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Abstract 

The current classroom environment is filled with expectations for both teacher and student but is often 

lacking in time. Skolverket (2011) outlines ambitious goals such as developing students’ critical 

thinking abilities, adapting teaching to each student’s individual needs, and encouraging students to 

actively take part in the development of their own educational process, to name just a few. It is crucial 

to develop and use techniques that aid in attaining these objectives. Peer response could be such a tool. 

There is an abundance of research which demonstrates how effective it is, but there is also a great 

reluctance on the part of teachers and students alike to employ it in the classroom. This could be due in 

part to the idea that learners lack the necessary knowledge to correct and give feedback. However, this 

and other criticisms directed against peer feedback could be alleviated through deliberate formal peer 

response training.  

Most of today’s research on this topic seems to focus on English as a Second or Foreign Language 

(ESL/EFL) classrooms in the U.S.A and Asia, with little work having been done in the Swedish 

context. Also lacking are investigations regarding peer response in grammar testing, since most of the 

research emphasizes essay writing. This paper aims to add to the body of existing research on 

prompted peer response by examining its application in English classrooms in Sweden. To do so, two 

secondary school English classes in Sweden are tested by means of an abbreviated version of Gan’s 

(2011) prompted peer response model. More specifically, this paper’s objective is to explore if 

prompted peer response leads to improvements in grammar (operationalized in this case as reducing 

grammatical errors in a grammar test) when compared to unprompted peer response. In addition, this 

paper intends to explore whether peer response can possibly produce any additional rewards and what 

those could be. The results for this study seem promising. The primary results of this paper support the 

existing research in this area that prompted peer response leads to a reduction in student’s grammatical 

errors. Perhaps more importantly, the results suggest that it also aids students in developing a 

progressive approach to peer response which ultimately can lead to students developing learning 

strategies and self-reflection over their own learning process.       
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1. Introduction 

Today’s classroom environment is filled with expectations for both teacher and student but is often 

lacking in time. Skolverket (2011) outlines ambitious goals such as developing students’ critical 

thinking abilities, adapting teaching to each student’s individual needs, and encouraging students to 

actively take part in the development of their own educational process to name just a few. With this is 

mind, it is crucial to develop and use techniques that aid in attaining these objectives, and peer 

response could be such a tool. There are numerous studies which demonstrate just how effective it is, 

but, as Hattie (2011) points out, there is also a great reluctance on the part of teachers and students 

alike to employ it in the classroom (p.147). According to Rollinson (2005), most of the criticisms 

directed against peer response can be alleviated through deliberate formal peer response training (p. 

27), as will be argued in Section 2. Gan (2011) takes it a step further by suggesting a progressive 

model of approach for peer response utilizing a visual organizer for prompting (p.158). 

Most of the current research seems to focus on English as a Second Language (ESL) and English as a 

Foreign Language (EFL) classrooms in the U.S.A and Asia, and to the best knowledge of this 

researcher no work has been done in Swedish classrooms. Moreover, existing studies tend to focus on 

essay writing, and research regarding the effectiveness of peer response in other areas, such as 

grammar testing, is scarce. This paper aims to add to this field of research by exploring its application 

in English classrooms in Sweden. In this essay, two secondary school English classes in Sweden will 

be tested by means of an abbreviated version of Gan’s (2011) prompted peer response model, 

involving a pre-test, grammar instruction, a post-test, and a delayed post-test. Three aspects of 

grammar, the genitive case, plural nouns and subject-verb agreement, will be used as the focus for 

testing.  

The research question addressed in this study is whether prompted peer response leads to more 

improvement in grammar, operationalized in this study as a higher decrease in grammatical errors, 

when compared to unprompted peer response. Additionally, in the discussion section, I will provide 

some insights on how this study can offer support for the supposition that prompted peer response 

produces additional rewards beyond reducing grammatical errors.  

This study uses an Action Research (AR) model with the intention of performing enquiries in order to 

be used in the researcher’s classroom. Therefore, it is hoped that the data from this investigation will 

yield positive results that will provide useful insights for the day-to-day workings in the classroom, 

and will aid in attaining the ambitious goals that Skolverket has set forth. 
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2. Background 

Although the subject of peer response is not directly mentioned by name in the Swedish National 

Education Act (2010:800), its results for students are mentioned in discussing the quality and 

influence of education that students should have by stating that “[k]valitetsarbetet på enhetsnivå ska 

genomföras under medverkan av lärare, förskollärare, övrig personal och elever”, which demonstrates 

the importance and weight placed upon student involvement in school policies. The subject of student 

influence is discussed as “9§ Barn och elever ska ges inflytande over utbildningen. De ska fortlöpande 

stimuleras att ta aktiv del i arbetet med att vidareutveckla utbildningen och hållas informerade i frågor 

som rör dem” (Skollag (2010:800)). Swedish law requires students to be given the opportunity to 

influence their own education and they should be encouraged to actively take part in its development. 

This sentiment is echoed in the Swedish national curriculum’s goals and guidelines (Skolverket, 2011, 

p. 17). As will be argued later in this text, the benefits of peer response coincide with the goals of 

Swedish education through empowering students to take responsibility for their academics and giving 

them greater influence over the process through scaffolding and critical dialogue to only name a few 

of the benefits.    Peer response is a group or pair activity and as such generates the benefits that come 

with student collaboration – increased social interaction, collaboration, development of strategies for 

negotiation of meaning. In the subsections that follow, a selection of previous relevant studies will be 

presented and examined.  

2.1. Error Correction 

At the heart of peer response is the subject of learner’s errors and who is to correct them. A question 

that Miroslaw Pawlak (2014) and many other researchers, such as Hattie (2012), Rollinson (2005), and 

Byrd (1994), have already posed and attempted to answer. Pawlak’s position is that, regardless of 

whether feedback is performed orally or in writing, there are three alternatives for the classroom: (1) 

educators can correct the error themselves – teacher correction, (2) teachers can encourage students to 

discover their own errors – self-correction, or (3) students can ask other students to aid them in finding 

the correct answer/form – peer correction (p. 149). Missing from this assessment is peer correction, 

which takes place not only between students, but also with the aid or guidance of a teacher. Peer 

correction need not be a pure student activity isolating the expertise and direction of the teacher, as 

will be explored in this text. 

If we accept for the moment that peer correction centres on the involvement of learners, then it is 

logical to view it as a social phenomenon in the spirit of  Vygotsky (1978), where social interaction is 

regarded as a central part of the learning process. The progression of learning “awakens a variety of 

internal developmental processes that are able to operate only when a child is interacting with people 
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in his environment and in cooperation with his peers” (p. 90). Only by working with someone else 

other than themselves in their social or learning surroundings can a child increase and activate their 

own learning. Central to Vygotsky’s theory is the concept of the zone of proximal development (ZPD). 

It attempts to optimize a learner’s capacity by confronting him or her with a task so challenging that it 

is only possible to solve it with the aid of an adult or through peer collaboration (1978, p. 86). It is the 

difference between what proficiency a learner is currently at and what aptitude they are able to attain 

through social interactions. 

At this junction, it is prudent to make a few distinctions of terminology. In considering the words 

cooperation and collaboration, it is not uncommon for these terms to be used interchangeably while 

discussing the topic of peer response. Roschelle and Teasley (1995) characterize cooperative acts as a 

division of labor among partakers while collaborative undertakings are “the mutual engagement of 

participants in a coordinated effort to solve the problem together” (p. 70). Students that cooperate do 

not need to work together to learn something; they merely have to divide their efforts on the same 

project: one student does the first half of the assignment and another does the second half. Roschelle 

and Teasley’s concept of “collaboration” mirrors Vygotsky’s concept of learning as a social 

phenomenon and provides the necessary condition for ZPD to take place. It is learning that occurs 

when students assist each other in reaching a challenging goal. For the purposes of this work, the term 

collaboration will be adopted and used instead of the word cooperation. 

