general in August (see Appendix G).

4.3 Data analysis
4.3.1 Examination of the effectiveness of the program

In order to examine the effectiveness of the peer review activities implemented in
this program, the data obtained from the pre and post-instructional surveys were analyzed in

the manners explained below.

(1) Comparison of the pre and post-tests

The students were given the same topic as a pre-test and as a post-test, and the two
writing samples were examined by a s-test and analyzed on the basis of the following
categories.
(D The viewpoints of content: 1) expressiveness of content, 2) persuasiveness of content, 3)
quantity of information.
@ The viewpoints of organization of an essay: 1) topic sentence, 2) coherence of essay, 3)
cohesion of sentences.
@ The viewpoints of grammar about the entire passages: 1) vocabulary, 2) grammar.
@ The number of words.
(® The number of words contributing to cohesion, i.e., conjunction, pronoun, and adverb.
® Average length of sentence.

(@ Average length of sentence without errors.

28



(2) Questionnaire
The changes of the students’ attitudes to writing through peer review was examined

by the pre and post-questionnaires.

4.3.2 Examination of the peer review activities in Writing Instruction Sessions
With a view toward examining the students’ learning in the peer review activities
employed in each Writing Instruction Session, the essay drafts produced were analyzed

together with their self-evaluative reflections of the activities.

(1) Results of one way analysis of variance of the first drafts

The three first drafts in Writing Instruction Sessions 1-3 were analyzed by one way
analysis of variance (ANOVA), and the changes observed in each of the above-mentioned
categories are examined. It is clear that true changes, what can be termed progress, in the
three first drafts can be seen since the first draft in each Session was not given feedback by

the researcher-teacher or reviews by a peer.

(2) Results of the #-test for the first and second drafts
The first and second drafts in each Writing Instruction Session were analyzed by a

t-test, and the changes observed in each of the above-mentioned categories are examined.

(3) Analysis of the reflective self-assessments
The students replied to a reflective self-assessment using a 5 point Likert scale and
free written responses. The assessments asked how they did the peer review activity, what

review they received, or if they could improve their second draft by self-revision.
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(4) Reflective interviews

Six students were selected from three different levels of English ability and
interviewed. The interview was conducted to qualitatively examine the students’ perceived
improvement in their writing, their perceived effectiveness of giving and receiving peer

review, their general attitudes toward peer review.
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V. Results

In order to examine improvement of passages of “unity”, the areas of “content”,
“organization”, “grammar”, and “words contributing to cohesion” and “words for cohesion”
hereafter are set, and they are used to study passages with unity as the basis of data analysis.
Analysis of “content” consists of the following viewpoints: 1) expressiveness of content, 2)
persuasiveness of content, and 3) quantity of information, and each category is assigned two
points for a total of six points. “Organization” consists of 1) topic sentence, 2) coherence of
essay, and 3) cohesion of sentences, and each is assigned two points for a total of six points.
“Grammar” consists of 1) vocabulary and 2) grammar, and each is assigned two points for a
total of four points. As “words for cohesion”, the number of conjunction, pronoun, and adverb
are counted.

Since to write passages with unity requires a sufficient amount of writing, “the
number of words”, “average length of sentence”, and “average length of sentence without
errors” are set, and they are used to search “the amount of writing”. “Average length of
sentence” means the ability of writing sentences, and it correlates with the amount of writing.
Since if a learner can write a longer sentence, it means that he/she can efficiently use various
phraseology and more complicate sentence structures in one sentence. Furthermore, “average
length of sentence without errors” is set as an object because it contributes to reading easily
and exact understanding.

In order to examine changes of “attitudes to writing”, verbal data is used as

qualitative data, and a Likert scale instrument is used as quantitative data.

5.1 Examination of the effectiveness of the program
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(1) Comparison of the pre and post-tests
(D Analysis of the unity of passages

The categories of Content, Organization, Grammar, and Words for Cohesion were
analyzed. The post-test shows significant improvement in the scores in Content (t=5.76,
p<.01), Organization (t=7.31, p<.01), and Grammar (t=3.04, p<.01). As for Words for
Cohesion, there were more conjunctions and pronouns used in the students’ essay in the

post-test, leading to significant increase in Words for Cohesion (1=6.28, p<.01).

@ Analysis of the amount of the passage

Here, the categories of Number of Words, Average Length of Sentence, and Average
Length of Sentence without Errors are analyzed. Since Average Length of Sentence without
Errors contributes to reading easily and exact understanding, it is analyzed as well.

As for Number of Words, the average word count significantly increased from 23.48
in the pre-test to 31.66 in the post-test (1=4.65, p<.01). Average Length of Sentence, which is
the average word count in one sentence, also increased significantly from 4.34 in the pre-test
to 5.34 in the post-test (1=6.47, p<.01). Furthermore, Average Length of Sentence without
Errors, which is the average word count in a sentence without errors, shows a significant

increase from 3.57 in the pre-test to 4.64 in the post-test (1=3.14, p<.01).
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Table 1.

Results of the t-test of Pre and Post-tests

Pre-test Post-test t-test

Variable M SD M SD 1(57) P

Content 1.43 1.61 2.53 1.81 5.76 .00**

Organization 2.50 1.75 4.19 1.70 7.31 .00**
Grammar 1.35 1.19 1.88 1.37 3.04  .004**

Words for Cohesion 0.76 1.22 2.12 1.58 6.28  .00**

Number of Words 2348 1395 3166 11.02 4.65 .00**

Average Length of Sentence  4.34 0.88 5.34 0.97 6.47  .00**

Average Length of Sentence

3.57 1.82 4.64 2.16 3.14 .003**

without Errors

**1<,01, *p<.05

(2) Comparison of the pre and post-questionnaires

Table 2 shows the results of a #test for Questions 1-13 of the pre and
post-questionnaires (see Appendix A and B). Questions 1 and 2 ask about English as a subject
at junior high school, Questions 3-6 ask about writing in English, and Questions 7-13 ask
about difficulties in writing. As for the questions requiring written answers, the students’
responses were categorized according to their entry contents. Figures 1-7 below show the
percentage of each category, which means what percentage of the students answered. Figures

1-4 show the percentages about receiving reviews, and Figures 5-7 show the percentages

about giving reviews.
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Table 2.

Results of the t-test of Pre and Post-questionnaires

Pre-questionnaire Post-questionnaire t-test
Variable M SD M SD 1(56) p
No.1 3.44 1.15 3.37 1.11 -0.53 .60
No.2 2.56 1.27 2.54 1.24 -0.15 87
No.3 2.40 1.24 2.44 1.09 0.31 .16
No.4 3.42 1.21 3.67 1.09 1.84 .07
No.5 2.93 1.10 2.84 1.16 -0.54 .59
No.6 2.05 1.14 2.05 1.16 0.00 1.00
No.7 3.12 1.32 3.14 1.33 0.10 .92
No.8 3.28 1.37 3.26 1.20 -0.09 .93
No.9 3.58 1.34 3.40 1.18 -0.82 42
No.10 2.81 1.30 2.56 1.36 -1.40 17
No.11 2.77 1.12 2.65 1.19 -0.73 47
No.12 2.23 1.05 2.04 1.16 -1.38 18
No.13 3.11 1.37 2.75 1.27 -1.73 .09

<01, *p<.05

(D Students’ desire to inform by writing

While the categories about positive attitudes or confidence in English in the pre and
post-questionnaires, specifically Question 1 (7 like English better than the all other subjects at
school), Question 2 (I am good at English as compared with other subjects at school) and

Question 3 (I am confident about writing in English), do not show significance differences,
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Question 4 (I would like to tell my opinions or thoughts by writing in English), where the

mean value changes from 3.42 to 3.67, shows a difference with a tendency for significance.

@ Difficulties in writing

While the categories about the difficulties in writing, specifically Question 7 (I don t
know words), Question 8 (I don 't know word orders of English sentences), Question 9 (I don 't
know how to connect sentences), Question 10 (I can t think about what to write), Question 11
(I can t organize or edit the content), and Question 12 (I dont know how to express even with
one sentence) do not show significant differences, Question 13 (I don 't know how to express
with more than two sentences), where the mean value change from 3.11 to 2.75, which means
that the students can reduce the difficulty in writing, shows a difference with a tendency for

significance.

@ Effects by reviewing

The categories about effects by reading peers’ writing in the pre-questionnaire,
specifically Question 19 (It is useful or helpful to read others’ drafts when you write a draft),
and the categories about effects by reviewing peers’ writing in the post-questionnaire,
specifically Item 6 of Question 18 (It is beneficial or helpful to write sentences on my own by
reviewing peers’ drafts), as for a comparison between No0.19 and Item 6 of No.18, where the
mean value changes from 4.42 to 4.44, there is no significant difference. The explanation for
this is because the mean value in No.19 in the pre-questionnaire is originally high and no
significant difference can be yielded between the mean value changes between the pre and

post-questionnaires.
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(@ Taking in reviews about the contents in the second draft

Question 17 includes five questions about receiving reviews in the
post-questionnaire. As for Item 2 of No.17 (What did you take in from the peers’ reviews
about the contents to write the second draft?), the category of Conjunction is the highest
response at 28.07%, followed by the category of Concretized and Detailed Contents at
19.30%. An additional response regarding contents, Add Concluded Sentence or Views had a

response percentage of 3.51%.

Conjunction |1

Concretized and Detailed Contents
Pronoun

Add Sentences
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Change Expressions
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Figure 1. Students’ Comments on Receiving Reviews in Post-questionnaire (Q17-2)

(® Taking in reviews of errors by peers in the second draft

Concerning Item 4 of Question 17 in the post-questionnaire (What did you take in from
the peers’ reviews of errors to write the second draft?), the category of Spelling Mistake had the
highest response at 42.11%, followed by Verb and Tense at 29.82%, Grammar at 17.54%, and

Words at 15.79%.
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Figure 2. Students’ Comments on Taking in Reviews in Post-questionnaire (Q17-4)

(©® Changes in the students’ ideas about receiving reviews

that your errors in the draft are pointed out or you receive some advice about the contents?),
out of the 57 students, 51 (89.47%) agree with receiving reviews positively, and four (7.02%)
agree with it passively because they feel anxious or embarrassed. This means that most of
them are positive with it in the pre-survey. Also as for receiving reviews, the largest opinion

(35.38%) is that it is helpful and useful for themselves, and another opinion (7.69%) is that it

about having your essays reviewed by a peer now?), 56 of the 57 students agree with
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receiving reviews. And while the largest opinion (56.14%) is Notice, Reduce or Correct Error,
there are other opinions: Important and Enjoyable at 14.04%, Improve Writing Ability and

Use for Next Writing each at 10.53%, and Extend or Organize Contents at 8.77%.
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Figure 3. Students” Comments on Receiving Reviews in Pre-questionnaire (Q17)
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Figure 4. Students’ Comments on Receiving Reviews in Post-questionnaire (Q17-5)
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(D Effects of reviewing

Question 18 in the post-questionnaire is about giving reviews, regarding Item 7 of
No0.18 (A4s to reviewing, what is beneficial or useful to your writing?), the largest and third
largest responses are concerning language forms: Reduce Error (26.32%), Learn Word,
Grammar and/or Word Order (14.04%). The second largest and fourth largest responses,
which are concerning the contents, are Refer to Good Contents and Expression (15.79%), and
Use for Next Writing (12.28%).

Judging from the above, it is clear that responses about language forms are of more
concern here than the contents, though the students’ consideration is toward the contents as

well.

Reduce Error

Refer to Good Contents and/or Expression
Learn Word, Grammar and/or Word Order
Use for Next Writing
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Consider Objectively
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Figure 5. Students’ Comments on Reviewing in Post-questionnaire (Q18-7)

Students’ ideas about peer review
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In regard to the categories about giving reviews, specifically Question 20 in the
pre-questionnaire (What do you think about the activity where you point out errors in others’
drafts, or give comments or some advice?), 43 students agree with giving reviews positively,
and six students, who feel anxious or embarrassed, agree with it passively. Also seven, who do
not want to review or feel anxious, disagree, and one has no answer about it.

