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Japanese Students’ Perceptions of Peer Corrective Feedback
in an EFL Classroom

Bradley D. F. COLPITTS

Abstract

The objective of this study was to examine the perceptions Japanese university students in a low-
level English reading and writing class had giving and receiving peer corrective feedback (CF), and
the potential of peer CF to improve their writing skills. The study was designed to address a lack of
mixed-methods research that investigates the potential long-term learning opportunities which EFL
learners can benefit from when undergoing the CF process. The study took place over the course of
a 15-week reading and writing class at Kyoto Sangyo University. The 21 students involved were all
trained in CF techniques and this training incorporated activities aimed at raising their language
awareness. The course culminated in a five-week essay writing process that involved peer and
teacher corrective feedback. The students then reflected on their perceptions of receiving peer and
teacher feedback, and on the process of giving peer corrective feedback to other students. Their
answers were analyzed using a 14-question quantitative survey measured on a five-point Likert
scale and in four open-ended questions, two of which were relevant to this study, for qualitative anal-
ysis. The qualitative answers were then coded and categorized. The results indicate that students
may find more benefit in giving than receiving corrective feedback. Qualitative analysis also showed
a largely positive perception of peer corrective feedback, particularly in regards to the “noticing”
that occurs when editing other students’ papers.
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The benefits of peer corrective feedback (CF) in EFL writing have been demonstrated in a range
of cross-cultural and cross-contextual studies (Rummel & Bitchner, 2015; Sato & Ballinger, 2012;
Sato & Lyster, 2012). The plurality of CF types, methods and processes demonstrates the com-
plexity of this learning method, but also the opportunities it might offer if carefully analyzed and
leveraged to produce the most powerful impact on learners. Ellis (2009) stated that CF can range in
terms of its directness, use of coding, degree of focus, use of reformulations and in the necessity of
revisions. Generally speaking, CF from both teachers and peers can result in a heightened focus on
the mechanics of language, which has been argued to lead to a greater awareness of language (Swain,
2006). Sato and Ballinger (2012) note that through the process of engaging in peer CF “learners
‘notice the gap’ between the observed input and their production” (p. 158), thus learning occurs in
the process of comparing their own incorrect grammar or language use with the correct usage of a

peer.
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Perhaps chief among the benefits for the teacher of employing peer corrective feedback is the
issue of time. Allowing students to engage in peer editing of one another’s work is surely not as
accurate as having the teacher do so, but it does reduce workloads for time-constrained educators.
Through the process of correcting each other’s work, students partake in what Swain (2006) defined
as “languaging”. Simply put, “When engaged in writing, learners language about language; that is,
they deliberate about how to best express their intended meaning” (Storch, 2011). The deeper cog-
nitive processing that occurs as a result of interacting with language and examining language analyti-
cally has been argued to result in greater and more long-term retention (Swain, 2005). Rouhi and
Azizian (2013) cited a substantial number of studies that demonstrated other benefits of peer correc-
tive feedback. Among their findings were that learners acquire a greater understanding of their own
writing ability and that they gain a greater ownership of their written texts. They also noted peer CF
persuades learners to critically revise and review their own writing (p. 1350).

Peer corrective feedback is not without its limitations. Educators should be careful to examine the
different perceptions students hold regarding teacher and peer CE It is to be expected that learners
perceive language teachers, who are native speakers or expert local speakers of the target language,
as being able to offer more accurate CF than other students. Moreover, this is especially poignant in
East Asian countries, such as Japan, where instructors are viewed not only as teachers, but also as
behavioral role models (Phong-Mai, Terlouw & Pilot, 2005). In a society where language is still
viewed as being knowledge-based (Yashima, 2002) and education as a whole is still modeled on the
premise that learning involves students as passive recipients and teachers as lecturers, having stu-
dents critically examine one another’s work can be challenging. The relationship between kohai
(junior) and senpai (senior) places social norms on relationships as determined by age and seniority,
and may dissuade students from correcting one another, as has been argued in previous studies
(Ishikawa, 2012; Takeuchi, 2015). This challenge is compounded by issues that emerge in peer work
associated with the relationship between two learners of conflicting personality types or of differing
language abilities (Storch, 2002; Yoshida, 2008).