Another term that needs to be defined for the purposes of this paper is peer correction. Hansen & Liu 

(2005) state that the term “peer response” can be used as a blanket expression to designate the terms 

“peer feedback”, “peer review” and “peer editing” in the foreign language classroom. As for the 

meaning of the term in question, they provide a very accurate definition: 

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 [works] in 

both written and oral formats (p. 1)  

 

They maintain that “peer response” is a more apt term to use owing to the collaborative nature of the 

act. For the purposes of this paper, the term “peer response” will be employed. It is understood to 

encompass the ideas of peer feedback, peer reviewing, and peer editing. This concept is faithful to 

Skolverket’s perception of increasing students’ involvement and influence over their own educational 

process.   

Regarding peer response and a focus on grammatical errors, the only work which has been carried out 

is Ashok (2012) to the best of my knowledge. 
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2.2.1 Peer response concerns 

 

Although peer response arguably has many proven benefits for learners such as that it empowers 

students in their own learning (Min, 2005, p. 301), that it is a time saving practice (McLeod, Brown, 

McDaniels, & Sledge, 2009, p. 491) and that it sometimes is more effective than one-to-one 

instruction from a teacher (Wiliam, 2011, p.134), it is not without its critics and criticisms. Rollinson 

(2005) Hattie (2012) and Byrd (1994)  bear witness to the reluctance of teachers in using peer response 

even though it might potentially aid students in developing their social, cognitive, and linguistic 

proficiencies. As with all theories and practices used in the classroom, it is advantageous to examine 

possible shortcomings in order to alleviate them or attempt to avoid them all together. Therefore, a 

brief review of the criticisms of peer response will be reviewed in this section. 

Pawlek (2014) and Leki (1991) both address the issue that sometimes learners prefer direct teacher 

feedback and correction over that of their peers. In the study performed by Leki (1991) examining the 

attitudes of 100 students from different countries studying English as a second language, her findings 

display that, out of 100 students surveyed, 63 preferred teachers as the number one source of help. 

Coming in second place as the best source of help were grammar books. Perhaps even more 

dismaying, 25 students in her study considered native speakers of English as the least helpful for error 

correction (p. 207). Leki attempts to address this predilection for teacher correction in her conclusion 

asserting that these students displayed a perception of learning language as primarily an elimination of 

errors which ignores issues of meaning and context (p. 210).  

Rollinson (2005) opposes this teacher central role by arguing for improving the quality of peer 

feedback. He maintains that if students received feedback from each other that they considered useful 

then the value of peer response would be more easily understood and appreciated by learners, possibly 

resulting in a reduction of students favouring teacher’s feedback (p. 24). Rollinson (2005) further 

strengthens his case by highlighting that teachers’ comments are often too vague or general in nature, a 

viewpoint shared by Min (2005). Educators often feel as if they write the same comment repeatedly on 

different students’ works, as many learners often commit the same error repeatedly in a writing 

project. Another counter is that peers can spend more time on individual drafts than the teacher, and 

their comments might be more specific and germane, which leads to a higher density of feedback 

(Rollinson, 2005, p. 25). Additionally, students are usually faster in returning drafts than teachers. All 

these reasons could lead to improved peer response and result in a higher appreciation and 

understanding of the benefits of peer correction, which could help to refute findings of direct teacher 

feedback and correction preferences over peer response. 

Pawlek (2014) and Byrd (1994) are concerned with another criticism of peer response which is voiced 

by teachers and students alike, namely that learners lack the necessary linguistic skills to perform peer 

response in a reliable fashion to be able to give quality feedback that does not reinforce incorrect 
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interpretations or conclusions. Byrd (1994) calls it a case of the blind leading the blind, where one 

student lacking in necessary skills is expected to correct and give feedback on another student’s work 

and vice versa (p.120). These thoughts are contradicted by Ramírez Balderas & Guillén Cuamatzi 

(2018) who propose that, while student peer assessments might sometimes be incorrect, a good 

classroom environment where students feel free to ask for clarification from each other and the teacher 

resolves this problem and furthers their learning experience with a deeper understanding of the 

language (p. 187). Concerning lacking skills, Stanley (1992) argues that it is unfair to expect students 

to perform meaningful peer response without “first having been offered organized practice with and 

discussion of the skills involved” (p. 230). His position is supported by Berg (1999), Pawlek (2014), 

Sato (2013), and Min (2005, 2006). How can teachers assume that students will complete a 

complicated task with competence if they are not given some form of prior scaffolding in the form of 

training? Peer response is a task that requires time to learn, which leads to the next perceived criticism 

of peer response – it takes too much time to properly implement. 

In today’s classroom, time is often a valued commodity for educators as there does not seem to be 

enough of it. If learners and teachers alike voice serious concerns about the effectiveness of peer 

response due to students lacking a required level of expertise to perform the task, or that learners may 

misunderstand and possibly reinforce errors amongst themselves or even that students find peer 

response less advantageous compared to direct teacher response/correction then using limited school 

time for peer response is indeed questionable.  Even proponents of peer response such as Stanley 

(1992), readily admit that considerable time is necessary to train students in effective peer response. 

He lists the challenges facing learners in becoming quality peer reviewers as: the need to socialize 

students to the microculture of peer response groups, and the need to instruct students in the rules of 

social interaction such as etiquette and tact, and the necessity for learners to learn appropriate ways of 

discussing classmates’ work and questioning their ideas in an effective manner (p. 230). Developing 

these skills requires time and effort. Should precious class time be spent on this? Stanley (1993) 

responds emphatically that although considerable time is required to master this skill, his study bears 

evidence that the quantity and quality of peer responses warrant the time investment (p. 229). Ramírez 

Balderas & Guillén Cuamatzi (2018) support this concept and go even further by claiming that 

effective peer response will save time for teachers if they concentrate on texts which have been peer 

reviewed and self-corrected. This would allow teachers to focus primarily on errors that students have 

not been able to answer themselves (p. 188). Byrd (1994), who examines the case for peer response in 

the foreign language classroom, also views it as time saving. In fact, he believes that the lack of peer 

response has led to only two percent of time in some foreign language classrooms being used for 

writing, an important skill that needs to be developed (p.119). Increased use of peer response could 

save time, allow more writing opportunities for students and possibly benefit students at any level of 

expertise. For example, he suggests that, for beginners, syntax should be the goal of peer response 
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(Byrd, p. 119). Teaching students to observe the pattern of subject-verb-object in each other’s work 

could possibly lead to students deepening their understanding of the language from simple questions 

of grammar to more complex issues of structure.  

 

2.2.2 Peer response benefits 

Having reviewed and somewhat challenged some of the perceived shortcomings of peer response, it is 

natural to examine its benefits, as this is key to the purpose of this paper and its research question. 