As for Item 8 of Question 18 in the post-questionnaire (What do you think about
reviewing peers’drafts?), 54 students agree with it. And they think that it is for each other and
for themselves, with each response percentage at 19.30%. Concerning those who responded
that they think it is for their peer, the percentage is 7.02%. Also the students, who had a
negative attitude to peer review because they felt worried or embarrassed, have come to have
a positive attitude. It is because they think that peer review is helpful for improving their
English and writing ability. Thus, it is clear that the students who think that reviewing is for

each other and for themselves are more common than for their peers.
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Figure 6. Students’ Comments on Peer Review Activity in Pre-questionnaire (Q20)
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Figure 7. Students’ Comments on Reviewing in the Post-questionnaire (Q18-8)

@ Students’ ideas about the amount of writing
In the post-questionnaire, it was not seen that the students think the writing activities

through peer review is helpful or effective in the amount of writing.

5.2 Examination of the peer review activities in Writing Instruction Sessions
(1) Results of ANOVA in the three first drafts in Writing Instruction Sessions 1-3
(DAnalysis of the unity of passages

The categories of Content, Organization, Grammar, and Words for Cohesion were
analyzed. Regarding a comparison between Writing Instruction Sessions 1 and 2, Content
(1=4.39, p<.01), Organization (t=7.54, p<.01), Grammar (t=4.53, p<.01), and Words for
Cohesion (t=2.72, p<.05) in Session 2 significantly improve. As for a comparison between

Sessions 1 and 3, Content (t=5.27, p<.01), Organization (t=6.79, p<.01), and Grammar
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(#=3.18, p<.01) in Session 3 improve significantly, although Words for Cohesion does not
show a significant difference. However, concerning a comparison between Sessions 2 and 3,

none of the categories show a significant difference.

@ Analysis of the amount of the passage

Here, the categories of Number of Words, Average Length of Sentence, and Average
Length of Sentence without Errors are analyzed. Regarding Number of Words, as for a
comparison between Sessions 1 (19.83 words) and 2 (21.83 words), there is no significant
difference. As to a comparison between Sessions 1 and 3, Session 3 (29.31 words) improves
significantly (¢=7.72, p<.01), and as to a comparison between Sessions 2 and 3, Session 3
improves significantly (¢=6.10, p<.01). Since in Session 3, the students wrote a few events
about the vacation, it caused Number of words to increase compared with Sessions 1 and 2.

Regarding Average Length of Sentence, there is no significant difference between

Session 1 (4.56 words) and Session 2 (5.06 words), however, Session 3 (7.12 words) increases
significantly compared with Session 1 (#=11.03, p<.01) and Session 2 (=8.88, p<.01).

In terms of Average Length of Sentence without Errors, Session 2 (4.18 words)
improves significantly compared with Session 1 (2.36 words) (=4.08, p<.01), and Session 3
(6.17 words) significantly improves compared with Session 1 (1=8.52, p<.01). Moreover,

Session 3 shows a significant difference compared with Session 2 (1=4.45, p<.01).

(2) Results of the #-test of the first and second drafts in Writing Instruction Sessions
Tables 3-5 below show the results of a comparison between the first draft and the
second draft in each Writing Instruction Session. And each Session shows the results of the

comparison in terms of “unity” and “amount” of passages.
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A. Writing Instruction Session 1

In case of Session 1, since the students experienced peer review for the first time,
feedback by the researcher-teacher was given to their first draft after peer review to show a
model of reviewing or comments. As for the first draft in Sessions 2 and 3, no feedback was

given.

(D Analysis of the unity of passages
As Table 3 shows, Content (t=13.46, p<.01), Organization (t=10.15, p<.01),
Grammar (t=11.01, p<.01), and Words for Cohesion (t=3.88, p<.01) improves significantly in

the second draft.

@ Analysis of the amount of the passage

Regarding the amount of passages, Number of Words significantly increases from
19.62 words in the first draft to 25.28 in the second draft (=7.05, p<.01). However, Average
Length of Sentence significantly increases from 4.74 words in the first draft to 5.48 in the
second draft (r=4.67, p<.01). Average Length of Sentence without Errors significantly

increases from 2.43 words in the first draft to 5.60 in the second draft (+=5.60, p<.01) as well.
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Table 3.

Results of the t-test of First and Second Drafts in Writing Instruction Session 1

Draft 1 Draft 2 t-test
Variable M SD M SD t(57) p
Content 1.00 1.34 3.05 1.71 13.46  .00**
Organization 1.81 1.67 3.78 1.50 10.15  .00**
Grammar 0.91 1.19 2.69 1.16 11.01  .00**
Words for Cohesion 1.24 1.37 1.93 1.47 3.88 00**
Number of Words 19.62 8.64 25.27 9.18 7.05 .00**

Average Length of Sentence  4.74 1.31 5.48 0.95 4.67 .00**

Average Length of Sentence
2.43 2.64 5.60 2.20 7.27 .00**
without Errors

**1<,01, *p<.05

B. Writing Instruction Session 2
In case of Session 2, after the peer review activity, feedback by the teacher was not

given to the first draft. However, it was given to the second/final draft.

(D Analysis of the unity of passages
As Table 4 shows, Content (t=6.99, p<.01), Organization (t=4.87, p<.01l), and
Grammar (t=2.81, p<.01) improves significantly, and Words for Cohesion (t=1.72) shows a

difference with a tendency for significance in the second draft.

@ Analysis of the amount of the passage
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Regarding the amount of passages, Number of Words significantly increases from

21.83 words in the first draft to 24.40 in the second draft (r=4.48, p<.01). However, as to
Average Length of Sentence and Average Length of Sentence without Errors, there is no

significant difference.

Table 4.

Results of the t-test of First and Second Drafts in Writing Instruction Session 2

Draft 1 Draft 2 t-test
Variable M SD M SD t(57) p
Content 1.78 1.75 2.69 1.87 6.99  .00**
Organization 3.38 1.47 4.00 1.53 487  .00**
Grammar 1.55 1.16 1.86 1.13 2.81 .00**
Words for Cohesion 1.83 1.75 3.05 6.27 182 .09
Number of Words 21.83 7.98 24.40 8.17 448  .00**

Average Length of Sentence  5.15 0.94 4.98 0.92 -1.52 .14

Average Length of Sentence
4.18 2.25 4.31 1.62 0.46 .65
without Errors

**1<,01, *p<.05

C. Writing Instruction Session 3
In case of Session 3, as well as Session 2, feedback by the teacher was given to the

second/final draft.

(D Analysis of the unity of passages
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As Table 5 shows, Content (t=7.14, p<.01), Organization (t=5.79, p<.01), Grammar
(¢=5.37, p<.01), and Words for Cohesion (t=3.63, p<.01) improves significantly in the second

draft.

@ Analysis of the amount of the passage

Regarding the amount of passages, Number of Words significantly increases from
29.31 words in the first draft to 32.10 in the second draft (r=4.2, p<.01) However, regarding
Average Length of Sentence and Average Length of Sentence without Errors, there is no
significant difference. As to the topic in Session 3, it needed newly learned grammar to

describe the topic, it seems that the students had difficulties to use the grammar.

Table 5.

Results of the t-test of First and Second Drafts in the Writing Instruction Session 3

Draft 1 Draft 2 t-test
Variable M SD M SD t(57) p
Content 1.93 1.82 2.81 1.82 7.14 .00**
Organization 3.22 1.58 4.10 1.62 5.79 .00**
Grammar 1.36 1.22 2.10 1.47 5.37 .00**
Words for Cohesion 1.59 1.44 2.03 1.40 3.63  .001**
Number of Words 29.31 1084 3210 9.30 418  .00**

Average Length of Sentence  7.44 1.72 7.42 1.46 -0.12 .90

Average Length of Sentence

6.17 3.72 6.67 3.11 1.30 .20
without Errors

**1<.01, *p<.05

46



(3) Reflective self-assessments after each Writing Instruction Session

After each Writing Instruction Session, the students replied to a reflective
self-assessment by Yes/No, Likert scale, and free written answers (see Appendix E and F).
Questions 1-3 asked about giving reviews, Question 4 asked about what they learned from
their peer, Questions 5-7 and Question 10 asked about taking in reviews given by their peer,
Questions 8 and 9 asked about rewriting the first draft, and Question 11 asked about
self-revision. As for the questions requiring written answers, the students’ responses were
categorized according to their entry content. Figures 8-13 below show the percentage of each

category.

(D Contents and language forms of the second draft

As analysis of the contents and language forms of the second draft in each Writing
Instruction Session, ANOVA was conducted with students’ answers for Question 8 (I could
make the contents of the second draft better after I read through the first draft again; answer
by Likert scale) and Question 9 (I could reduce errors in the second draft; answer by Likert
scale). As for the contents, there is no significant difference between Session 1 (M=4.14) and
Session 2 (M=3.93), and also, there is no significant difference between Sessions 2 and 3
(M=3.84). However, Session 3 significantly declines compared with Session 1 (¢=2.50,
p<.05).

Regarding the language forms, there is no significant difference between Session 1
(M=4.38) and Session 2 (M=4.13). However, Session 3 (M=3.71) significantly declines

compared with Session 1 (#=4.78, p<.01) Session 2 (1=2.97, p<.05).
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(@ What the students learned from peers’ writing

In order to analyze from peers’ writing, content analysis was conducted with the
students’ free written answers to Question 4 (Describe what you learned by reading the peer's
drafft), yielding categories of the contents and language forms. As for the contents, comments
on the quality and quantity of the information conveyed by the peers’ writing (/nformation)
has higher response rate. The percentages for this category are 10.34%, 15.52%, 20.69% for
Writing Instruction Sessions 1-3 respectively. On the contrary, responses to the categories of
Compare or Refer to Own Writing (Session 1: 12.07%, Session 2: 6.90%, Session 3: 1.72%)
and How to Tell Reader (Session 1: 5.17%, Session 2: 8.62%, Session 3: 1.72%) are lower.

Regarding the language forms, the categories of Grammar (Session 1: 17.24%,
Session 2: 15.52%, Session 3: 17.24%) and Mechanics, Spelling, Word (Session 1. 15.52%,
Session 2: 17.24%, Session 3: 15.52%) are higher than the other categories in the first two
Sessions, while the category of Conjunction, Pronoun or Adverb shows marked increase in

Session (Session 1: 8.62%, Session 2: 8.62%, Session 3: 27.59%).

Information SRS .
How to Tell Reader S
.
How to Organize or Develop Content R
I

Compare or Refer to Own Writing SISy
.

0 5 10 15 20 25

Session 1 mSession 2 mSesion 3

Figure 8. Students’ Comments on Contents by Reading Peers’ Writing in Reflective

Self-assessments (Q-4)
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Word Order
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Figure 9. Students’ Comments on Language Forms by Reading Peers’ Writing in Reflective

Self-assessments (Q-4)

(® What is taken in from reviews

In order to analyze from peers’ advice or indication, content analysis was conducted
with the students’ free written answers to Question 10 (Describe the advice or the indication
by the peer specifically). In terms of the contents, the category of Add Information or Make It
Understandable (Session 1: 15.52%, Session 2: 18.97%, Session 3: 15.52%) has the highest
response. Much of the advice or suggestions about the contents by peers focus on a key point:
“Why don’t you tell more specifically?” and “What is OO?”, and so on. This means that
reviewers stood as a reader and the writers took in that review in rewriting consciously.

Regarding the language forms, specifically the categories of Mechanics, Spellings,

Word (Session 1: 37.93%, Session 2: 13.79%, Session 3: 34.48%) and Grammar (Session 1:
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29.31%, Session 2: 18.97%, Session 3: 34.48%) have higher responses. Judging from the side

of reviewing, they are easy errors to notice, and the writers took in the review in rewriting.

Summarize or Make Content Understandable

Change Expressions

Add Information or Make It Understandable

A

Others

0 2 4 6 8§ 10 12 14 16 18 20

m Session 1 mSession 2 mSesion 3

Figure 10. Students’ Comments on Taking in Reviews Regarding Contents in Reflective

Self-assessments (Q-10)
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Figure 11. Students’ Comments on Taking in Reviews Regarding Language Forms in

Reflective Self-assessments (Q-10)



@ Self-revision

In order to analyze self-revision, content analysis was conducted with the students’
free written answers to Question 11 (Describe the correction that your realized on your own
specifically). As for the contents, the category of Summarize or Make Content
Understandable (Session 1: 13.79%, Session 2: 10.30%, Session 3: 10.30%) has the highest
response.