Despite the aforementioned challenges, several studies have already looked at the benefits of peer
corrective feedback in the context of Japanese EFL classes. In a cross-contextual study of two
groups of students, one of which was Japanese university students, Sato and Ballinger (2012) dis-
covered that students who engaged in peer CF performed higher than the control group on
measurements of fluency. Of particular relevance to the study here is that these researchers found
that training students in CF techniques resulted in improved language awareness. Thus, CF has
been proven to be most effective when it is undertaken by students who have been instructed in

giving CE Sato and Lyster (2012) used a quasi-experimental study to examine peer CF in speaking
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with four groups of Japanese university students. They found that all of the groups that participated
in peer interaction performed better in measures of fluency than the control group, but only the two

groups given explicit instruction in CF improved both their overall accuracy and fluency.

The Present Study

Though some studies have examined the role teacher’s perceptions and beliefs have in affecting
their corrective feedback use (Ferris, 2004; Mori, 2002), fewer have examined how students per-
ceive the learning that occurs during the process of giving and receiving peer feedback. This study
was designed with the aim of examining any potential advantages to having students engage in this
process that have yet to be uncovered, by eliciting students’ own opinions.

The argument has been made that Japanese students without an adequate level of English com-
petency cannot benefit from peer CF (Yoshida, 2008). However, the studies that make this assertion
are short in length and are limited in their ability to measure the potential long-term benefits of the
deeper cognitive processing that occurs during the process of giving and receiving peer CE

The present study was conducted in a basic English reading and writing course at Kyoto Sangyo
University that spanned one, 15-week semester. The students were in their third year of the Gen-
eral Education Department’s mandatory English credit program for non-English majors. All of the
students had been placed into this class based on TOEIC scores that fell between 350-399 points.
This was the first semester in which the course was taught by native-English speaking instructors.
Due to the mandatory nature of the course, many of the students were seemingly more motivated
by a desire to attain credit and continue with their other studies, than to attain a high level of Eng-
lish proficiency.

During the first five weeks, students were trained in giving corrective feedback to one another
through a variety of tasks that acquainted them with the coded CF framework used in their class and
that aimed to enhance their overall English language awareness. A major part of the CF they
engaged in centered around short (150 words or less), in-class compositions related to the theme for
that week’s lesson. The error-coding guide was used in order to allow students to provide one
another with metacognitive CE Ellis (2009) describes metacognitive CF as that which includes
codes indicating the location and type of mistake identified, but that does not expressly state what
the problem is. This was left up to the individual student to decipher.

Low English proficiency had been cited several times in previous literature related to peer CF as
a possible barrier to learning. In order to address this potential problem, students were first tasked

with making corrections in groups in order to pool their linguistics resources, in what is referred to
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as collective scaffolding (Donato, 1994). They were gradually given more autonomy, editing in pairs
and finally in editing one on one with a partner for their final 300-word essay. The students’ com-
positions (and the subsequent peer CF) were initially scrutinized closely by the instructor to ensure
accuracy and to force the students to think critically about the corrections they were making.

The final essay the students were tasked with could be on any topic of their choosing. The
students submitted a first draft of their essay in week 8 of the course, which was then edited by a
peer. In order to encourage students to engage in a detailed examination of their partner’s work, the
quality and efficacy of their corrections was weighted into the rubric for the final essay, as was their
ability to accurately correct the coded mistakes identified by their peers and instructor. In week 10,
students submitted a second draft and received corrective feedback from their teacher. Finally, in
week 12 students shared their essays via the online course delivery platform Moodle, and were
graded on their reading of and responses to other students’ essays.

The present study examines students’ perceptions of receiving corrective feedback from their
classmates and instructor, and their opinion regarding the process of engaging in peer CE The study

looks to address the following questions:

1. What benefits do students perceive they obtain by engaging in collaborative peer feedback in
an English writing class?