Challenges such as students accepting each other as experts, critiquing each other’s works, acting as a 

substitute for the teacher, students reinforcing errors, the age of students, proficiency, teachers’ 

reluctance to handing over part of their authority to students, or the amount of time needed to become 

efficient peer reviewers, all these issues can be overcome by properly setting up peer response groups 

and establishing adequate training (Rollinson, 2005, p. 26). Pawlek (2014), Hattie (2012), Byrd 

(1994), Hansen & Liu (2005), Min (2004), Yang (2010), and Gan (2011) share this viewpoint and 

demonstrate it through their research. Most of these authors state the importance of giving deliberate 

formal peer response training and asserting clearly defined goals in order to have productive and 

student appreciated peer response. For Rollinson (2005), training entails three areas: “…awareness 

raising (the principle of peer response); productive group interaction (collaboration, supportiveness, 

tact, etiquette), and productive response and revision (basic procedures, effective commenting, reader-

writer dialogue, effective revision) (p.27). Gan (2011) goes further than Rollinson by building upon a 

model of feedback proposed by Hattie and Timperley (2007). Initially, their model establishes 

requirements which are inspired by Wiliam (2011) in order to be considered effective – namely, it has 

to answer three questions posed by a teacher or student: Where am I going (What are my goals?), How 

am I going? (What progress is being made towards the goal?), and Where to next? (What activities 

need to be undertaken to make better progress?) (p. 33).  

Gan (2011) views Hattie and Timperley’s model as limited to a two-level perspective of peer response 

information that treats learners’ perceived errors as either accurate or inaccurate. Instead, he produces 

a three-level model (see Figure 1) of feedback where peer revision is viewed as a progression which is 

designed to move “the learner from basic task understanding to self-regulatory skills” (p. 158). He 

wants to avoid the consequences of what he coins as “terminal feedback”, which is characterized by 

learners giving feedback in the form of a correct response or praise which stops students from 

developing further in their understanding of the subject matter (p. 157). Gan’s model wants students to 

begin at the task level (showing knowledge about the correctness of one’s performance), continue to 

the process level (developing strategies by asking what is necessary to know something), and end at 

the third level of self-regulation (where students monitor their own knowledge and self-reflect). His 

model relies on prompts and coaching from students to reach the different levels of feedback as well as 

a graphic organizer, as shown in Figure 1. The prompts are built into the organizer so that students 
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always have a model to follow, functioning as a visual scaffold. Gan’s (2011) research demonstrates 

that prompted peer response in conjunction with a graphic organizer resulted in higher quality peer 

feedback that was deemed useful by the students. The three-level approach aided students in 

identifying learning gaps, improved collaboration on error detection and correction, and assisted in the 

development of their ability to self-regulate their learning process and knowledge (p.147). 

 

 

Figure 1. Gan’s Peer feedback graphic organizer 
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Other positive benefits of peer response are outlined by Rahimi (2013), who asserts that students 

instructed in how to perform peer response performed better in the long-term compared to students 

who did not receive training. Of note, the benefits of peer response training do not seem to stop after 

formal training. The trained student group began advancing from only correcting errors to focusing on 

global text issues regarding the content and organization of their writing, and this aided writers in 

developing critical thinking and analytical skills (p. 17).  

Sippel and Jackson (2015) also support Rahimi’s findings of greater long-term gains for instructed 

peer response groups. Their results similarly support those of Gan’s in demonstrating the benefits of 

prompts for learners (p.700). Additionally, their findings reinforce the position that peer response is an 

efficient tool which can work well for less proficient students (p.701). This is highly applicable in 

today’s school classrooms where teachers might not be afforded the time to be able to group students 

by ability. 

The majority of previous research on training students in peer response is concentrated on longer essay 

writing such as Min (2005) and Rahimi (2013) and involves focus on local issues (i.e., formal aspects 

of writing such as grammar), and global issues (i.e., regarding the content and organization of 

conceiving texts as well as critical reasoning). Itmeizeh’s (2013) findings show that writer’s 

grammatical errors decreased in written texts drastically as a result of peer response and /or peer 

response training (p. 1). Findings by Tsui and Ng (2000) illustrate how peer response encouraged 

collaborative learning among students. Similarly, Ramírez Balderas & Cuamatzi (2018) found that 

peer response performed well encourages social bonding among teachers and students fostering a 

collaborative learning community where everyone contributes (p. 188). A surprising discovery was 

made by Schacter (2000), who finds that peer tutored groups were almost as effective as direct teacher 

instruction (p. 824). Other researchers such as William (2011) echo and strengthen this finding in 

stating that “under certain circumstances, peer tutoring [review] can actually be more effective than 

one-on-one tutorial from a teacher” (p.134).   

Perhaps the strongest benefits for peer response come from Hansen and Liu (2005) when they state, 

“[e]ffective peer response activities are not just a stage in the writing process; they are an integral part 

component of promoting language development…” (p.38). Peer response is not an optional strategy 

that should sometimes be employed but a necessity for the learning progression of students. It can aid 

in fulfilling Skolverket’s goals of encouraging students to increase their involvement and influence 

over their own educational process by increasing their critical thinking and empowering them as 

learners who teach each other.  

In this section, it has been proposed that most of the criticisms levelled at peer response can be 

alleviated by the use of deliberate formal peer response training as suggested by Rollinson (2005). In 

addition, the current literature supports the idea that peer response leads to the reduction of 
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grammatical and structural issues concerning written student production, as advocated by Min (2005) 

and Rahimi (2013). Previous attempts (Gan, 2011) to improve peer response by making it progressive 

and trying to avoid terminal feedback through the use of prompts have yielded promising results. One 

of the aims of this paper is to verify if the findings of this essay support the conclusions of current 

research especially with regard to Gan’s (2011) claims. To do so, it addressed the following research 

question: Does prompted peer response lead to improvements in grammar tests by reducing 

grammatical errors compared to unprompted peer response? In light of the findings reviewed in this 

section, the hypothesis is that prompted peer response will aid in reducing students’ grammatical 

errors.  This will be shown in the present study if the group receiving prompted response instruction 

outperforms the other group (see Section 3 for details about the groups and about instruction). Current 

literature also asserts that peer response can generate numerous benefits beyond simply improving 

grammar errors. Based on the insights gained while implementing this study, in the Discussion Section 

I will comment on the potential rewards participants in one or both groups may have obtained, such as 

the development of self- regulatory skills and learning strategies. 

3. Method 

This study uses an AR model as proposed by Ellis (2012) and Burns (2011). One of the key 

components of AR is that teachers and student-teachers are directly involved with research within their 

own classroom or school and said research can directly benefit future teaching methods for them 

(Burns, 2005, p. 241). The key steps in AR as outlined by Ellis (2012) are: the teacher/student-teacher 

identifies a problem, devises a plan of action, executes the plan, collects data and/or results, reflects on 

the results, and based upon them decides if further inquiry is necessary; sometimes a new issue is 

presented because of the results of the first action plan ( p. 27).  

This study primarily falls within what Ellis (2012) describes as a “confirmatory study” which 

investigates a relationship between variables. This concept is further refined by distinguishing between 

two types of confirmatory research: experimental and correlational. This research paper would be a 

typical case of experimental research, according to Ellis (2012), as it attempts to investigate whether 

the independent variable A, prompted peer correction, results in change in the dependent variable B, 

the students, by attempting to measure an increase in grammatical accuracy (p. 35). To do so, two 

different forms of peer response are compared: prompted peer response (PPR) and unprompted peer 

response (UPR). Following Hansen and Liu (2002, p.1), PPR is here defined as pairs of students 

working to collaboratively review, correct and give feedback on each other’s works with modelling 

and prompting from each other and additionally from the teacher. Students are free to choose any other 
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student they want to collaborate with for the prompted peer correction.  In contrast, UPR is defined as 

students working collaboratively to review, correct and give feedback on each other’s works with no 

modelling or prompting from the teacher. Here, students are also free to choose with whom they want 

to collaborate, whether in pairs or in groups. 