In terms of the language forms, the categories of Mechanics, Spelling, Word (Session
1: 20.69%, Session 2: 12.10%, Session 3: 24.14%), Grammar (Session 1: 18.97%, Session 2:
8.62%, Session 3: 10.34%), and Conjunction, Pronoun or Adverb (Session 1: 1.72%, Session

2: 12.10%, Session 3: 5.17%) have higher responses.

Summarize and/or Make Contents Understandable F

Add and/or Make Information Understandable EEEEEEEE
I

Others 1

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16

Session 1 mSession 2 ®Sesion 3

Figure 12. Students’ Comments on Self-revision Regarding Contents in Reflective

Self-assessments (Q-11)
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Figure 13. Students” Comments on Self-Revision Regarding Languages Forms in Reflective

Self-assessments (Q-11)

(4) Reflective interviews

Excerpts 1-13 below are the responses of Questions 1-13 by the six interviewees.
Excerpts 1-4 are concerning the interviewees’ own writing, Excerpts 5-8 are concerning
giving reviews, Excerpts 9-12 are concerning receiving reviews, and Excerpt 13 is concerning
the peer review activities. All responses are translated by the researcher. However, some of
their responses regarding their recognition and attitudes to writing are written here, and all the

responses are in Appendix G.

@ Interviewees’ own writing
Comparing the interviewees’ writing before Writing Instruction Sessions with their

writing after Sessions, five interviewees replied that their writing sentence level has changed,
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and all of them replied that their writing passage level has changed (Questions 1 and 2). As
for the sentence level, Student Al, whose English level is higher, and Level B, whose level is
middle, and Student C1, whose level is lower, replied that they can understand word orders
better than before, and they can use conjunctions and pronouns more and better.

As to the passage level, Al replied that she can now write a topic that she is not good
at (No.2). Also Al, A2, B2, B3 and C1 replied that the contents has changed; for example, Al
replies that she thinks about passages with unity more, and A2 replies that he has become able
to use conjunctions and pronouns. B2 replied that she tries to write more detailed or
understandable contents. B3 and C1 replied that the contents have become ampler. As to the
amount of writing, all replied that their sentences have become longer, they write more
sentences, and they have increased the overall amount.

Regarding how to start writing an essay (No.3), they (except A2) reported that their
writing way has changed. Al and C1 have come to think about an outline, B1 and B2 try to
make their essay understandable for readers, and B3 has tried to rewrite better sentences or
passages.

Moreover, all say that they consider their writing has changed through Writing
Instruction Sessions. They think that the amount and the contents have become more plentiful,
and that it is easier for readers to understand their writing. Also they think that they try to

write more developed essays.

Question 1 Comparing your present sentences with your sentences before experiencing Writing
Instruction Sessions, how have they changed? Or why haven t they changed?

Excerpt 1.

Al | could not use conjunctions before, but now | use them and write a composition with
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more sentences. | understand word orders more than before. When | was doing the
peer review activity, | was told words, and | could reduce mistakes.

A2 | have become able to write without hesitation. | can use conjunctions more than
before. | have reduced errors about grammar.

B1 My sentences haven’t changed very much. I am not confident in making sentences.

B2 Now I can write sentences in correct word orders. And | don’t need time to write a
sentence compared with before.

B3 | have become able to know word orders, and | can write correct sentences. Also |

can use pronouns now.

C1 I can write sentences without hesitation, and my word orders are better.

Question 2 Comparing your present passages with your passages before experiencing Writing
Instruction Sessions, how have they changed? Or why haven t they changed?

Excerpt 2.

Al | couldn’t write about a difficult topic. But now | can write about it. And my
sentences are longer now, and | think about passages with unity. |1 can write more
sentences than before.

A2 | have become able to use conjunctions and pronouns. | can write more sentences, but
the length of a sentence has not changed.

B1 The length of a sentence has got longer, but | can’t make detailed or rich contents.

B2 The length of a sentence is longer now, and | write more sentences now.

B3 I write more sentences than before and the contents have been better.

C1 I can make more sentences than before. I can make more understandable writing, and

the contents have become better.
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Question 3 Comparing your present working on essay writing with your working before experiencing
Writing Instruction Sessions, how has it changed? Or why hasn't it changed?

Excerpt 3.

Al | can write passages that readers can understand without difficulties, and | can make
a good outline.

B1 | try to write understandable passages for readers, so | concentrate on not making
errors of grammar or sentence structures.

B2 | have become able to make understandable writing for readers.

B3 | try to rewrite a better draft than the first one. But | haven’t thought about grammar

very much.

C1l I have become able to think about outlining, but I haven’t thought about readers yet.

Question 4 Experiencing the peer review activities, how do you think your writing has
changed?

Excerpt 4.

Al | think I write passages using conjunctions and pronouns, and detailed content as
well. Also I think I make less mistakes about grammar than before.

A2 My grammar hasn’t changed, but the amount of writing has increased. And | try to
develop better contents than before.

B1 The number of sentences has got increased, but when I am writing in English, I’m not
confident in grammar. Now I have readers in mind.

B2 | have become able to write passages using pronouns and conjunctions, and passages

with unity. And | try to write more detailed information and try to make it
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understandable for readers. | think the number of grammar errors has got fewer.
B3 Itried to tell about something in one sentence before, but now I try to tell about it in 2
or 3 sentences and try to tell easy expressions for readers.

C1l The amount of writing has increased, and | am confident. Now | try to write

understandable passages for readers.

@ Giving reviews

As for reviewing contents, Student C1 replied that he could not know whether his
reviews were good for his peers. In case of B1, she replied that she could not give good
reviews when her peer’ writing was difficult to understand. However, she tries to tell a
number of comments and it stimulates her peers to rewrite better. Although it seems that some
students, who have good English ability, can give helpful or useful reviews, it seems that
Level B or C cannot give helpful or specific advice that makes peers’ passages improve. In
terms of reviews about grammar, Al, A2, and B3 replied that they could give reviews about
grammar, however, the others replied that they could not because they think that they are not
confident in grammar.

Regarding giving reviews, one of them replied that it is for a partner, and the others
replied that it is for each other. And the five told some opinions, such as “My peer’s writing

was informative”, “I learned writing from my peer’s”.

Question 5 When you read your peers’ passages, did you understand the content? Or why
couldn t you understand it?

Excerpt 5.

Al  When it was difficult to understand, | asked my peer and tried to understand it.
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Bl

C1l

I could not understand a composition by one student. He continued to use “I”, so |
didn’t know what kind of advice should be given. And it wasn’t easy to understand
the contents.

I could understand two third, | could understand easy passages.

Question 6 Were your advice and suggestions helpful for your peer when he/she rewrote it?

Why weren t they helpful?

Excerpt 6.

Al

A2

Bl

B2

B3

C1l

| gave concrete examples and suggestions that the writers could deepen the contents.
I also pointed out ambiguous points.

| think they were helpful for the writers. | suggested that the writer should add more
information.

| think my advice was helpful for my peers.

My peers took my advice into his/her rewriting.

| pointed out pronouns. | gave some advice that they should write more reasons for

his/her favorite food.

I couldn’t give much advice. | wasn’t sure if my suggestions were good for my peers.

Question 7 When you reviewed the grammar in your peers’ writing, could you judge it as

correct or wrong?

Excerpt 7.

Bl

B2

I could half. When I thought it was wrong, | thought maybe my peers were right, so |
couldn’t if grammar was right or wrong.

I could some, but I couldn’t some. | wasn’t confident if my peers were wrong or not.
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C1l I couldn’t very much, because I don’t know about grammar very much.

Question 8 How did you think about giving reviews to your peers?

Excerpt 8.

Al | think it’s good because | can realize my mistakes or errors by reading peers’ writing.
It is for each other, and my peers’ passages were helpful, I learned words from my
peers.

A2 | think it is good for a peer.

B1 1 think it is good because a peer can reduce mistakes or errors when they rewrite. |
think we should continue the peer review activities. But it depends on a peer, it is
sometimes difficult, because it is difficult to review passages with many errors.

B2 1 could point out errors made by a peer, and I could learn passages by a peer. It is for
each other.

B3 It is good for a peer because he/she can be told errors. | never thought it was
troublesome. 1 wasn’t confident in reviewing, but | gradually could know how to
review. | learned from my peers’ passages too.

C1l I couldn’t do it at the first and the second time, but when it was the third time, my
advice was helpful for my peer. And | could learn by reading passages, and | could

learn grammar. It is for each other.

@ Receiving reviews
As for having an essay read by a peer, the students felt embarrassed because they
were not confident in writing. However, they have become accustomed to it through the peer

review activities. They were able to understand the reviews given by their peers, and they
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took the reviews into account in their rewriting. Also, when they didn’t receive reviews, they

self-revised to make the second draft better.

About receiving reviews, while some students had a negative attitude to it before

they experienced it, all of the interviewees now have a positive attitude, and they think that

they would like a peer to teach them more and that receiving reviews is helpful for them.

Question 9 Did you have your readers in mind when you were writing?

Excerpt 9.

Al | tried to write passages that were easy to understand.

A2 | tried to write passages that were easy to understand.

B3 | tried to write carefully, and tired not to make errors, about grammar, and spellings,
too.

Cl No. What I could do was only to write.

Question 10 How do you think about having a peer read your writing?

Excerpt 10.

Al

Bl

B2

B3

C1l

At first, | didn’t want my peer to read and find errors, but now | am okay, I’m used to
it.

It depends on a reader.

| didn’t want to do it in the beginning because | knew | made mistakes and errors. But
now it is okay because I can know them.

| felt embarrassed, but | am used to it because | know it is for myself.

It is good for myself. | felt embarrassed in the beginning, but I didn’t think I didn’t

want to.
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Question 11 Could you understand reviews for the contents and grammar by your peer? Why

couldn t you understand it? How did you feel about having your essay reviewed?

Excerpt 11.

Al It was helpful and useful.

A2 | referred to it.

B2 | understood it. | didn’t want to, but now it is okay because | can know my errors.

B3 1didn’t want to do it in the beginning, but now it is okay, because I’m told mistakes or
errors.

C1 1 could understand some, I could not about reviews for grammar. It is helpful and I

agree with receiving review.

Question 12 Did you take in some reviews for the contents or grammar and rewrite the first
draft? Or why didn t you take in?

Excerpt 12.

Al | corrected conjunctions and pronouns. | organized passages.

A2 | took reviews and use it to rewrite.

B1 | took some reviews. But | didn’t get any reviews from one student, | revised my
passages by myself and rewrote the draft.

B2 1 took more reviews for grammar.

B3 1 took both.

C1l | took reviews for grammar.

@ Peer review activities
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Regarding helpful reviews that the students gave, C1 replied that he could not review

well at the first time and the second time, and said that it was not for his peers. However, it

can be speculated the others tried to review peers’ writing to make it better.

Question 13 Could you make the peer review activities helpful and useful for your peers? Or

why couldn t you make it so?

Excerpt 13.

Al | could, because my peer told me he/she took my reviews.

A2 | could give some advice, and pointed out some errors.

B2 We told reach other, we told about mistakes, good and bad points about the contents to
each other.

B3 | pointed out spelling mistakes. But I think I couldn’t tell good or bad points about the
contents.

C1l I couldn’t tell my peers a lot.
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V1. Discussion

6.1 Discussion on RQ 1) “What influences does peer review have on junior high school
students’ writing of English passages with unity?”

In this part, the results of Content, Organization, Grammar, and Words for Cohesion,
which are regarded as the barometers of passages with “unity” in the present study are

discussed.

6.1.1 Content

Comparing the three viewpoints of Content in the post-test, “expressiveness of
content”, “persuasiveness of content”, and *“quantity of information”, with the ones in the
pre-test, Content improves significantly in the post-test as mentioned in the previous chapter.
The students experienced all three Writing Instruction Sessions during the three-month period
between the pre and post-tests. Since Content in the second draft in each Session significantly
improves compared with the first draft, it seems that peer review influenced the contents in
the post-test.