2. What previously unidentified potential benefits might be discovered through combined analy-
sis of students, regardless of their language ability, engaging in peer CF and of their elicited

opinions of peer CF?

Methods, Participants, Materials & Procedure

This study was conducted at Kyoto Sangyo University (KSU) in a basic reading and writing course
with 21 students (16 males/5 females) between the ages of 20 and 21 (mean=20.3) in the spring of
2015. In their final class, students were given a survey (Appendix A) that included both quantitative
and qualitative instruments. Using a five-point Likert scale, students were asked six questions
regarding their perceptions of teacher CF and an additional eight questions regarding their percep-
tions of peer CE The final question was included so as to examine how they perceived the role of
correcting others’ work in improving their own English writing and was thus measured on its own.
As two students incorrectly filled out the Likert-scale question portion of the surveys, their results
were discarded. Thus the final sample size for quantitative analysis is displayed as (n=19).

The survey also included an additional four, open-ended questions for qualitative analysis, the first
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two of which are relevant to this study. This was done so as to elicit a deeper understanding of the
reasoning that informed the students’ survey choices. In this portion, another two students chose
not to provide any feedback, thus their answers were not included in the coding. The final sample
size for this analysis was also (z=19).

There was concern that the students’ relationship with the teacher and each other may affect
their responses. To negate this potential problem, surveys were filled out anonymously. Students
also received only the Japanese version of the survey and were asked to respond in Japanese. The
survey was translated into Japanese by a professional translator and was then back translated to
ensure accuracy. This same translator also translated the students’ answers into English to ensure

the nuance was as consistent as possible with what the original writer had intended.

Results

Quantitative Analysis

The results of the Likert-scale portion of the questionnaire were used to form three groups of
data for comparison: student perceptions of teacher corrective feedback, student perceptions of peer
corrective feedback and student perceptions of giving peer corrective feedback. The results are dis-
played below (Table 1). The higher the number the greater benefit students found from each form of
CF in regards to the growth of their own English ability in terms of grammar, spelling, writing,

structure, clarity and overall ability.

Table 1. Student Perceptions of Receiving Teacher Feedback, and Giving and

Receiving Peer Corrective Feedback

Mean Standard Dev.
Perception of Receiving Teacher CF (2=19) 3.94 0.13
Perception of Receiving Peer CF (#=19) 3.32 0.12
Perception of Giving Peer CF (2=19) 3.63 N/A

Due to the small sampling size, statistical significance was not examined. The final question item,
while a stand-alone question, does provide insight into this process and as such, was included in the
final data set.

The results predictably show a considerable preference for teacher CE. Of equal note though, is
that students perceive a notably greater value in giving than in receiving peer CE. How students
rated giving CF was exactly 0.31 points less than receiving teacher CF and exactly 0.31 points more

than receiving peer CE

ACTA HUMANISTICA ET SCIENTIFICA HUMANITIES SERIES No. 49
UNIVERSITATIS SANGIO KYOTIENSIS MARCH 2016



350 Bradley D. F. COLPITTS

Qualitative Analysis
The qualitative analysis was drawn from two questions that elicited students’ overall perception of

the benefits of receiving peer CF and giving peer CE Students were asked:

1. Why did or didn’t you find receiving feedback from other students helpful in improving your
writing?
2. Why did or didn’t you find giving feedback from other students helpful in improving your

writing?

The students’ answers were then coded into three categories: positive (positive responses to both
questions), mixed (one positive/one negative response) and negative (negative responses to both

questions). This coded qualitative data is displayed below in Table 2:

Table 2. Coded Student Responses to Questions Regarding Overall Perception
of Giving and Receiving Peer CF

Positive Mixed Negative (Discarded)

Number of Respondents (72=19) 11 6 2 2)

As demonstrated above, more than half of the respondents, 11 students (57.8%) gave positive
responses to the questions. Another six (31.2%) gave mixed (one positive and one negative)
responses, while only two students (10.5%) gave two negative responses to the qualitative ques-
tions.