3.1. Informants 

 

This study was conducted at a Swedish secondary school in a smaller municipality of Sweden during 

the fall term of 2018. The students involved were in grade 9 and 15 years of age. Students were 

enrolled in the English course which is compulsory in Sweden. All the students had studied English 

for approximately five years at the time the data were collected. None of the students were native 

speakers of English, but they used the language and/or short expressions quite frequently between 

themselves or in the on-line world of gaming and social media applications. Additionally, most of the 

students were exposed to English on a regular daily basis through films, television programs and songs 

that they listened to in school and at home. Many students displayed a curiosity for wanting to find 

and discover new English words and phrases that they could use in their oral and written productions 

both for school and private use. This information was obtained through discussion with the teacher and 

informal discussions with the students before and after class. 

The participants in this study were taken from two English classes of roughly the same size: one class 

consisted of 16 boys and 11 girls, while the other consisted of 15 boys and 13 girls.  In the end, due to 

absences in the first testing session (the pre-test, which serves as a baseline for future comparison), 

only the data from 23 participants was retained for each class. The final number of percipients was 46. 

The classes were randomly selected for which correction method they would receive. The 

experimental group, designated here as the prompted peer response group (PPR group), received 

instruction. The control group, designated here as the unprompted peer response group (UPR group), 

did not, as will be explained in Section 3.3.  

3.2. Material 

Inspired in part by Gan’s (2011) study, the material used for this research consists of: a pre-test, 

instruction - in the form of three explicit grammar presentations plus worksheets, a post-test, and a 

delayed post-test. Both groups, PPR and UPR, were given identical educational and testing bundles 

consisting of: a pre-test (Appendix 1) for establishing a baseline of student’s knowledge of the 

grammatical issues to be examined, a post-test (Appendix 2) and a delayed-post test (Appendix 3) to 

examine effects of peer response methods on the students’ grammatical abilities in the genitive case, 
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plurals and subject verb agreement, and three individual worksheets (Appendices 3, 4, 5) with 

accompanying instructional video presentations from TED-Ed and Kahn Academy. The three different 

aspects of grammar examined were: plural nouns, the genitive case, and subject-verb agreement 

(limited to the distinction between was and were). These aspects of grammar were chosen after 

consultation with the current class teacher, who motivated this choice by referencing writing samples 

and tests from the students and noting a need to improve in these areas. All the tests employed gap 

filling to solve the questions. The pre-test (delayed post-test) and the post-test each had a total number 

of 22 questions, that number was later reduced to 21 questions each due to an error discovered in one 

of the questions. Because of scheduling difficulties, there was a gap of only one week between lesson 

#1 and lesson #2. Approximately one month after the initial pre-test and instructions, a post-delayed 

test was administered. The delayed post-test is very similar in structure to the employed pre-test (one 

item was removed and some of the remaining 21 items appear in a different order) and same exact 

difficulty to the pre-test and therefore is arguably a more comparable way of measuring student’s 

progress. The post-test was deemed more difficult than the pre-test and could put into question its 

comparability to the pre-test and the validity of the testing method. This will be examined more in 

depth later in the essay.  

The tests and worksheets used in this project are all authentic materials and were taken from an online 

source of English grammar (https://www.englishgrammar.org/). In accordance with the Swedish 

national curriculum, these materials were chosen as suitable to the student’s current level of 

educational expertise (Skolverket, 2011b, p. 10). This was also verified by the class instructor as to 

their appropriateness for the level of the class and authenticity. Initially, it was planned to only test for 

one grammar point – the genitive case. Therefore, the distribution of questions in the three 

grammatical categories was divided as follows: nine items for the genitive case, six items for plural 

nouns, and six items for subject-verb agreement condition. The inclusion of plural and subject verb-

agreement grammar points was intended to function solely as distracters. However, during this 

experiment the focus seemed too narrow, and it appeared worthwhile to examine all three grammar 

points. In hindsight, it would have been better to have had an equal number of questions for each 

category.  

Because of time limitations, only three lessons were available to conduct this study. Additionally, it 

should be noted that the time for each lesson was identical in sum but not in distribution for the 

groups. UPR group had two 60-minute lessons while PPR group’s time was divided between one 

lesson of 45 minutes and another lesson of 75 minutes. Despite this, it was possible for both groups to 

complete the same number of worksheets and tests during these two sessions. As stated earlier, there 

was a gap of one week between lesson #1 and lesson #2 for both groups. Table 1 shows the breakdown 

of the entire research procedure with respect to the two different groups. 
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Table 1. Instructional and testing bundles 

 UPR group – Unprompted peer correction PPR group – Prompted peer correction 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Lesson #1 

Pre-test Pre-test 

• TED-Ed video on apostrophes  

• Worksheet on the genitive case  

• Unprompted peer correction 

instruction sheet 

• TED-Ed video on apostrophes  

• Worksheet on the genitive case  

• Prompted peer correction 

instruction sheet 

• Peer correction+ discussion  • Peer correction + discussion + 

written explanation (Peer feedback) 

+ prompts by teacher / researcher                  

• Kahn Academy video on plural 

nouns  

• Gap fill worksheet on plural nouns  

• Kahn Academy video on plural 

nouns  

• Gap fill worksheet on plural nouns 

• Peer correction+ discussion  • Peer correction + discussion + 

written explanation (Peer feedback)  

+ prompts by teacher / researcher 

 

 

 

 

Lesson #2 

 

• Video on subject-verb agreement 

• Worksheet on subject-verb 

agreement 

• Unprompted peer correction 

instruction sheet 

• Video on subject-verb agreement 

• Worksheet on subject-verb 

agreement 

• prompted peer correction 

instruction sheet 

• Peer correction+ discussion  • Peer correction + discussion + 

written explanation (Peer feedback) 

+ prompts by teacher / researcher 

• Post-test • Post-test 

Lesson #3 • Delayed post-test • Delayed post-test 

Grey-shaded cells indicate differences in procedure between groups. 

 

The main difference between the groups is the instructions that they were given to complete the 

worksheets. The UPR group was instructed to review, correct and discuss each other’s work using a 
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provided peer checklist (Appendix 7) and then turn it in to the teacher. The PPR group was also 

instructed to review, correct and discuss each other’s work using a provided peer checklist. In 

addition, they were told to write down their peer responses on their partner’s paper by attempting to 

explain them and then show it to the teacher for prompting and modelling (Gan, 2011; Min, 2005). A 

more detailed account of the whole procedure is provided in the next section. 

3.3. Procedure 

The study was presented to both groups during lesson #1. It was described as an anonymous and 

voluntary project intended to measure some aspects of the English language. Students were assured 

that the results of the pre-test, post-test, and delayed post-test were not to affect their overall course 

grade. All the participants signed the form of consent and were made aware that they could withdraw 

at any time without facing any consequences. No specifics were given as to what part of the language 

this study was to analyze. The procedure was the same for both groups except for how the students 

were instructed to conduct their peer response, as will be explained. 

After signing the form of consent (Appendix 9), the pre-test was given to the students present in class 

the day in question. No time limit was given, and all the students completed and turned in the pre-test 

within 15 minutes of receiving it.  

The first part of task #1 ensued. An explicit grammar presentation was shown in the form of a short-

animated video produced by TED-Ed on the uses of the genitive case which was approximately three 

minutes long. After the presentation, there was time for students to reflect and ask questions that might 

have arisen. Following the discussion of questions, the second part of task #1 began with a gap fill 

worksheet on the use of apostrophes which was comprised of eleven questions. Students were given 

the apostrophe worksheet and a peer correction instruction sheet at the same time.  