First, the three first drafts in Sessions 1-3, which were not given feedback by the
researcher-teacher, are analyzed, and in the comparison of Content in Sessions 1 and 2, the
score in Session 2 increases significantly. Also in the comparison of Sessions 1 and 3, the
score in Session 3 increases significantly. However, in the comparison of Sessions 2 and 3,
there is no significant difference. This result is the same as that of Organization and Grammar
mentioned hereafter. The explanation for why it does not show a significant difference is that
after experiencing writing two drafts in Session 1, the students learned the basis of writing

sentences and passages in English and that as a result of experiencing reading and reviewing a
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peer’s writing, their own draft improved in Content in the following Writing Instruction
Sessions 2 and 3. However, the topic of Session 3 (My Plan of the Summer Vacation) is a
different type from the topics of Sessions 1 and 2. Since it requires use of newly learned
grammar, that is, the future tense, the writing task may have been too difficult for them to
focus on the contents. Thus, Content in Session 3 does not show a significant difference
compared with Session 2.

Next, in the comparison of the first and second drafts in each Writing Instruction
Session, the score of the second draft increases significantly in all Sessions. In the case of
Session 1, in addition to learning from the feedback given by the teacher, the students most
likely learned from receiving and giving reviews. Furthermore, they may have become able to
self-revise when they rewrote their first draft. This is supported by the results of the
post-questionnaire, reflective self-assessments, and reflective interviews as explained below.

Regarding Question 17 in the post-questionnaire, which asks about receiving reviews,
Item 2 (What did you take in from the peers’ reviews about the contents to write the second
draft?) specifically addresses the students’ leaning in terms of contents. Following
Conjunction, which is the most frequent response from the students for peer reviewing, the
second most common advice that the students took in for the second draft is concerning
Specify and/or Detail Contents. As to Item 5 of N0.17 (What do you think about having your
essays reviewed by a peer now?), some made comments related to Extend and/or Organize
Contents as their learning from receiving reviews.

Next, judging from Question 4 in the reflective self-assessments (Describe what you
learned by reading the peer’s draft.), the students learned about the category Information. It
can be said that they tried to improve contents better. The more they experienced Writing

Instruction Sessions, the more they thought about making the contents of their writing better.
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Regarding Item 7 of Question 18 in the post-questionnaire, which asks about giving reviews,
(4s to reviewing, what is beneficial or useful to your writing?), what they learned by
experiencing reviewing is to refer to good contents and/or expressions. Also they think that
they can use what they learned for their next writing.

This self-revision by the students is seen in the free written responses to Question 11
in the reflective self-assessments (Describe the correction that your realized on your own
specifically), which are interpreted to show that they really felt they were able to improve
their ability in terms of Adding and/or Making Information Understandable and Summarize
and/or Make Contents Understandable. Also, the six interviewees replied that they tried to
write a detailed and understandable essay, in response to Question 4 (After experiencing the
peer review activities, how do you think your writing has changed?). Like this, the students
tried to write rich and better passages in the second draft or to write specific contents. Also, it
can be assumed that they learned how to make their own contents better by reading and
reviewing peers’ passages and that this experience may have contributed to self-revision when
writing a draft.

These experiences may have worked in Writing Instruction Sessions 2 and 3 as well
as Session 1. It seems that the students could develop the contents by writing passages with
“unity”. This is reflected in their improved score in Content in the post-test, which is assumed
to have resulted from what they learned from peer review and acquiring the self-revising

ability gradually.

6.1.2 Organization
The total score for Organization in the post-test, which was obtained from the three

viewpoints, that is, 1) topic sentence, 2) coherence of essay, and 3) cohesion of sentences, the
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score in the post-test increases significantly compared with the pre-test. The comparison of
the first and the second drafts in each Writing Instruction Session shows that peer review may
have influenced Organization as well since the score in the second draft increases
significantly as same as the result of Content.

Regarding the results of the three first drafts in Writing Instruction Sessions 1-3, the
score of Organization in Session 2 increases significantly compared with Session 1. The score
in Session 3 increases significantly compared with Session 1. However, there is no significant
difference between Session 2 and Session 3. These results are the same as Content. The
reason for this is that the students had to use a newly learned grammatical feature in Session 3,
making the task to describe the topic was very difficult for them. It is likely that their attention
was mostly allocated toward describing their summer vacation plan, which was the topic of
the essay task, sentence by sentence, without considering paragraph organization.

Next, as to the comparison of the first and second drafts in each Session, the score in
the second draft significantly increases. Although feedback by the researcher-teacher was
given to the first draft in Session 1, it seems that there are other elements for the results,
considering the post-questionnaire, reflective self-assessments, and reflective interviews as
explained below.

As to Item 5 of Question 17 in the post-questionnaire (What do you think about
having your essays reviewed by a peer now?), the students made comments regarding Use for
Next Writing by receiving reviews. Also in terms of Item 7 of Question 18 in the
post-questionnaire (A4s to reviewing, what is beneficial or useful to your writing?), they made
comments regarding the same category Use for Next Writing. It can be assumed that they
learned how to organize and develop an essay and they were able to rewrite understandable

passages for their readers, because these opinions are seen in the reflective self-assessments.
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Question 4 (Describe what you learned by reading the peer s draft.) asked what they learned
from a peer, and the students made comments about Compare and/or Refer to Own Writing
and How to Tell Reader. The percentages of those categories, however, decrease in Session 3.
This is probably because they had learned how to organize and develop an essay in Sessions 1
and 2, and they did not feel the necessity of mentioning them again in Session 3.

Also, the changes of the students’ realization about the organization in essay writing
are seen in the reflective interviews. About Question 3 (Comparing your present working on
essay writing with your working before experiencing Writing Instruction Sessions, how has it
changed?), various opinions were noted, such as “l write with consideration of an outline” or
“I try to write an essay that readers understand easily”. It is often seen that students start to
write without thinking about the organization when they write a composition even in Japanese
as well as in English. However, the interviewees showed signs that they made an outline, that
they tried to tell their readers understandable essay writing, and that they tried to make their
draft better in rewriting.

As mentioned above, the students experienced writing drafts in each Session, during
which they were either taught the organization by the peer review activities or they learned it

by themselves, improving Organization significantly in the post-test.

6.1.3 Grammar

Although the primary aim in this research is to be able to write passages with “unity”,
in order to tell them to readers, the use of vocabulary and grammar should be considered
because it is easy for readers to read passages with correct grammar. Thus, this part addresses
the category of Grammar to discuss how proper the students’ use of grammar in their writing

is through the entire passages by judging from its sub-viewpoints of “vocabulary” and
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“grammar”.

As for the comparison of the pre and post-tests, the score of Grammar in the post-test
increases significantly. Although it is often said that peer review is not helpful for the
accuracy of sentences, in this research, it seems that the students became able to pay attention
to their own errors and were able to correct errors by self-revising because they experienced
receiving and giving reviews.

Regarding the comparison of the three first drafts in Writing Instruction Sessions 1-3,
the result of Grammar is the same as Content and Organization, as mentioned above. Since
the topic of Session 1 mainly needs the past tense, and the topic of Session 2 mainly needs the
present tense, the task of describing these topics was easy to notice errors, or they did not
seem to make errors because of the learned grammar. In the case of the topic of Session 3,
since it needs the new grammar, there is no significant difference between Sessions 2 and 3.
However, comparing Session 1 with Session 3, Grammar in Session 3 significantly improves.
It is because they used correct vocabulary and grammar except the future tense. Accordingly,
it is assumed that the students reaffirm “vocabulary” and “grammar” through writing drafts
and by learning from peer review in Sessions 1 and 2.

Judging from the comparison of the first and the second drafts in each Session, the
peer review activities may have become able to improve the ability for grammar. Since the
score of the second draft in each Session increases significantly, it seems that the students
were able to notice errors about language forms by receiving reviews and also by reviewing a
peer’s writing. In Session 3, since they were able to use the future tense more correctly in the
second draft after the peer review activity than in the first draft, the score of Grammar
increases significantly as well as Sessions 1 and 2. The results of the post-questionnaire,

reflective self-assessments, and reflective interviews give grounds for the argument that the
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peer review activities influenced vocabulary and grammar.

As for Item 4 of Question 17 in the post-questionnaire (What did you take in from the
peers’ reviews of errors to write the second draft?), the students took in reviews by their peer
about Spelling Mistake the most, followed by Verb and Tense, Grammar, and Word. Also,
regarding Item 7 of Question 18 in the post-questionnaire (As to reviewing, what is beneficial
or useful to your writing?), they think that reviewing helps to reduce errors at most, and they
also think that they can learn language forms. Although misspelling is an error type that
learners can notice the most easily, the students became able to point out grammar errors. As a
result, it can be said that they become able to notice errors by the act of reviewing and can
improve their sentences with less errors. And regarding Item 5 of No.17 (What do you think
about having your essays reviewed by a peer now?), they made comments about Notice,
Reduce and/or Correct Error, Use for Next Writing, and Improve Writing Ability. As for Item
8 of N0.18 (What do you think about reviewing peers’ drafts?), they replied opinions
concerning Improve Grammar, English and/or Writing Ability, and it seems that they think
receiving reviews causes a decrease in errors and experiencing giving reviews causes
correction of their own errors.

Those thoughts are also seen in the reflective self-assessments. As to what they
learned from reading a peer’s writing in Question 4, the percentages of Grammar and
Mechanics, Spelling, and/or Word are very high. In terms of what they took in about language
forms in Question 10, the categories of Mechanics, Spelling, and/or Word and Grammar are
mentioned more often than the other categories. As for self-revision in Question 11, the
categories of Mechanics, Spelling, and/or Word and Grammar are referred to more often than
the others. It is worthy of notice that here the students mention grammar, which they are poor

at. As a result, the total number of error correction by adopting reviews in Question 10 and
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self-revision in Question 11 became quite large. There would not have been such a large
number if they had rewritten only the first draft without peer review. Since they rewrote the
first draft after the peer review activity, they were able to correct errors not only by peer
review but also by self-revising. It can be said that they learned by reading and reviewing
peers’ writing, and it caused them to acquire self-revising ability.

Next, the interviewees from all levels of English proficiency told that they were able
to make language forms better, such as grammar or word orders. Regarding Question 8 (How
did you think about giving reviews to your peers?), they answered that they were able to
decrease errors in rewriting and that they were able to notice their own errors by experiencing
reviewing. As for Question 12 (Did you take in some reviews for the contents or grammar and
rewrite the first draft?), they answered that they took in reviews about grammar, and as to
Question 13 (Could you make the peer review activities helpful and useful for your peers?),
they replied that they were able to point out errors or spelling mistakes. Also, about Question
4 (Experiencing the peer review activity, how do you think your writing has changed?), they
think that they could decrease grammar errors. However, as for Question 13, some of the
interviewees replied that their grammar has not changed, and they are not confident in it. As
mentioned above, although there seem to be possibilities to reduce learners’ errors and to
broaden their ability of noticing errors by peer review, some students are still concerned about
language forms. However, the peer review activities in Writing Instruction Sessions 1-3
greatly influenced Grammar in the post-test. It can be seen from the results of the comparison
of the first and second drafts in each Session, the post-questionnaire, reflective
self-assessments and reflective interviews. Thus it can be assumed that each student were able

to improve the ability of reviewing.
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6.1.4 Words for Cohesion

In order to write passages with “unity”, conjunctions, pronouns and adverbs that
accelerate sentences with cohesion are necessary. This part discusses the change of the
number of their occurrence and how they were used in the essay writing.

Words for Cohesion in the post-test improves significantly compared with the pre-test.
Since Words for Cohesion in the second draft significantly improves compared with the first
draft in Writing Instruction Sessions 1 and 3 (in Session 2, it shows a difference with a
tendency for significance), it seems to be influenced by peer review. The students learned
words that contributes to cohesion through peer review in each Session. As a result, they were
able to use them efficiently in the post-test and the use of them caused improvement in
Content and Organization in the post-test.