The most common answer among positive responses was that both giving and receiving CF from
other students helped with the act of “noticing” and the act of “discovery”. One student responded
that, “Receiving corrections from people at the same level as me made the mistakes easy to under-
stand and correct”. Another common point made in receiving feedback was that it simply helped
students identify areas in need of correction. One student commented, “I reexamined some points I
was unsure of”, thanks to the corrective feedback he had received from his partner.

Among negative responses, the most common answer was that students felt they did not have
enough English ability themselves to accurately give or receive CF to or from others. This, in their
eyes, made it pointless to try to edit others’ work. As only two students were categorized as nega-
tive, though, respondents who gave one negative answer generally found some benefit in the pro-
cess of giving or receiving CE A comment from one student, which seemed to reflect the overall
attitude of the students who responded negatively, stated, “(my partner and I are) both poor at Eng-

lish so we don’t know whether my edits or my partner’s edits are correct. So, I didn’t think (the

FURBER A AR 4495 TH28 %37



Japanese Students’ Perceptions of Peer Corrective Feedback in an EFL Classroom 351

process) was helpful”. This is consistent with findings in previous studies (Yoshida, 2008) that simi-

larly suggested students not understanding their partner’s CF may negatively impact this process.

Discussion

The results are consistent with previous research in that they reflect a greater confidence in
teacher feedback. This was predicted prior to conducting the study. As mentioned prior, statistical
significance was omitted due to the small sample size, however, the question eliciting students’
perception of giving peer corrective feedback (3.6) did score notably higher than students’ overall
perception of receiving peer corrective feedback (3.3). It is also relevant that when tasked with
answering open-ended questions concerning their perceptions of the process of giving and receiving
feedback, a majority of students (57.8%) responded positively to both giving and receiving feedback,
while an additional 31.2% responded positively to either giving or receiving feedback. Of the stu-
dents measured then, a total of 89% perceived some benefit in the peer review process. This means
the remaining 11% (two students) found nothing beneficial in the process of giving and receiving
peer CE however they were clearly in the minority.

These results may indicate that while the students lack the linguistic and grammatical abilities to
always correct one another’s work with confidence, they still felt a sense of personal growth in
terms of their own English writing ability occurring during the process of giving and receiving peer
CE It may be that engaging in this kind of activity results in the activation of deeper cognitive pro-
cessing. One student noted that, “By reading my partner’s essay, I could notice common mistakes I
had made myself”. These results reflect the findings of previous research related to the analytical
engagement with language that Swain (2006) defined as languaging. The existing literature is limited
in scope in terms of measuring whether peer CF results in the systematic deconstruction of
language described by Swain.

Of particular importance, was that many students reported that the process helped them “notice”
their own mistakes. This sounds remarkably similar to the noticing function identified in previous
research (Swain, 2005; Swain & Lapkin, 1995), which Swain argued pushes students to move beyond
semantic and onto grammatical processing through the course of output. Of course, in this case, pure
output that results from students writing their own work was supplemented by the process of com-
paring their knowledge to that of their classmates as it was reflected in writing.

Another prominent theme that emerged in the qualitative analysis, which was not specifically
being examined through the study’s instruments, was the potential for peer editing to create a sense

of cohesion among the students in a class. One student expressed that “There were parts that were
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difficult to understand, but I appreciated by classmates doing their best to edit (my work)”. This
appears to indicate this student (who was categorized as ‘positive’ through the qualitative analysis)
did have some hesitations about the process but ultimately saw its benefits. Another comment
reflective of the general mood of the class came from a different student who stated, “I thought (the
peer corrective feedback process) was helpful. By having my classmate diligently edit my paper, I
was able to work through it on my own.” Again, there appears to be a feeling of appreciation
expressed here. As many of the negative responses revolved around students’ faith in their class-
mates’ English competency, a longer study of the same nature might look to examine whether the
feeling of mistrust students have of others’ linguistic competency can be reduced over time through

continued participation in peer CE

Limitations of Present Study

Given the small sample size used in this study, it was difficult to calculate statistical significance.
A more comprehensive study involving a greater number of students would likely provide quantita-
tive and qualitative answers with a higher degree of validity and reliability.