The instruction sheet outlined that they should first work individually on the worksheets. Upon 

completion, they should work within their groups, using the peer correction checklist. All students in 

the class were seated in pre-designated clusters of four, as was standard for this school. It was up to 

the students to decide with whom they would collaborate. Students were instructed to examine each 

other’s work for: (1) misspelled words, (2) grammatical mistakes, (3) punctuation errors, and (4) 

sentence structure. Next, participants were advised to discuss their results with each other. As Hattie 

(2012) suggests, getting students to discuss their findings is an attempt to move them beyond peer 

response at the task level to peer response at the process level (p.148). No time limit was given, and 

students completed the worksheet within 10 minutes and began handing them in to the 

teacher/researcher.  
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Upon completion, they should work in only groups of two, using the peer correction checklist. The 

PPR group’s instructions (Appendix 8) differ in that for each incorrect response that they found, they 

were required to write an explanation on their peer partner’s paper. While they were performing this, 

the researcher circulated among the students and prompted them to write and discuss amongst 

themselves about their findings. This was done in order to avoid what Gan (2011) and Hattie (2012) 

refer to as terminal feedback, that is, when learners provide the correct answer, give praise and peer 

correction remains at the task level. The aim is to get students to begin to conceptualize their feedback, 

allowing them to develop learning strategies. No time limit was given, students completed the 

worksheet within 10 minutes and began handing them in to the researcher. Learners were instructed to 

speak to the researcher in pairs when turning in their peer reviewed worksheets. This gave the 

researcher another opportunity to give prompts to the peer pairs. Examples of prompts that were used: 

“have you written down your findings?”, “did anything seem unclear”, “did you understand your 

partner’s explanation?” In some cases, students had neglected to write down their findings, and 

prompting allowed them another chance to record their conclusions.  

After receiving all of the worksheets and allowing students time to discuss the results, task #2 was 

started. Another explicit grammar presentation was shown in the form of a short-animated video 

produced by Kahn Academy on the uses of plural nouns which was approximately five minutes in 

length. Ample time was given for questions and queries after which a gap fill worksheet on plural 

nouns was distributed to the class. Students were asked to use the same peer response sheet and 

method they had employed for task#1. All of the students completed the exercise within 10 minutes 

and turned in their work. At the end of these exercises, there was time remaining until the end of the 

lesson. Students were given an individual short story writing assignment to encourage them to employ 

and further reflect on some of the grammatical issues that they had just been tested upon. This was the 

end of lesson #1. 

Beginning lesson #2, students were shown the third and last explicit grammar presentation in the form 

of a short-animated video on the uses of subject-verb agreement which was approximately two 

minutes in length. Time was given for questions and queries and then a gap fill worksheet on subject-

verb agreement was handed out; the same peer correction instruction sheet used previously during 

lesson #1 was utilized by the students. All students completed the assignment and discussion within 10 

minutes. At this point, the post-test was distributed with no set time limit. All the students working 

individually completed the test in between 10 to 15 minutes. All materials were collected by the 

researcher for analysis. It was verified that they contained no names. After approximately one month’s 

time from the initial instruction and testing, a delayed-post test was conducted with both groups. 
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3.4. Validity and reliability 

Several measures have been taken to confer validity and reliability to this study, as per the guidelines 

put forth by McKay (2008). Regarding validity, McKay(2008) argues that researchers must find a 

reasonable way to measure the construct under investigation (construct validity), to warrant the 

generalizability of the findings to a wider population (external validity), and to design their research so 

that those variables that could influence the results are controlled for (internal validity) (p. 12). Of 

note, small-scale studies such as this one often offer some limitations when it comes to their external 

validity.  

The small size of the groups may affect the generalizability of the findings. In addition, several 

variables that could influence the results, such as English proficiency, have not been controlled for. 

Admittedly, these issues should be taken into consideration when interpreting the results or when 

trying to replicate this study. To improve validity, a larger sample could be used by performing this 

study in several schools or several classes at the same time. One of the strengths of the design, 

nonetheless, is that the testing condition took place in real classes rather than in a laboratory setting. It 

resembles more closely the situation any English teacher may face. 

As far as reliability is concerned, McKay (2008) discusses two types: internal and external. She 

defines internal validity as “the extent to which someone else analysing the same data would come up 

with the same results” (p. 12). On the one hand, all tests were scored by the same rater, following the 

same guidelines and criteria, which boosts the chances of all tests being scored in a consistent fashion. 

On the other hand, the scoring method for the pre- and post-test is rather objective and straight 

forward. Therefore, it is very likely that, if marked by a different rater, the scores would remain 

virtually the same. In contrast, external validity refers to “whether or not another researcher, 

undertaking a similar study, would come to the same results” (McKay, 2008, p. 13). A comprehensive 

description of this research’s procedure as well as copies of all the instruments used are provided at the 

end of the document so that any other researcher could easily replicate the study.  

3.5. Ethical considerations 

This analysis follows the guidelines proposed by the Swedish Research Council (2002) regarding 

ethical principles in humanities and social science research. There are four main requirements: the 

information requirement, the consent requirement, the confidentiality requirement, and the utility 

requirement (p. 6-14). Regarding the information requirement, all participants were informed that 

cooperation in this study was voluntary and that they had the right to discontinue their cooperation at 

any time. Regarding the consent requirement, confidentiality requirement, and utility requirement, a 

signed form of consent (appendix 9) was obtained for each participant. In the form, it was clearly 
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stated that all material would be treated confidentially and anonymously. In addition, all material 

collected would only be used for research purposes, and more specifically for my teacher training 

(Kompletterande Pedagogisk Utbildning). All consent forms were signed. 

4. Results 

In this section, the overall results along with the statistical findings of the UPR group and the PPR 

group are presented concerning the pre-test and the delayed post-test1. Subsequently, the results for 

each group are broken down and reported more precisely. Finally, the individual group results for both 

groups are broken down and displayed for each individual test and category.  

Table 2 displays the pre-test results. More specifically, it provides the mean of correct responses, and 

the corresponding standard deviation, per category or condition tested as well as the total score. It was 

important to establish whether or not both groups were at a comparable level with regards to their 

knowledge of the genitive case (GC), plurals (PL), and subject-verb agreement (VA). In order to 

compare them, an independent-samples t-test was conducted. The right-most column in Table 2 shows 

the p-values obtained for each condition. It is worth mentioning that the alpha level was established at 

0.05, as is standard in this type of test. Although the results for the pre-test were not identical for both 

groups, 9.43 and 11.52 respectively, the results of the t-test reveal that there is no statistically 

significant difference between the two groups (p-value=0.059). They can be considered as behaving 

similarly. Additionally, there is no significant difference to be found in two out of the three categories 

when they are compared by condition. Only with regard to VA, the PPR group (mean = 5.04, SD= 1.2) 

seemed to already have a significant advantage (t(44) = 2.81, p = .008) over the UPR group (mean = 

4.13, SD= 1.02)  before the investigation started. This means that, if any significant differences were 

found in the delayed post-test, there would be reason to believe the instruction had an effect on the 

group that received it, overall and for two of the conditions: GC and PL.  

 

Table 2. Pre-test means of correct responses with standard deviations for the UPR group and the PPR 

group. 