As for the comparison of the three first drafts in Writing Instruction Sessions 1-3,
although Words for Cohesion in Session 2 improves significantly compared with Session 1,
there is no significant difference in the comparison of Session 1 and Session 3, nor was there
the comparison of Session 2 and Session 3. The topic of Session 3 is a different type from the
topics of Sessions 1 and 2. Many of the students described some plans on the topic, which
caused less use of pronouns, such as “it” or “them”. Also, Session 3 needs to use the new
grammar to describe the topic, and there may have been a possibility that they only turned
their attention to the use of it. However, the number of words for cohesion in the second draft
after peer review in each Session significantly increases compared with the first draft.
Although the students’ attention was toward the use of the grammar in Session 3 and they
seemed to forget using conjunctions and pronouns compared with Sessions 1 and 2, they may
have realized that they should use words for cohesion after the peer review activity in Session

3. As a result, the second draft in Session 3 improves significantly compared with the first
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draft.

The fact that the students learned words for cohesion by experiencing peer review is
seen from the results of the post-questionnaire and the reflective interviews. As for Item 2 of
Question 17 in the post-questionnaire (What did you take in from the peers’ reviews about the
contents to write the second draft?), they took in conjunctions in the second draft the most,
and took in pronouns as well. Although conjunctions or pronouns generally enhances
cohesion in passages and they cause improvement in writing passages with unity, some
students only listed sentences using “it” or “they” in their writing. However, others were able
to use words for cohesion effectively, and they wrote better passages with unity in the second
draft. The fact that they took in a number of reviews about Conjunction and Specify and/or
Detail Contents judging from Item 2 of Question 17 in the post-questionnaire. This means that
the students focused on making the contents of their essay more detailed and understandable,
and they used conjunctions effectively in rewriting. Regarding Questions 2 and 4 about their
own writing in the reflective interviews, the students answered that they became able to use
conjunctions and pronouns. Also regarding Question 12 about receiving reviews, they replied
that they revised conjunctions and pronouns by reviewing. Thus, in the peer review activities,
the students learned how to use words for cohesion. This leads the students to use them
efficiently in the post-test. Consequently it seems that enhancement of Words for Cohesion

largely contributes to the progress of Content and Organization in the post-test.

6.1.5 Summary discussion
The students experienced Writing Instruction Sessions with peer review for three
months. They tried to express richer contents or to provide more information. Also, they tried

to organize passages that would inform readers without having them encounter difficulties.
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Moreover, some students effectively used mainly conjunctions and pronouns, which allowed
them to write passages with “unity”, as they did not list only sentences. After they entered
junior high school, it was the first time for them to learn brainstorming, making an outline,
how to do writing, and how to review in Writing Instruction Session 1. After they went
through these practices, they wrote the first draft on the topic 1, experienced the peer review
activity, and wrote the second draft. In Sessions 2 and 3, they had a different peer, reviewed
the different peer’s writing, and received advice by the peer. In the peer review activities,
which is a type of social learning identified by Vygotsky, namely, peers teach each other and
learn from each other through interaction in the collaborative learning. To stimulate each other
or what they learned from reviewing works effectively in the peer review activities. As a
consequence, the peer review conducted in the present study improved their English ability. It
also seems that the activities contributed to increasing the scores of Content, Organization,
Grammar, and Words for Cohesion in the post-test.

Therefore, it can be said about Research Question 1 that the students can improve the
ability of writing passages with “unity”. As they took the regular English class except Writing
Instruction Sessions during the three months, they may have been able to improve their
English ability by the regular class instruction. Although it may have affected the post-test,
they were able to improve significantly Content, Organization, Grammar, and Words for
Cohesion in the second draft in each Session. Also considering their realization or ideas by the
post-survey, they recognized that peer review itself is greatly meaningful and essential. And in
order to write passages with unity, they rewrote by taking in a peer’s advice. Also in order to
give useful advice, they concentrated on reading a peer’s draft and reviewing it. It seems that
receiving and giving reviews provide a synergy effect and that the effect can make the

students write better passages with “unity”. Accordingly, they can improve the ability of
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writing them.

6.2 Discussion on RQ 2) “What influences does peer review have on junior high school
students increasing the amount of their English passages?”

This part discusses the results of Number of Words, Average Length of Sentence,
Average Length of Sentence without Errors, which are regarded as the barometers of “the

amount of writing”.

6.2.1 Number of Words

Number of Words in the post-test increases significantly compared with the pre-test.
It seems that the students can increase a greater deal of it by learning how to write detailed
and rich contents. Considering in respect of Number of Words, they were able to improve the
ability of writing passages with “unity” because the certain level of the number of words is
essential to write passages with unity.

As to the comparison of the three first drafts in Writing Instruction Sessions 1-3,
there is no significant difference in Sessions 1 and 2. However, Session 3 increases
significantly compared with Sessions 1 and 2. The reason for it is that some of the students
described more than a few events on the topic in Session 3. Also, the second draft after the
peer review activity in each Session improves significantly compared with the first draft. Thus,
it seems that peer review influenced the number of words.

Next, although the students do not express their opinion that peer review directly
helps to increase the number of words in the post-questionnaire, it is clear that they were able
to learn from peers’ writing and it caused them to increase more amount of writing. Junior

high school students have difficulties dealing with grammar or writing, and they are likely to
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believe that they cannot write if they do not have knowledge of grammar. However, in respect
of the comparison between the pre and post-questionnaires, Question 4 in the
post-questionnaire (I would like to tell my opinions or thoughts by writing in English) shows a
difference with a tendency for significance. Although the students are still worried about their
English or writing, writing experiences influenced their thoughts about No.4. Their
experiences include learning how to write for one thing and expressing their thoughts or
opinions through writing for another. Their thoughts about No.4 changed because of the very
fact that they have become able to write a sufficient amount of passages with “unity” as well.
Moreover, concerning “the amount of writing” in the reflective interviews, about Question 2
(Comparing your present passages with your passages before experiencing Writing
Instruction Sessions, how have they changed?) and Question 4 (After experiencing the peer
review activities, how do you think your writing has changed?), some of the interviewees
including Student C1, whose English level is lower, replied that they were able to write more
sentences or more amount of writing. It seems that they could increase the amount of writing
because they received advice or indication about errors. Their thoughts to improve contents
and satisfaction or joyfulness by telling readers cause them to increase the amount. As a
consequence, “the amount of writing” in the post-test continuously improved. Accordingly, it

seems that peer review influenced it effectively.

6.2.2 Average Length of Sentence

Average Length of Sentence in the post-test significantly increases compared with the
pre-test. Due to this, it is considered that the students were able to improve ability of using
various phraseology and more complicate sentence structures in one sentence and were able to

tell more detailed information by experiencing Writing Instruction Sessions.

74



As for the comparison of the three first drafts in Sessions 1-3, there is no significant
difference between Sessions 1 and 2. However, Session 3 improved significantly compared
with Sessions 1 and 2. Regarding the comparison of the first and the second drafts in each
Session, Session 1 is the only result that the second draft improved significantly. It is because
feedback by the researcher-teacher was given to the first draft in Session 1.

It is not directly seen that the students have the idea that peer review helps Average
Length of Sentence as well as Number of Words. Nevertheless, in respect to Iltem 4 of
Question 17 in the post-questionnaire (What did you take in from the peers’ reviews of errors
to write the second draft?), they took in reviews about grammar or words in rewriting.
Besides, Item 7 of Question 18 in the post-questionnaire (A4s to reviewing, what is beneficial
or useful to your writing?), they recognized giving reviews as effects about reducing errors
and learning language forms or words. Moreover, regarding giving reviews, they
acknowledged that it is useful to improve grammar or writing ability judging from Item 8 of
N0.18 (What do you think about reviewing peers’ drafis?). Concerning the reflective
interviews, the students of Level A and students of Level B answered “sentences become
longer”. Also, the students of all levels replied that they became able to understand word
orders. They feel that they were able to acquire writing skills because they experienced
Writing Instruction Sessions, and it turns out that they can express more information in one
sentence. As a result, the students had more opportunities to learn phraseology, word orders,
and grammar. It caused them to improve that knowledge or ability, then it brought the average
length of their sentences longer. Furthermore, it seems that their willingness to tell their

thoughts and opinions influenced the average length of their sentences.

6.2.3 Average Length of Sentence without Errors
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Average Length of Sentence without Errors in the post-test significantly improves
compared with the pre-test. This shows the possibility of the students being able to describe
the information to readers more precisely in the post-test than in the pre-test. The results can
be interpreted to be common to the one of Grammar in the post-test that is regarded as a
barometer of passages with “unity”.

As for the comparison of the three first drafts in Writing Instruction Sessions 1-3,
Average Length of Sentence without Errors in Session 2 improves significantly compared with
Session 1, and Session 3 significantly improves compared with Sessions 1 and 2. The
experiences in Session 1 effectively influenced Sessions 2 and 3, because they learned
phraseology, word orders, and grammar through the peer review activities and also because
they experienced writing two drafts in Session 1. Moreover, what they learned through
Sessions 1 and 2 efficiently affected Session 3. As a consequence, Average Length of Sentence
without Errors improves significantly in Session 3. However, as to the result of Grammar in
the first draft in the comparison of Sessions 2 and 3, there is no significant difference. Judging
from the result, although the students did not acquire the new grammar, that is, the future
tense, the accuracy of the grammar that they had already learned improved. As a result, they
have become able to write more accurate sentences.

Although Number of Words in the second draft shows significant improvement
compared with the first draft in each Session, Average Length of Sentence without Errors in
the second draft only in Session 1 improves significantly. This result is the same as Average
Length of One Sentence. However, the students’ realization that they have improved the
accuracy of language forms is seen clearly in the results of the post-questionnaire, reflective
self-assessments, and reflective interviews.

As to Item 4 of Question 17 in the post-questionnaire (What did you take in from the

76



peers’ reviews of errors to write the second draft?), it is seen that errors in Verb and Tense,
Grammar, and Word were pointed out, and the students took them in when they rewrote. Also,
they came to recognize that giving reviews was effective for reducing their errors in their
writing, improving their grammar, and developing their writing ability and/or overall English
proficiency, judging from Item 7 of Question 18 in the post-questionnaire (4s to reviewing,
what is beneficial or useful to your writing?). In the reflective self-assessments, it is seen that
the students learned grammar (Question 4), and they took in the corrections of grammar in
rewriting (Question 10). Furthermore, since they went through the peer review activities, it
encouraged them to self-revise grammar (Question 11).

Judging from the reflective interviews, although it is heard that they thought their
grammar did not change or they could not have confidence in it (Question 4), the interviewees
of all levels answered that they became able to understand grammar (Question 1), and they
reduced grammar errors. As for having their essay read by a peer (Question 10), some of them
had a negative thought about it in the beginning, because they did not want a peer to find their
errors. However, after they experienced the peer review activities, they came to have a
positive attitude, and it seems that peer review helped to enable them to write passages
without errors.

As a result, they noticed errors through peer review, and the act of reviewing leads
them to notice errors by themselves. And then, they acknowledge that peer review brings
them to reduce errors, to improve the accuracy of grammar and to write understandable essays
for readers. Although peer review does not immediately have an effect on the average length
of their sentences without errors in the second draft in each Session, they were able to
improve the ability of writing without errors after they went through all three Writing

Instruction Sessions. This is supported by the significant improvement in Average Length of
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Sentence without Errors shown in the post-test.

6.2.4 Summary discussion

Judging from the results of the post-questionnaire and the reflective self-assessments,
the students did not acknowledge that peer review directly worked on increasing “the amount
of writing”. However, the data show their improvement in it. Also it seems that peer review
effectively helped them to acquire the knowledge about phraseology, word orders, and
grammar. And then, it may have influenced the average length of their sentences and the
average length of their sentences without errors. In the reflective interviews, the interviewees
replied that they became able to write more sentences or write longer sentences after
experiencing the peer review activities. Since the students wrote the second draft after peer
review, they tried to write an understandable second draft and to give ample information by
using advice or corrections given by a peer. Furthermore, through interaction in the peer
review activities, they were taught what a peer thought about their writing, and what was
difficult for a peer to understand. And it enhanced them to try to write good and
understandable passages for a peer or other readers. As a result, those changes of the
above-mentioned thoughts caused the number of words in their writing to increase. Thus, the
cooperative learning has an effect on “the amount of writing” as well as “passages with
unity”.

In conclusion, gathering up the results of the comparisons of the drafts and the
post-survey, the answer to Research Question 2) “What influences does peer review have on
junior high school students increasing the amount of their English passages?” should be that it
is possibly expected that peer review contributes to the amount of writing. The main aim of

this research is to write passages with unity, and it needs quite an amount of writing. The
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experiences of writing drafts through peer review are the effective means to increase the
number of words. Moreover, peer review seems to have a strong possibility to enhance the
average length of a sentence in their essays, which is a requirement of good essay writing. It

can also possibly improve the average length of a sentence without errors in their essays.