The study could have also benefited from a more detailed analysis of the number of occurrences of
CF that emerged over the course of the class. This would provide stronger, empirical evidence for
the conclusions arrived at in this study. Such research could be accomplished by comparing the fre-
quency of CF over one semester, and the uptake demonstrated by the students receiving peer CF in
subsequent revisions of their essays. As the study focused on student perceptions, it may not neces-
sarily reflect their actual academic growth in regards to their reading and writing ability.

Instead of providing a conclusive answer on peer corrective feedback in low-level EFL writing
classes, this study should be viewed as a catalyst for further research into the impact of peer CF on
student learning. As demonstrated by the perspectives provided by the students, there certainly

appears to be some benefit in having students conduct peer CE
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Appendix A

Basic English III Class Survey

This semester you have learned how to give and receive corrective feedback to and from your
classmates. In order to help me improve this class in the future, please answer the questions below

in as much detail as possible. Your answers will be used to inform my own research.

Age: Gender (M / F) Academic Year:

Strongly disagree Disagree Neither agree nor disagree Agree Strongly agree

1 2 3 4 5

Teacher Corrective Feedback

1. Ithink receiving feedback from my teacher helped me improve my English writing
grammar.

2. I think receiving feedback from my teacher helped me improve my English writing
spelling.

3. Ithink receiving feedback from my teacher helped me improve the style of my
English writing.

4. Ithink receiving feedback from my teacher helped me improve the structure of
my English writing.

5. I think receiving feedback from my teacher helped me to improve the clarity of
my English writing.

6. On the whole, I think receiving feedback from my teacher helped me improve my

O OO O O

English writing.

Student Corrective Feedback

1. Ithink receiving feedback from other students helped me improve my English
writing grammar.

2. Ithink receiving feedback from other students helped me improve my English
writing spelling.

3. Ithink receiving feedback from other students helped me improve the style of
my English writing.

4. Ithink giving feedback to other students helped me improve my English writing

I

grammar.
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5. I think giving feedback to other students helped me improve my English writing
spelling.

6. Ithink giving feedback to other students helped me improve the style of my
English writing.

7. On the whole, I think receiving feedback from other students helped me improve
my English writing.

8. On the whole, I think giving feedback to other students helped me improve my

L O O O

English writing

Class Reflection
9. Why did or didn’t you find receiving feedback from other students helpful in improving your

writing?

10. Why did or didn’t you find giving other students feedback helpful in improving your own

writing?

11. Why did or didn’t you enjoy posting your essay on a Moodle forum?

12. Why did or didn’t you enjoy reading other students’ essays on a Moodle forum?

ACTA HUMANISTICA ET SCIENTIFICA HUMANITIES SERIES No. 49
UNIVERSITATIS SANGIO KYOTIENSIS MARCH 2016



356 Bradley D. F. COLPITTS

EWEE (e M 77—

LSENL, 25 AAANEREVCEDIHSICHHIE7 + — R0 2B LES &L F Lk,
BENAELZHEL, ChnbDIDr T AL -ERBWLDICT A7, Fil®BEMCL 553D
B2 TTFE, ¥, ZomZARKE, SHEOLAFOWERIi b sl iEEnH b £,