 

UPR group PPR group 

p Mean (SD) Mean (SD) 

Total score 9.43 (3.3) 11.52 (3.9) .059 

                                                      
1Please note that the mean scores for the post-test are not presented in the results section. Nonetheless, for the sake of completion, 

they are provided in Appendix 10. 
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GC 1.87 (2.3) 2.48 (2.3) .368 

PL 3.43 (1.7) 4 (1.6) .259 

VA 4.13(1.01) 5.04 (1.2) .008* 

GC: Genitive case; PL: plurals; VA: subject-verb agreement. Asterisks indicate statistical significance (based on an alpha 

level of <0.05)2 

In Table 3, the means for the delayed post-test are presented along with statistical results. As hinted at 

earlier, the purpose of running an independent samples t-test on these scores was to assess if there was 

a significant difference between groups, which could be taken as an indication of the effectiveness of 

the instruction. As Table 3 shows, the t-test uncovered two significant differences, indicated in the 

table by asterisks beside the reported p-value. Firstly, with a mean of 14.13 (SD=2.7) the PPR group 

outperformed the UPR group (mean=11.57, SD=3.1) in a significant way, t(44) = 3.02, p = .004, in the 

test as a whole. Moreover, with regards to plurals, the group that received instruction did also show a 

more significant gain (mean=5.09, SD=1.1) than the group that did not receive instruction (mean=4, 

SD=1.2), t(44) = 3.16, p = .003. There were, however, two conditions for which improvement was 

similar or, at least, not different enough for the difference to be significant (see means and p-values for 

GC and VA in Table 3). This could mean that students in both groups were good enough in genitive 

case and verb agreement before instruction started, leaving no room for significant improvement. One 

can suspect this because the mean score for these groups in the pre-test was 1.87 and 2.48 out of 9, 

whereas their mean scores for the other two conditions were higher (and calculated out of 6), and 

therefore closer to ceiling performance. Despite the lack of statistical significance, a higher mean for 

the GC in the delayed post-tests shows a tendency for students to improve in this condition. Very 

similar, or even slightly worse means, in the VA condition across tests could indicate that instruction 

was not as effective for this particular point of grammar. 

 

Table 3. Delayed post-test means of correct responses with standard deviations for the UPR group and 

the PPR group. 

 

UPR group PPR group 

p Mean (SD) Mean (SD) 

Total score 11.57 (3.1) 14.13(2.7) .004* 

GC 3.39 (2.3) 4.43(1.9) 
.102 

PL 4(1.2) 5.09 (1.1) 
.003* 

VA 4.17 (1.1) 4.61(1.03) 
.177 

 

 

A limitation of this study is that it was decided not to make comparisons involving the post-test as a 

part of this examination, the main reason being that the post-test is estimated to be more difficult than 

                                                      
2 This legend applies to all tables. 
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the pre-test. This difference was seen as a potential threat to construct validity, as explained in section 

3.4, since the post-test could be deemed an invalid tool for assessing grammatical improvement in this 

particular case. In this regard, it is worth mentioning that due to time constraints of only one week and 

fearing that students might answer test questions from memory, the post-test was designed to be 

different from the pre-test. Unfortunately, a close look at the results can raise the question whether the 

difficulty level for both tests is comparable. This can be seen, for example, in resulting answers 

regarding plural nouns: both groups scored worse in plurals on the post-test than they did on the pre-

test as seen in Tables 4 and 5. The plurals of items with an irregular past like “deer” and “sheep” 

seemed to yield more incorrect answers in the post-test than the plurals of “country” and “story” 

(whose plurals are closer to the paradigm) on the pre-test. Therefore, the primary foci of results for this 

study are the pre-test and the delayed post-test.  

 

Although the comparison of one group to the other already allows to answer the research question, it 

can also be of interest to this study to compare pre-test and delayed post-tests scores within each of the 

groups. This can help paint a more accurate picture of instruction success or failure. Regarding intra-

group comparisons, have these groups improved significantly between the pre-test and the delayed 

post-test? To explore this, a paired samples t-test per group was conducted. The UPR group almost 

reached statistical significance overall with a p-value of .055 and attained significance for the genitive 

case, as shown in Table 4. Regarding plurals and subject-verb agreement, the group was unsuccessful 

in attaining significant improvement. Recall that the pre-test score for GC was a low 1.87 based on 

nine questions, allowing ample room for improvement. The PL and VA were 3.43 and 4.13 out of six 

questions, which left less room for improvement. 

 

Table 4. UPR group comparison of the pre-test and the delayed post-test means with standard 

deviations. 

 

 

UPR group 

Pre-test Delayed post-test  

p Mean (SD) Mean (SD) 

 

Total score 9.43 (3.3) 11.57 (3.1) .055 

GC 1.87 (2.3) 3.39 (2.3) 
.042* 

PL 3.43 (1.7) 4(1.2) 
.163 

VA 4.13 (1.01) 4.17 (1.1) 
.903 

 

As can be seen in Table 5, all of the results for the PPR group are better than for the UPR group, 

showing significant improvement overall in all categories except for VA. Although the mean for VA 

actually shows a statistical reduction, it is not statistically significant. In addition, the initial VA mean 

of 5.04 out of six questions left arguably little area for improvement. 
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Table 5. PPR Group comparison of the pre-test and the delayed post-test means 

 

 

PPR group 

Pre-test Delayed post-test  

p Mean (SD) Mean (SD) 

 

Total score 11.52 (3.9) 14.13(2.7) .029* 

GC 2.48 (2.3) 4.43(1.9) 
.002* 

PL 4 (1.6) 5.09 (1.1) 
.042* 

VA 5.04 (1.2) 4.61(1.03) 
.179 

 

For a summary of all means across tests, conditions, and groups, please go to Appendix 10. 

 

As for the second research question, exploring whether peer response can possibly produce any 

additional rewards and what those could they be. It is of interest to note that both peer response groups 

produced some written forms of peer feedback during the instruction phase on the worksheets. These 

written peer responses are categorized utilizing the three levels of Gan’s peer response theory. Within 

the UPR group only one instance of written peer response was produced in the worksheet for the 

genitive case. It is easily characterized as exhibiting characteristics of level 1 – task. It states that the 

answer is wrong and how it should be in order to be counted as correct. This is a good example of 

Gan’s terminal feedback. What is missing is an explanation of why an answer is incorrect by using 

language strategies or self-evaluation.  

 

In the PPR group, there were 28 cases of written peer response. While the vast majority are task level 

(22 in all), five of them are process level and/or self-regulation level. The plural worksheet contains 

the most with 20 in total – 18 are task level (simply correcting the error). Of the two higher level 

feedback responses, one is arguably self-regulation level as the student states that he/she did not read 

the whole sentence and therefore misunderstood the meaning. This is a clear example of going beyond 

right and wrong to developing a possible strategy and self-reflection of their own learning. The second 

example of higher feedback also exhibits traits of process level feedback as well as self-regulation 

feedback. The participant explains it as follows “…brushs should be brushes because if it ends in sh 

which is an “s” sound so therefore it has to be es”. The student is reflecting on the phonetics of the 

language as an explanation for pluralizing the word “brush”. He/she is examining the use of the 

language and creating a strategy for its understanding. This can also be viewed as a form of self-

regulation as the student is evaluating given information and reflecting over it.  
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The genitive case worksheet displayed the second highest frequency of written feedback – five in total. 

Two of the instances are task level, two are process level and one shows signs of the self-regulation 

level. The two process levels examples explain that the apostrophe could go before or after the “s”, 

depending on if the subject is singular or plural; this is a correct assumption as the sentence leaves it 

uncertain. The self-regulation level example, similar to the process level examples, questions whether 

the subject is singular or plural. However, the student takes it a step further by reflecting over and 

evaluating whether the subjects in the sentence – in this case grandfathers – live together; if they did it 

would be plural. This demonstrates an example of Gan’s (2011) self-checking at the self-regulation 

level (p.158).  