6.3 Discussion on RQ 3) “How does peer review change students’ attitudes to writing in
English?”

It is said that writing is the weakest of the four language skills, especially for novice
learners. Here, it is discussed how the students’ apprehension about writing and attitudes to it
were changed along with the improvement in their ability of writing passages with unity as
well as the enhancement of their confidence in writing. Since the peer review activities were
adopted in order to improve the writing ability, firstly, it is investigated how the students
accepted the activities through interaction and what changes were brought into their attitudes

to writing by peer review.

6.3.1 Peer review

As for Item 5 of Question 17 in the post-questionnaire (What do you think about
having your essays reviewed now?), it is seen that the students made comments about Notice,
Reduce or Correct Error, Improve Writing Ability, Important and Enjoyable, Use for Next
Writing, and Extend or Organize Content by receiving reviews. Also, regarding Item 7 of
Question 18 in the post-questionnaire (4s to reviewing, what is beneficial or useful to your
writing?), it is seen that they made comments about Reduce Error, Refer to Good Contents
and/or Expression, Learn Word, Grammar and/or Word Order, and Use for Next Writing.

They experienced peer review, and their main idea about receiving reviews is that they are
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able to enhance the accuracy of language forms. Except that, they feel the importance about
peer review, and they recognize that it should be a means to improve the contents of their
essay writing or their overall writing ability.

In Question 20 in the pre-questionnaire (What do you think about the activity where
you point out errors in others’ drafts, or give comments or some advice?), it is seen that 49
students had a positive or affirmative attitude toward giving reviews, and 20 of them thought
it is for each other, which accounts for the largest number of opinions, and 15 replied it is for
themselves, which accounts for the second largest. Although those replies were before
experiencing Writing Instruction Sessions, they seemed to notice what effects the act of
reviewing had. And as for Item 8 of Question 18 in the post-questionnaire (What do you think
about reviewing peers’ drafis?), 54 students have a positive attitude, and their opinions are
mostly for each other and for themselves. In the previous research, Rollinson (2005) argues
that peer review is for both the writer and the reviewer, and Lundstorm and Baker (2009)
insist that the act of reviewing improves a writer’s global aspects by reviewing. The students
in this research went through peer review and they carefully read a peer’s writing to review.
By doing that, they recognize that reviewing has the same effect that makes their own writing
ability better as receiving reviews or that it has more effect than receiving reviews.

Regarding giving reviews in the reflective interviews, the interviewees answered that
they referred to peers’ writing and that they learned from the writing. The interviewees of the
middle level B and the lower level C replied that they became able to give reviews while
experiencing reviewing. Although the act of reviewing is difficult, especially for novice
learners, it was seen that the interviewees do not have negative or passive opinions or
attitudes. They were stimulated by peer review and it seems that the stimulus fostered an

attitude that they should learn writing. In terms of receiving reviews, although it was not
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comfortable for them to have their work read by a peer because they felt embarrassed, later
they became accustomed to it while experiencing peer review. Student C1, whose English
level is low, accepts it as a good means and he did not have a negative attitude from the
beginning. About the peer review activities, although C1 thought that he could not review
much for a peer, the students of Level A and Level B replied that they could give good
reviews for their peer, and they made effort to take part in the peer review activities.

As shown in the post-questionnaire and the interviews, the students helped each other,
enhanced their writing ability through the interaction, and appreciated that peer review is
meaningful. And they realized that reviewing is an activity requiring a rather high level of
English proficiency. Nevertheless, the students with low ability of English realized that they
should try the activities as well. The students with basic ability of English consider the value

and effects of peer review more strongly.

6.3.2 Changes of the students’ attitudes to writing

The students seem to raise their willingness to write in English, as shown in the
results of the comparison between the pre and post-questionnaires. Their thought that they felt
poor at writing English did not change (Question 3) after they experienced Writing Instruction
Sessions. However, they have a stronger feeling that they would like to express themselves by
writing (Question 4). Also, they still would like to acquire the writing skill (Question 6).

As to the comparison of the pre and post-questionnaires, the post-questionnaire
shows a difference with a tendency for significance about the ability of expressing by writing
(Question 13: I don't know how to express my thoughts with more than two sentences.). It
means that they became able to know how to express by more than two sentences. Although

their confidence in writing sentences has not changed (No.12), they did not feel difficulties
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about it from the beginning. Therefore, it can be seen that they have the idea of being able to
improve their ability of writing passages with unity, as shown in the post-questionnaire.

Regarding the interviewees’ own writing, in the reflective interviews, all of them
think that their attitudes to writing have changed. They mentioned the following three points.
First, they mentioned that they came to think about their readers. Second, they observed that
the contents of their essay writing changed. Lastly, they noticed that their way to write
changed, too. Also, it was heard that Student C1, whose English level is low, became able to
be confident in writing. Al, whose level is higher, answered that she became able to write
about a difficult topic. Moreover, most of the changes in their attitudes to writing are
concerning improving contents better.

Before Writing Instruction Sessions, the students had no experiences of doing essay
writing, and there was a tendency that they wrote only sentences without considering
cohesion, as shown in the pre-test and the first draft in Session 1. However, judging from the
interviews, it seems that they learned how to organize passages and express rich contents after

experiencing the Writing Instruction Sessions.

6.3.3 Summary discussion

Judging from the pre and post-questionnaires and the reflective interviews, it is clear
that the students’ attitudes to writing have changed. Therefore, the answer to Research
Question 3) “How does peer review change students’ attitudes to writing in English?”” should
be that it is possible to influence their attitudes. Before the instruction designed and
implemented in the present study, they had no experience of essay writing, and they were
convinced that it was too difficult to write essays by themselves. However, they became able

to express what they liked and what they did or would do on the topics. And the thoughts
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seemed to influence how to cope with writing. As shown in the reflective interviews, they
considered that giving and receiving reviews were for both the writer and the reviewer. At
first, they felt embarrassed to do the peer review activities, or they had a negative feeling
because they knew that their errors were going to be pointed out. However, they started to
acknowledge how helpful peer review was, and their negative feelings were gradually
reduced.

As mentioned above, regarding the post-questionnaire and the interviews, the
students of all levels were able to learn from receiving reviews and reviewing peers’ writing.
Peer review can be considered to be an activity that stimulates their own writing. And it is an
activity that can enhance willingness to express thoughts and opinions by writing. Although
junior high school students are likely to only care about the accuracy of language forms, they
experienced how to organize passages or how to express rich contents by peer review. Before
these experiences, they almost never considered contents or passages with “unity”. As a result,
it can be assumed that peer review brings students to give attention to both contents and

language forms, and to change their attitudes to writing as well.
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VI1I. Conclusion

The aim of this research was to seek a way to improve junior high school students’
writing ability. The research is important because, in addition to being an important part of the
English education curriculum, students themselves think that writing is their worst skill of the
four language areas but it is very important for them. In the research, the students were given
writing instruction along with peer review, which is an approach that has been shown to have
various effects. The primary aim of the research is that the students improve in their ability to
write passages with “unity”. Since writing passages with unity requires a sufficient amount of
writing, the research examined if peer review effectively influences “the amount of writing”.
Moreover, the research studied how peer review changes the students’ attitudes to writing.

With this background in mind, the specific research questions were:

RQ 1) What influences does peer review have on junior high school students writing of
English passages with unity?

RQ 2) What influences does peer review have on junior high school students increasing the
amount of their English passages?

RQ 3) How does peer review change students’ attitudes to writing in English?

First of all, as for the writing of passages with unity in RQ 1), the viewpoints, that is,
Content, Organization, Grammar, and Words for Cohesion in the post-test showed significant
improvement compared with the pre-test. Those categories in the second draft significantly
improved or showed a difference with a tendency for significance compared with the first

draft in each Writing Instruction Session. Also, regarding the amount of writing in RQ 2), the
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viewpoints, that is, Number of Words, Average Length of Sentence, and Average Length of
Sentence without Errors in the post-test significantly improved compared with the pre-test. As
for the comparison of the first and second drafts in each Session, Number of Words in the
second draft increased significantly. In view of the results, the students have been able to
write better passages with unity and increase more amount of writing through peer review.
The results can be implied from the post-questionnaire, reflective self-assessments, and
reflective interviews as well. Students reported that after they received reviews about the
contents of their essays and reviews of errors, they reflected their passages, tried to make the
contents more understandable, and/or gave richer information. Moreover, through reading
their peers’ essays as reviewer, they indicated that they had consolidated their known grammar,
language forms, and how to express or develop opinions or ideas in their essays. Thus, it can
be said that they were able to improve passages with “unity” and “the amount of writing”
Next, as for the students’ attitudes to writing in RQ 3), while it appears that they
could not change their confidence in writing, the post-questionnaire shows that they came to
think that they would like to express their thoughts or opinions in writing more than before
experiencing Writing Instruction Sessions. This is likely an outcome of the fact that they felt
that they were able to tell readers about the topics or their opinions by writing. Since this
brought a sense of achievement or joyfulness, those feelings have strengthened their positive
attitudes to writing. In the peer review activities, since they gave reviews to each other, they
felt that they had been taught by their peer and that they were able to tell each other through
interaction. This act may have changed their attitudes as well. As indicated in the
post-questionnaire and the reflective interviews, they considered that they were able to
provide advice that was helpful for their peer, that they were taught advice and corrections of

errors, and that they learned their peer’s writing. Furthermore, regarding peer review, most of
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the students have thoughts that it is for each other, it is an enjoyable activity, and it is the
activity that they should do. Therefore, it seems that they have been able to change their
attitudes to writing.

In view of the results above, there are two implications of the research. One is that
how teacher feedback can be made more efficient in Writing Instruction Sessions, and the
other is that how the plan of peer review can be worked into a plan for the year. On the basis
of these two implications, consideration of how peer review activities applied in junior high
school should be discussed.

First, regarding teacher feedback, it was given at the second draft stage as comments
or advice in this research. At the same time, the students were also given a sample of good
essay writing of the second drafts by students. The outcome indicates that teachers should
continue to give feedback that is helpful for students’ writing and that leads them to have
more desire for writing. The researcher-teacher showed the good essays without teacher
feedback in each Writing Instruction Session, and then, the teacher read through them with the
students. The teacher also told good points about the essays. However, there could be other
practical uses for this activity as well. For example, to further increase student interest, the
teacher could show teacher feedback to an essay so as to better inform how feedback is given
to other students. And then, the teacher and students could consider together how reviews
should be done and what reviews are best for improving essay rewriting. This is, thus, one
example of how to teach the process of peer review for students who are not sure about
reviewing. Since good points and improved points in this kind of reviewing would be
mentioned in class, all students could have one more experience of reviewing.

In regard to the second implication, that is, the use of peer review in a yearly plan, a

writing instruction session takes a lot of time. Moreover, if peer review is included in a
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session, it takes more time. Therefore, in order to continue and develop peer review, a detailed
and firm plan must be very important. If there is a long period of time between one session
and the next session, some students will inevitably forget how to do essay writing and how to
do peer review. In order to avoid this situation, peer review activities should be included in a
writing instruction session at regular intervals. Furthermore, inclusion of a timely topic and
relevant language forms, such as newly learned grammar, is important. By doing so, students
would be able to improve their writing ability. However, as mentioned above, since a writing
instruction session requires a great deal of time, a writing exercise should be included into
regular classes. An example might be to have students write down thoughts or opinions about
a theme introduced in the textbook in a short time, and then, some tell other students what
they wrote, and some ask questions and give comments about the speech. Here, all students
can take part in the activity by reflecting on the interaction between the writer and the
questioner.