&8 i sl (A i) FIE

Tl Z28bBN 5B EB55bBbhRLy 285 ETHES/S
1 2 3 4 5

NSO 7 4 — RNy 21220 T

1. BEPDL 74— RNy 2% 855 LIXREOENE LIFHZ LIt -7,
2. N7 4 =N RN 2 BLL ) ZEFEFBEDOARNE T2 5 LB 51,

3 RENDL T4 =Ry 2 BB EIETAT 4 VI EEI LT LB -
7o

4 BEPBT7 4 —=F R 7 &L 55 2 LRI OMAN T EESEHZ LB
Do Tz,

5. FENBL T4 —F Ry 2L 55 IR EIEHICE 2 LICBN -1,

6. BIAMNT, HEPD 74— NNy 22 E55 2 81%, HOOWRED E#EIC-1,

/:‘Efiﬁﬁxro@7/f — NNy 712 DonT
1. 2F3A2A B 74— R0 7 %E05 2 LIFHGOEEOE R ETFSHZ L

OO oo oo odd

BN ST,

2. VIAAAIDL 7 4 —F Ry 7L 55 CERFTEDOASNE T L H 2 L
Dot

3. VTARAMDL 74 —F R0 2 BELSERTAT v IR EEIRDLHI LI
BN ST,

4 VIAAAPETZ 4 —F Ry 2% LTH T DI EITAS B ORFEDO L% |
oz b BT,

5. ZFAAA ML T4 —F Ry 7 LTHIT DI LIEADDEEDASN TR 25
LI hBrsT,

6. ZFZAAAPRT 4= RN 2 LTHFLIEIEADDIAT 4 v 7k LIS
B EIh BN 5T,

IR PE SR e e NSRRI 5495 P 2843 A



Japanese Students’ Perceptions of Peer Corrective Feedback in an EFL Classroom 357

7. BRI, 75AXA ML 74— NNy 2R BSTEIL, HOORED LE []
178 o712,

8 LKINIC, 7FAAA M7 4 —F Ry 2% L THIT LD, HEDOREEHD []
BEichlinoT,

75 ADIE
9. ZI3AAA ML E B otz 74— Rw 7 [FRE] FEDTDITAT 4 v 7 )]O FFECHEATL
DERNFLID? REZOSTLEN? HEVEIRELS TED Y FR-ATLIL?

10. BT L THTIe7 4 —F R0 7 [fRE] XHETBEHEDFA7 4+ v 7 o bk
MDOEBCELI? Te¥ LS TLID? HDHIIREL S TIEH Y FRATLI?

11. B DTy t—%A—FNALIZHELDOEELBZFLIN? LS TLEN? HDH WL
LS TIEHY FRATLIN?

12. i fEO Ty e —%FHHONFETLIEN? LS TLIED? HDHNIRELH T
EHDFHATLEMN?

ACTA HUMANISTICA ET SCIENTIFICA HUMANITIES SERIES No. 49
UNIVERSITATIS SANGIO KYOTIENSIS MARCH 2016



358 Bradley D. F. COLPITTS

EFL CTO4RtED T « 7 4 — KX 7125503 5
HAR NS4 D FE i >\

areyy 779 FY—D.E

® B

AWFEClE, HREMECHAAKREAD ) =T 4 V7« 545 4 V277 FRACE T, Hliffin bt
BOSAER T bR BFIEDOET 7 4 — K3y 7 (CF) A, Wb ORENRFCRIETHRICONT, %
EOB#MAERAE LT, 24U, EFLFEEZCKTHE7 7 4 — K3y 7 OBEPENPIIELSTE L TW 50
BTHbH, €T « 7 4 —FR o ZI3FEER2LDY) —FT 4 v 27« 545 4 v 77 FA22ENT, 11#8H
Chie b fTbhte, AL, BETHARLEHEBCERTAEDRELED, SR NDKIELED L
CERDILIET « 7 4 — NNy 7 OFEEFO, FEOSHEENL, #ElinbFd, ROSFARTe T -
T = NNy 7 HREYIRL, Ty A BERIE, REBOFETEBLIT v 77—+ OF5R, ¥4
7«74 —=FRw kb2 bhb30, 52500, WENRT AT 4 v 7 NOSEECHR D B &%
LCHY, oFhEox s w4 %FTETLHI LD, HYOEEOMBECAD [HoE] REL T I &
DB DN T 5 T,

F—J—K:¥7 74— 2y, HA, EFL, CF, 54547

IR PE SR e e NSRRI 5495 P 2843 A