 

The subject verb agreement worksheet produced the least number of written feedback with only two 

examples, all are level one – task displaying terminal feedback. What the examples of these three 

worksheets show is a clear tendency towards a progressive model of peer response which rises above 

simply verifying if an answer is right or wrong and moves to students developing learning strategies. 

In some instances, it also displays students evaluating provided information and reflecting on it in a 

form of self-regulation which is in line with Skolverket’s objectives of urging students to increase 

their involvement and influence over their own educational process. 

 

5. Discussion and Conclusions 

In this section, I summarize the main results of this study according to the research question and relate 

them to previous research findings. In addition, I discuss their implications for pedagogy in the 

classroom. Finally, I present some limitations and possible suggestions for improving this study.   

The primary inquiry that this study strove to examine was if prompted peer response led to 

improvement in grammar tests by reducing grammatical errors compared to unprompted peer 

response. The statistical results from this work suggest that there is in fact an advantage of prompted 

peer response in reducing grammatical errors, as indicated by a higher gain in comparing the mean of 

each group taken before and after the instruction. It should be noted that both peer response groups 

made progress, though arguably greater gains were made in the PPR group.  

The results from this study on the use of prompted peer response and peer response in general as being 

effective in reducing students’ grammatical errors further supports prior claims (Ashok, 2012; 

Balderas, 2018; Gan,2011; Itmeizeh, 2016; Nguyen, 2018; Rahimi, 2013; Sippel & Jackson 2015; 

among others). The focus of previous works was primarily on essay writing, and to the best knowledge 
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of this researcher, only one study has focused solely on the improvement of grammatical errors using 

an AR model as this essay does - Ashok (2012). He also makes use of an action research model to test 

grammatical errors in essay writing and uses the results to guide teaching in his classroom or school. 

His results showed an improvement in the reduction of student grammatical errors (p. 70). 

This study allows to offer insights on another aspect which has been claimed in previous research: the 

benefit of long-term gains from peer response, as proposed by Sippel & Jackson (2015) and Rahimi 

(2013). They noted improvements in students’ grammar and writing that extended long after the peer 

response training was complete. An interesting finding of Sippel & Jackson (2015) is that students 

displayed superior long-term grammatical improvements in certain areas as compared to a teacher 

feedback group (p.700). As the delayed post-test for this inquiry was conducted more than one month 

after the initial pre-test and yielded improved results as revealed by the data, this might suggest that 

there were at least medium-term benefits for both peer response groups, and more so for the group that 

received instruction. This finding could further support the suggested use of this method of peer 

response in the classroom, as will be argued in the following paragraph. 

In examining the individual means for each test and group, a more precise image of these students’ 

strengths and weaknesses can be viewed. The statistical results for the use of the genitive case displays 

that, although both groups made the most progress in this area of all three tested grammatical 

categories, it was the PPR group that made more of an improvement. The statistical mean for plurals 

also demonstrates that both groups made progress, with the PPR group again making more 

improvement than the UPR group. Concerning subject-verb agreement, the results were mixed: the 

PPR group’s performance mean actually decreased from the pre-test by 0.4 while the UPR group made 

improvements of 0.4 as compared to the pre-test.   

A secondary issue for this essay was contingent upon positive results in the first question: if prompted 

peer response leads to improvement in grammar tests by reducing grammatical errors compared to 

unprompted peer response, does prompted peer response produce any additional rewards besides 

reducing grammatical errors? What are those rewards? The answer to the primary research question 

has shown to suggest that prompted peer response aids in the reduction of grammar errors in grammar 

tests. Additional rewards of peer response beyond simple error correction have been observed, in a 

qualitative manner, in this essay, but to better understand them a review of Gan’s (2011) theory is 

necessary. 

As previously discussed in this paper, Gan (2011) divides peer response into three separate levels: (1) 

task, (2) process, and (3) self-regulation. Failure to reach these three levels is a result of “terminal 

feedback” when unprompted or untrained students only attempt to find out if an answer is right or 

wrong and stop there (p. 158). By prompting students to discuss their peer responses either verbally or 

in written form, Gan (2011) argues that students are more likely to adopt a progressive approach. This 

is signified by going beyond the task level, which only asks if the answer is correct, and hopefully 
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proceeds to the higher levels of peer response such as the process level, characterized by procedural 

knowledge – which attempts to answer what is wrong and why. The highest level is self-regulation, 

characterized by conditional knowledge – how can the student monitor her own learning and evaluate 

the information provided by the other student (p.158-159). With regard to the form of peer response, 

written peer response does have some clear advantages over spoken, as it (1) gives readers and writers 

more time for collaborating with each other, (2) creates a written record which can be utilized later, (3) 

gives students the opportunity to practice writing persuasively and explicitly, and (4) it allows the 

teacher more opportunities to observe individual and group progress in the classroom (Rollinson, 

2005, p. 27).   

 

The primary results of this paper support the existing research in this area that prompted peer response 

leads to a reduction in student’s grammatical errors. Perhaps more importantly, the results suggest that 

it also aids students in developing a progressive approach to peer response which ultimately can lead 

to students developing learning strategies and self-reflection over their own learning process. These 

advantages aid students beyond simply learning grammar rules and can result in long-term 

improvements such as developing and enhancing critical thinking skills (Rahimi, 2013, p.16), 

improving “sociolinguistic, linguistic, strategic and discourse aspects of communication” (Hansen & 

Liu, 2002, p. 38) and can even benefit less proficient learners (Sippel & Jackson, 2015 p. 688). All of 

these potential benefits coincide with Skolverket’s goals for students in the Swedish educational 

system of empowering students to take responsibility for their academics and giving them greater 

influence over the educational process. Teaching peer response might be time consuming, but the 

current research as well as the findings of this paper suggest that it is worthwhile to pursue. Indeed, 

students well versed in the workings of peer response might even save precious class time thus 

allowing other academic activities to be taken up in the classroom that there normally might not be 

time for. 

 Some closing thoughts for this essay are suggested improvements for future implementation of this 

type of study as well some pedagogical implications. The limitation of time is one of the key 

deficiencies of this study. It would have been beneficial to conduct longer studies and collect more 

results to lend further support to the results of the present study. In addition, more time devoted to 

teaching peer response modelling, peer/teacher prompting methods and peer response in general would 

arguably greatly benefit this study. The methodological difference in the way the data was gathered is 

also a limitation of the study. This relates chiefly to the dynamics of pair vs. group work which is 

different, and so is the type and amount of feedback that can be provided for each case.  
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Appendix 1: Pre-test 

 

Fill in the correct form of the word in parentheses in the blank space. 

 

1. This is ______ book. (Peter) 

2. There ____ many people at the show.  (was or were) 

3. Let's go to the ______. (Smith) 

4. There were many ______ in the pasture. (sheep) 

5.  Everybody ____ pleased. (was or were) 

6. Twenty-five _________ ran after the chickens. (fox) 

7. The ________room is upstairs. (Children) 

8. We took many ______ with our parents. (trip) 

9. How many ______ there? (was or were) 

10. ________sister is twelve years old. (John) 

11. There ____ no trouble at the party. (was or were) 

12. _______shoes are on the second floor. (Men) 

13. There _______ no trouble at the party. (was or were) 

14. My ________ car was not expensive. (parents) 

15. It ____ the boys who took it. (was or were) 

16. _______ CD player is new. (Charles) 

17. How many _________ have you visited? (country) 

18. This is the _____ bike. (boy) 

19. There are twenty-five short ______ in this book. (story) 

20. These are all the _____ pencils. (boys) 

21. Many soldiers lost their _________ during this war. (life) 

22. The dog, one of many, ________ there. (was or were) 
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Appendix 2: Post-test 

 

Fill in the correct form of the word in parentheses in the blank space. 