Regarding a limitation of the research, there were many students who could not join
the peer review activities. With a view to experience the activities, they must write
understandable sentences or a sufficient amount to be reviewed, however, they were not able
to reach those levels. For the purposes of the class, these students practiced writing an essay
and reviewing using another exercise, but were not able to participate in the peer review
activities. As a means of addressing this limitation in future research, the procedures of
writing instruction sessions need to be reconsidered. After the students in Writing Instruction
Session 1 learned how to do essay writing and peer review, they wrote the first draft. However,
there was no step wherein they checked the vocabulary, phrases and the language forms
concerning the topic. And then, in Sessions 2 and 3, after they brainstormed and made an

outline, they wrote the first draft. After doing this procedure a few times, they became able to
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shorten time for brainstorming and making an outline. Thus, first they talk and tell each other
about a topic in the brainstorm in a group, then, they need to confirm what words, phrases,
and language forms are necessary. It may be helpful for students to write on the topic. At the
first time a teacher should lead the procedure since they may not be able to do it properly.
Also a teacher should help them whenever they need a help. Alternatively, it may be helpful to
use a worksheet that leads them to talk about what they need. After this kind of learning in a
group, students will likely be better able to develop their outline and draft. In order to ensure
higher participation in the peer review activities, it is important for a teacher to intervene
effectively at a problem point or to improve the procedures in a writing instruction session.
Ultimately, by identifying and putting into practice such procedural improvements, more
students will be given more opportunities to experience peer review, and the effectiveness of

peer review will be greater.
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Appendix B

The pre-questionnaire includes 20 questions, although the original version is in Japanese (see
Appendix A). The responses to Questions 1-4, 7-13, 16, and 19 are by a 5 point Likert scale (5: |

think so, 1: 1 don’t think so), and the responses to Questions 17 and 20 are by free written answers.

No.1 1 like English better than the all other subjects at school.

No.2 |am good at English as compared with other subjects at school.

No.3 | am confident about writing in English.

No.4 1 would like to tell my opinions or thoughts by writing in English.

No.5 Decide the order of your favorite skills, and write down the number 1-4, for listening, for
speaking, for reading, for writing.

No.6 Decide the order of skills that you would like to acquire, and write down the number 1-4,

for listening, for speaking, for reading, for writing.

No.7~13 When you write essay writing, what do you think is difficult?

No.7 1don’t know words.

No.8 Idon’t know word orders of English sentences.

No0.9 Idon’ know how to connect sentences.

No.10 I can’t think about what to write.

No.11 | can’t organize or edit contents.

No.12 Idon’t know how to express even with one sentence.

No.13 I don’t know how to express with more than two sentences.

No.16 It is beneficial that another student reads your writing, corrects some errors, and gives you
some advice for it.

No.17 What do you think about the activity that your errors in the draft are pointed out or you
receive some advice about the contents?

No0.19 It is useful or helpful to read others’ drafts when you write a draft.

No.20 What do you think about the activity where you point out errors in others’ drafts, or give

comments or some advice?
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Appendix D

The post-questionnaire includes 18 questions, although the original version is in Japanese (see
Appendix C). Questions 1-14 are the same ones as the pre-questionnaire, and the responses to
Question 17, Item 1, 3, Question 18, Item 1 —4, and 6 are by a 5point Likert scale (5: | think so, 1: |
don’t think so) and the responses Questions 17, Iltem 2, 4, 5, Question 18, Item 5, 7, and 8 are by free

written answers.

No.17 About receiving reviews
1) In the peer review activities, | could make good use of peers’ reviews about the contents of the
first draft (comments or advice) to write the second draft.
2) What did you take in from the peers’ reviews about the contents to write the second draft?
3) In the peer review activities, | could make good use of the peers’ reviews for errors in the first
draft to make the second draft better.
4) What did you take in from the peers’ reviews of errors to write the second draft?
5) What do you think about having your essays reviewed now? Describe your present thoughts

specifically as compared with before experiencing receiving reviews.

No.18 About giving reviews
1) In the peer review activities, | could give some advice about the contents of the first draft by
your peer.
2) In the peer review activities, | could give suggestions about the contents.
3) In the peer review activities, | could notice errors by reviewing the peers’ first draft.
4) In the peer review activities, | could point out errors in the peers’ first drafts.
5) In the peer review activities, did you tell your peers other points except for the above?
6) It is beneficial or helpful to write passages on my own by reviewing peers’ drafts.
7) As to reviewing, what is beneficial or useful to your writing?
8) What do you think about reviewing peers’ drafts? Describe your present thoughts specifically

as compared with before experiencing reviewing.
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Appendix F

There are questions on a regarding reflective self-assessment for each peer review activity,
although the original version is in Japanese (see Appendix E). Responses to Questions 1, 2, 5, 6, 8, and
9 are by a 5 point Likert scale, not all the students answered Questions 3 and 7. In the case of
Questions 5 and 6, if the students received advice or indication by their peer, they answered by a

Likert scale. Questions 4, 10, and 11 were answered by free written responses.

No.1 I could give some advice or suggestions for the contents of the peer’s first draft.

No.2 I could point out errors in the peer’s first draft.

No.3 |did not point out any errors because there were no errors.

No.4 Describe what you learned by reading the peer’s draft.

No.5 Itook in some advice or suggestions for the contents by the peer.

No.6 The peer pointed out errors and | took in the indication in the second draft.

No.7 The peer pointed out some errors, but I did not take in them in the second draft because I did
not know if they were correct.

No.8 I could make the contents of the second draft better after | read through the first draft again.

No.9 1 could reduce errors in the second draft

No0.10 Describe the advice or the indication by the peer specifically.

No.11 Describe the correction that your realized on your own specifically.
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Appendix G

Followings are the questions of the interviews. And their responses are after the questions.

D Interviewees’ own writing
No.l1 Comparing your present sentences with your sentences before experiencing Writing
Instruction Sessions, how have they changed? Or why haven’t they changed?
No.2 Comparing your present passages with your passages before experiencing Writing
Instruction Sessions, how have they changed? Or why haven’t they changed?
No.3 Comparing your present working on essay writing with your working before experiencing
Writing Instruction Sessions, how has it changed? Or why hasn’t it changed?
No.4 Experiencing the peer review activities, how do you think your writing has changed?
@ About giving reviews
No.5 When you read your peer’s draft, did you understand the contents? Or why couldn’t you
understand it?
No.6 Were your advice and suggestions helpful for your peer when he/she rewrote it? Why weren’t
they helpful?
No.7 When you reviewed grammar in your peer’s writing, could you judge it as correct or
wrong?
No.8 How did you think about giving reviews to your peers?
(@ Receiving reviews
No.9 Did you have your readers in mind when you were writing?
No0.10 How do you think about having a peer read your writing?
No.11 Could you understand reviews for the contents and grammar by your peer? Why couldn’t
you understand them? How did you feel about having your essay reviewed?
No.12 Did you take in some reviews for the contents or grammar and rewrite the first draft? Or
why didn’t you take in?
@ Peer review activities
No0.13 Could you make the peer review activities helpful and useful for your peers? Or why

couldn’t you make them so?
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Question 1 Comparing your present sentences with your sentences before experiencing Writing

Instruction Sessions, how have they changed? Or why haven't they changed?

Al | could not use conjunctions before, but now | use them and write a composition with more
sentences. | understand word orders more than before. When | was doing the peer review
activity, 1 was told words, and | could reduce mistakes. But the speed to write has not
changed.

A2 | have become able to write without hesitation. | can use conjunctions more than before.
Word orders haven’t changed because | knew those well. I have reduced grammar errors.

B1 My sentences haven’t changed very much. | can use words more, but | am not confident in
making sentences.

B2 Now I can write sentences in correct word orders. And | don’t need time to write sentences
compared with before.

B3 | have become able to know word orders, and | can write it correctly. Also I can use pronouns
NOW.

C1 I can write a sentence without hesitation, and my word orders are better.

Question 2 Comparing your present passages with your passages before experiencing Writing

Instruction Sessions, how have they changed? Or why haven't they changed?

Al | could write about an easy topic, | couldn’t write about a difficult one. But now | can write
about a difficult one. And my sentences are longer now, and | think about passages with unity.
I can write more sentences than before.

A2 | have become able to use conjunctions and pronouns. | can write more sentences, but the
length of sentences has not changed.

B1 The length of sentences has got longer, but | can’t write detailed or rich contents.

B2 The length of sentences is longer now, and | write more sentences now, but | don’t think
about readers very much.

B3 | write more sentences than before and the contents has been better, but | don’t think about
readers a lot.

C1l I can write more sentences than before. | can make more understandable writing, and the

contents has become good.
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Question 3 Comparing your present working on essay writing with your working before experiencing

Writing Instruction Sessions, how has it changed? Or why hasn 't it changed?

Al | can write passages that readers can understand without difficulties, and | can make a good
outline. If I make mistakes, now | try to remember the words that | learned before, and can
write sentences.

A2 | haven’t changed how to write passages, it is because | don’t think about how to do it very
much.

B1 | try to write understandable passages for readers, so | concentrate on not making errors of
grammar or sentence structures.

B2 | have become able to make understandable writing for readers.

B3 | try to rewrite a better draft than the first one. But | haven’t thought about grammar very
much.

C1 I have become able to think about outlining, but I haven’t thought about readers yet.

Question 4 Experiencing the peer review activities, how do you think your writing has changed?

Al | think I write passages using conjunctions and pronouns, and detailed contents as well. Also |
think 1 make less errors about grammar than before. | often forgot to use “be verb”, but I got
reviews about it and | don’t forget to use it now.

A2 My grammar hasn’t changed, but the amount of writing has increased. And | try to develop
better contents than before.

B1 The number of sentences has got increased, but when | am writing in English, I’m not
confident in grammar. Now | have readers in mind.

B2 | have become able to write passages using pronouns and conjunctions, and passages with
unity. And I try to write a more detailed composition and try to make it understandable for
readers. | think the number of grammar errors has got fewer, and | try to take in what | have
learned in regular English class.

B3 | tried to tell about something in one sentence before, but now I try to tell about it in 2 or 3
sentences and try to tell easy expressions for readers.

Cl1 The amount of writing has increased, and | am confident. Now | try to write understandable

passages for readers.
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@ Giving reviews

Question 5 When you read your peer’s passages, did you understand the content? Or why couldn'’t you

understand it?

Al

A2
Bl

B2

B3
C1

I could understand it. When it was difficult to understand, | asked my peer and tried to
understand it.

I could understand it mostly.

I could not understand a composition by one student. He continued to use “I”, so | didn’t
know what kind of advice should be given. And it wasn’t easy to understand the contents.

I could understand it. There were some which were difficult to understand, but | understood
what they tried to tell.

I could understand it.

I could understand two third, 1 could understand easy passages.

Question 6 Were your advice and suggestions helpful for your peer when he/she rewrote it? Why

weren t they helpful?

Al

A2

Bl

B2
B3

C1

I suggested such advice and suggestions. | gave concrete examples and suggestions that the
writers could deepen the contents. I also pointed out ambiguous points.

I told such advice and suggestions. | think they were helpful for the writers. | suggested that
the writer should add more information.

I think my advice was helpful for my peers, except one student. | tried to give more
comments.

I think | could. It’s because my peers took in my advice into his/her rewriting.

I told such advice and suggestions. | pointed out pronouns. | gave some advice that they
should write more reasons for his/her favorite food.

I couldn’t give much advice. | wasn’t sure if my suggestions were good for my peers.

Question 7 When you reviewed the grammar in your peer’s writing, could you judge it as correct or

wrong?
Al 1could.
A2 1 could.
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Bl

B2
B3
C1

I could half. When | thought it was wrong, | thought, maybe my peers were right, so |
couldn’t if grammar was right or wrong.

I could some, but I couldn’t some. | wasn’t confident if my peers’ grammar was wrong or not.
| could.

I couldn’t very much, because | don’t know about grammar very much.

Question 8 How did you think about giving reviews to your peers?

Al

A2
Bl

B2

B3

C1l

I think it’s good because | can realize my mistakes or errors by reading peers’ writing. It is for
each other, and my peers’ passages were helpful, | learned words from my peers.

I think it is good for a peer. | could learn from peers’ passages.

I think it is good because my peers can reduce mistakes or errors when they rewrite. | think
we should continue the peer review activities. But it depends on a peer, it is sometimes
difficult, because it is hard to review passages with many errors, but except the case, it wasn’t
trouble for me.

I could point out errors made by my peers, and | could learn passages by them. It is for each
other.

It is good for a peer because he/she can be told errors. | never thought it was troublesome. |
wasn’t confident in reviewing, but | gradually could know how to review. If | experience
pointing out errors more and more, | will become more careful about my writing. | learned
from my peers’ passages too.

I couldn’t do it at the first and the second time, but when it was the third time, my advice was
helpful for my peer. And | could learn by reading passages, and | could learn grammar. It is

for each other.

(@ Receiving reviews

Question 9 Did you have your readers in mind when you were writing?

Al
A2
Bl
B2

Yes, and tried to write passages that were easy to understand.
Yes, and | tried to write passages that were easy to understand.
Yes.

Yes.
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B3  Yes. | tired to write carefully, and tired not to make errors about grammar and spellings.

C1l No.What I could do was only to write.

Question 10 How do you think about having a peer read your writing?

Al 1think it is good. At first, I didn’t want my peer to read and find errors, but now | am okay,
I’m used to it.

A2 | have been okay since the beginning. | thought | wanted to correct if | made a mistake.

B1 It depends on a reader. If a reader is okay to talk with, but if not, |1 don’t know how to tell,
write.

B2 1didn’t want to do it in the beginning because | knew | made mistakes and errors. But now it
is okay because | can learn about them.

B3 | felt embarrassed, but | am used to it because I know it is for myself.

C1l Itis good for myself. I think it is good. I felt embarrassed in the beginning, but I didn’t think

I didn’t want to.

Question 11 Could you understand reviews for the contents and grammar by your peer? Why couldn't

you understand them? How did you feel about having your essay reviewed?

Al | understood it, it was helpful and useful.

A2 | understood it, | referred to it. I thought I would correct if | made a mistake.

B1 | understood it. If it is for myself, | want to be told my mistakes or errors a lot.

B2 I understood it. | didn’t want to, but now it is okay because | can know my errors.

B3 I understood it. I didn’t want to do it in the beginning, but now it is okay, because I am told
mistakes or errors.

C1l I could understand some, I could not about reviews for grammar. It is helpful and | agree with

receiving reviews.

Question 12 Did you take in some reviews for the contents or grammar and rewrite the first draft? Or

why didn't you take in?

Al | corrected conjunctions and pronouns. | organized passages.

A2 | referred to the reviews and used it to rewrite.
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B1 | referred to some reviews. But | didn’t get any reviews from one student, | revised my
passages by myself and rewrote the draft.
B2 | referred to more reviews for grammar.

B3 | referred to both.

C1 I referred to the reviews for grammar.

@ Peer review activities
Question 13 Could you make the peer review activities helpful and useful for your peers? Or why

couldn 't you make them so?

Al | could, because my peer told me he/she took in my reviews.

A2 | think I could. I could give some advice, and pointed out some errors.

B1 | think I could. I told my peers some points in their writing that | couldn't understand. And |
gave an example of reasons for why he/she liked sushi.

B2 | think I could. We told reach other, we told about mistakes, good and bad points about the
contents to each other.

B3 I could. I pointed out spelling mistakes. But I think | couldn’t tell good or bad points about the
contents.

C1l Icouldn’t very much. I couldn’t tell my peers a lot.
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Appendix H

W5/ IFEXD/INVT > [~

WRODBARBONEZHH ENEEAZ L&D,

EBINDRETT, EBRBLNTT, ZBEIVBREAR-—YETESET, £BIL

A | BELBNWATY, ZEBEMPEILSEIVDICEETEET, EBFINSVNCTEINSDRE
TI, INNSERIEBTLLD,

FACIE. MSVWEDSIPR LTINS, ZUTELSEIMDICEN o ULICTERD

" WX, ZORRIIEEFEENT T, RLUSETEBUIEUNWAMTT, X2, M58

EANMN—YEBBETDIES LNLZDFTT, FEHIE. BERNWEEBLH>TNT,
NNSEFOERRTHOMMTDITLEL D,

wHBCNEZEEEE. MFDORICK[ZLTTIROMEHAE LU LD,

* 1

* 2

* 3
* 4

*x5

WCDNTESDAZBPSNCTILHIC, RIDX T HE Y DICEETDICEZDDD
WIKIEAD, > FEYIDICEIDIRNONZ FEY DY TV REMS,
FEYDORYTYATENZ T ECHBAZNITNA T, SSCERZLITIZD, U<
LIZD UIRH'S, BFICHNDDOIIEZFT L&D,

#e. N85(he/she/ it RE)YSEBRAL T, FEFVDHDIXEZNDITLD,
XEDREF T, FEYIICDONT—EBUTENSNTNRINERH LU CEETFH L &
D, TUC, BREDONTENEDF MY FERDINTIEDF L&D,
BICHDNCHTATESDCEZRH LT, RAFICLENDDLDICNEZEZTF L&D,

C FEYD  BRIEORE. FEEIREZBMTLRID )

51

and she studies hard every day.

She is very kind, so she teaches

b2

I live with my parents and sister. Ken and T are good friends. BN
TrEYDOREYFTUR D
My sister is a high school student, q%‘ He lived near my house, but he moved and

<
| R OEYFYR ‘

lives in Hokkaido now. I can't meet him, but

we often talk on the phone. We are still

many things to me. good friends.
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REERMEMHMEFEATNET, RDTHIEER
47T, Z2UT. 8B—4RamMaL TET,
RLZIFETEB LTI, EASRICELS
ADCEZHZTINET, )

(BERMBSPDRNRETT, RIFRMDERDE
JICEATNEULEDN RIESI>BLT. S
EBEICEATNET., RIFRICEDCLE
TEFELBAN K<EFETHELEI. FAEH
FSBERFERTI, )

W REDEFBZAA LT RA—XTHHDINEICLE L&D !

ZLT I like baseball, and I like soccer, too.
and ~E~ I like baseball and soccer.
but UD'U. TH | I like baseball, but I don't like soccer.
By I like baseball, so I practice it very hard every
so Zns day.
EIBHRNFESTT, EHoBEZNZE—4 /o
BwELTNET,
€ CIC. & C | Igo tothe library every Sunday, and I study
BhheERY there T, ZCN English there.
ElES C CIC. T C | My brother was in this room, but now he isn't
here T, CCN here.
52X ZNND'S5. ZD | I went to the park with my friends. And then,
8159 then ES. RIC we went to the library.
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Appendix |

* Let's Learn Brainstorming

and Outlining »*

WCNDH, FJEOFPEES. TUA YA =V T EPD 51 VDOERDERS
ZARINENUESON

INNS. ROCEICEEUTBATHEXZEEEXIN BATESWBHDFIIC, TIL—TT
ZNZNHEDKIDIBABTEEND. EDLDITEXERRETIT DDN. ZNZNLAGNEL
&2, TLUTC, MDADENZELETFIC, BDDENZECHDSEICLE UL D,

XD REY D  BOOKR. FRIIRELCDODNTENTIZSH)]

(BEXAB)
ATA BB, ETEDSULL, WBAWBFEZEENTIND
BSA 1 Ik FEH5®MT. BE—RICEATHITD. ALK
CSh  RIEBDD B, WREAR—YETETC. ETEELL, EBLTND

RICEDDIEXEEBLEDIC, P RS VEERLEL LD,

HROKXDISA *ZDAICDONT, FEYDIEBYFYRTEDK
« ETEBBWVA DICIEZADNRD, REOIXTEDNDODICEK
c RLZDEBEP>ETEITCE RUEIWDZEEZD. ZDE. EDKX

s —ERBMICWRET DL, BHEEDL DT | DICEMATDIND. EARBHRESZD
D, ECEHEFEBRA NZEZ D,
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Appendix J

* ‘arrl Let’s Write a Composition! %

Class No. Name

NNS, ROCEICEBUTBATHEXXZEEZTFTIN, BATEZBHDIRIIC, TIL—TTZN
ENDEDKDIBRBTEELND, EDXDICHEXZRHIDDON. TNZNTEAENFEL LD, 2L
T BOANDEXEZEBETFIC, BODEXZEEOHDNDSEIC LI ULD,

XD REY D i ERHMCIT O CELCDNTEEZTFELL D)

(BBEAB)

RICEDDIEXEELS EDIC. PIFSA Y ERRLEL &5,

Sp. PORSAIYEEEL, EXEESTIES,
*FBERDOESES—EHFMHEL. F—FILOBBFUERA LT ES,

ERsE% 58
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*EP e LE2—TFE

CTHBE. EPOEOELE 1 —(IEXICDNTRIEDT K/ RAESZE0. MENERZE
DIBTE)LELLS | 1 BBRELTEPOELEHH. 208 CRIFXONEERE L THHE
L&, BONBINELNENDOT, 30BRMENERDHESERLTHITELL S,

( 4:258B5 3:DULZ3BS 2 HEOTS\BOE 1 1 ZIBHBL )

YESZODORBICDUNT C(ScAB ]
1 | FEYDOBYFYRE. FBICONTHEC, DADDIBRNENTNBN? 4 3 2 1
2 FEYORYTYVRDE. FEICDWTAL, HBAINTEIBRERBLTNDD? 4 3 2 1
3 | &, A8H. BEACETAL. FEIVDOHINECE>TNBN? 4 3 2 1
4 | BOTNBRBEBBTELN, 4 3 2 1
(RS ABICDNT. HDHADISH s EROEBLENCEEBELEL &S,
5
(BR) EPOXENEDINEDICHEDRDIC, PRNIZESZFE L&D,
6
(875 ) NBICEILTERNBRBEOEN S Ed. SOV ERICDONTHZZLES.
-
BRODICDOULNT
2N, BUZ RBEDRSDEDEHOEITH ? FN - D
° (ETIED
CEICBDIBDEIH ? XA AAY-1
? (ETIED
SEIEICBDIIBDEIH? AN ATAY-1
1 (5TIED
(ZOM) HICKSDNEEONBOENSHZFE L& D,
11

*LEa2—%& COY—FZRL, LE2—-URCEICDNTHRIBLTIIZE),

115



Appendix K

W7 e LE 2 —DIhT> %

HFNBETLEI-DIREBZLELLD |
BBIEDOPRNA P EP DIENZE LT DEONTERDLDICIERDTIZEL.

LEa—o=Fla

138  fFXZ#HEH. TITDONTEIMTNDONIBET D,

208  fXOABICER L THD,

(BER]

c FEYDORYFTVREH DD,
(FEYDEYTYR 1 XEBEDE1 XBDE,
s FEYDORYTVADHE, HREBREEM[MITNAT, SSHICBHRENDND DT URZTNDD,
S2TWNBDD,

REDN TEXEDF—RTY

FEYDOEYT Y RATEENRBRECOHDDD,
EXDFBEEZTDCECEUTCERICELS,)

- B, ABEALEEHNALT, EFDDHBIXEICS

NEDREFTHEYTECDONWT—EULTHRSNTNDND .

ERBDXICIZDOTNDD,
* ZEEDEENTIE. ABICEITDIAY HIXDPICE

AR

SCET. AlDEICELCE,

EICERESE
BRID., (Bl 3DEOXIEHE

BOORRDDDSRNEEIE. ZTOEBLERDRICES.
+ 1 DDOXADPETHENESE. ZOXICDNTHIDEWICEE.

v DICRERBDODFIIN?)
cEDETOUEREINNNENDBRERELTCHD, (Bl : BIiicADERBZEESEFL <B

WEBSEDTULLDN?)

c ABICEITDRBZAN, RVWRICDNTEEL,

3B  BOHBDINELNZNDT, B{DISTFRLTHD,

(BRODBRRDEI  « ANJLER EUFA R EDTES -« BEEEE - EBHROIELL)

E) - BIRESE+ET~2E)

ENI(=ZERD S, ETER

* ERDEETIE, RO DETIERFINPICEETCE T, BIOHEICESCE
cRODBEFAICHEZSIE. ZTORDZEULNEDICEEDHBEIR}. BIOWICE ULWEZFEAT D,

cEUVADEDSDHIMICERDEEE. ZOEMICTIRZSIE. ?Z2tTD,
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Appendix L

* LFarrl Let’s Rewrite it

Class No. Name

* BI@E52E7 FNAR BEDBREREZSEA.
BOTES—EEAT, FXZESTELF UL LD,

* BHEEFEROEEENT Y FEENTIC !
RRICH—YIDEFBHESTA LI UL D,

Make a better

composition!

%' FAEDIXY

HERSEE 8
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