 

1. This is ______ car. (Bob) 

2. There ____ many dogs at the show.  (was or were) 

3. Let's go to the ______ house for fun. (Johnson) 

4. There were many ______ in the lake at the end of summer. (geese) 

5.  No one _______ happy with the test results. (was or were) 

6. ten _________ were present at the party. (wife) 

7. The ________bathroom is in the basement. (girl) 

8. We took many ______ with our grandparents to Europe. (vacation) 

9. How many ______ cars are there in the parking lot? (was or were) 

10. ________ brother is always creative. (Richard) 

11. There ______ lots of candy at Mary’s party. (was or were) 

12. _______clothing are on the second floor. (women) 

13. It _______ possible to do it during the morning. (was or were) 

14. My ________ boat was at the beach. (mom) 

15. It _______ the man who borrowed the book. (was or were) 

16. _______ radio is older than mine. (Bess) 

17. How many _________ have you collected? (knife) 

18. This is the _____ house. (girls) 

19. There are twenty ______ in the forest. (deer) 

20. These are the _____ pencils. (child) 

21. Many divorced their _________ during this war. (wife) 

22. The boy, one of many, ________ there. (was or were) 
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Appendix 3: Delayed post-test 

 

Fill in the correct form of the word in parentheses in the blank space. 

 

1. There ____ many people at the show.  (was or were) 

2. Let's go to Mr. ______. (Smith) 

3. There were many ______ in the pasture. (sheep) 

4.  Everybody ____ pleased. (was or were) 

5. Twenty-five _________ ran after the chickens. (fox) 

6. How many ______ there? (was or were) 

7. ________sister is twelve years old.(John) 

8. There ____ no trouble at the party. (was or were) 

9. _______shoes are on the second floor. (Men) 

10. The ________room is upstairs. (Children) 

11. My ________ car was not expensive. (parents) 

12. It ____ the boys who took it. (was or were) 

13. _______ CD player is new. (Charles) 

14. How many _________ have you visited? (country) 

15. This is the _____ bike. (boy) 

16. We took many ______ with our parents. (trip) 

17. This is ______ book. (Peter) 

18. There are twenty-five short ______ in this book. (story) 

19. These are all the _____ pencils. (boys) 

20. Many soldiers lost their _________ during this war. (life) 

21. The dog, one of many, ________ there. (was or were) 
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Appendix 4: Genitive case worksheet 

 
 
Place the apostrophe in the correct place. 

 

1. Im late. 

2. Rahuls brother is an architect. 

3. He is going to his grandmothers place. 

4. Do you know when shell come? 

5. Heres our bus. 

6. Wholl bell the cat? 

7. Youre my best friend. 

8. My grandfathers not keeping well. 

9. Wheres the station? 

10. Whats your problem? 

11. Somebodys coming. 
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Appendix 5: Plural nouns worksheet 

 
 
Choose the appropriate plural form of the word to fill in the blank 

 

 
1. How many ________ have you visited? (country) 

2.  I saw two _______ on the way here. (wolf) 

3. Where are my_____? (key) 

4. There are twenty-five short ________in this book. (story) 

5. Buy me three _______ of potatoes, please. (kilo) 

6. I'd like two tooth-________, please. (brush) 

7.  Those ______ are really nasty. (fly) 

8. Try to put it all on these two _______. (shelf) 

9. There are no _______ in the woods. (cuckoo) 

10. ______ will be boys. (Boy) 

11. Many soldiers lost their _______ during this war. (life) 

12. There were 100 _______ in the pasture. (sheep) 

13. There were many __________ tomatoes in the basket. (tomato) 
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Appendix 6: Subject verb agreement worksheet 

 

Place the correct form of was or were in the blank space. 

 

 
1. I _____in Canberra last spring.     

    

2. We _____at school last Saturday.     

   

3. Tina ______ at home yesterday.     

    

4. He and she ______ happy.     

    

5. Robert and Stan _______ Garry's friends.    

    

6. You _______ very busy on Friday.     

    

7. They ______in front of the supermarket.    

    

8. I ______ in the museum.     

    

9. She ______ in South Africa last month.    

   

10. Jessica and Kimberly ______ late for school.  

  

11. The dog, one of many, _______ ready to go for a walk. 
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Appendix 7: UPR Group Instructions 

 

 
1. Work individually on your assignments on your worksheets. 

2. Upon completion, work with your group 

a. Review and correct each other’s work using the checklist below: 

Peer checklist 

Point out any of the following that you find: 

1. Misspelled words 

2. Grammatical mistakes 

3. Punctuation errors 

4. Sentence structure  

3. After using the peer checklist, discuss your results with the person whose work that you reviewed. 
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Appendix 8: PPR Group Instructions 

 
 
 

1. Work individually on your assignments on your worksheets 

2. Upon completion, work with your assigned partner  

a. Review and correct each other’s work using the checklist below: 

Peer checklist 

Point out any of the following that you find: 

1. Misspelled words 

2. Grammatical mistakes 

3. Punctuation errors 

4. Sentence structure 

3.  After using the peer checklist, discuss your results with the person whose work that you 

reviewed. 

4. For each incorrect answer, write why it is wrong on your partner's paper 

5. When you have completed and corrected the worksheet or writing, come and see me in pairs 

with your work in hand. 
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Appendix 9: Form of consent 

 

 

 
MEDGIVANDE 

 

Kära elev, 

 

Jag heter Michael Melanson, och som en del av min lärarutbildning på Stockholms universitet skriver 

jag ett examensarbete om språkinlärning i engelska på högstadiet. Syftet med min forskningsstudie är 

att samla information om hur elever förvärvar grammatiska kunskaper, på olika sätt genom olika 

undervisningsmetoder. För att göra detta behöver jag samla in data från klassrumsundervisning vilket 

ska utgöra underlaget för studien. All data kommer att behandlas konfidentiellt och helt anonymt. 

 

Jag deltar frivilligt i studien och medger att jag fått denna information om forskningsstudien i ämnet 

engelska. 

 

Underskrift, 

 

........................................................................... 
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Appendix 10: Summary of all means across tests, 

conditions, and groups 

 
 
 
Table 6. Correct response means and corresponding standard deviations for the UPR group for each of 

the tests and conditions3 

UPR group 

 GC PL VA TOTAL 

 mean SD mean SD mean SD mean SD 

PRE 1.87 2.28 3.43 1.73 4.13 1.01 9.43 3.30 

POS 3.35 2.81 2.30 1.58 4.13 1.06 9.78 3.98 

DPOS 3.39 2.35 4 1.21 4.17 1.11 11.57 3.07 

 

Table 7. Correct response means and corresponding standard deviations for the PPR group for each of 

the tests and conditions 

UPR group 

 GC PL VA TOTAL 

 mean SD mean SD mean SD mean SD 

PRE 2.48 2.25 4 1.62 5.04 1.19 11.52 3.96 

POS 3.61 2.25 3.13 1.36 4.48 0.95 11.22 3.45 

DPOS 4.43 1.85 5.09 1.12 4.61 1.03 14.13 2.69 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      
3 Please note that the means (along with their standard deviations) reported in the light-blue cells in both 

tables correspond to the post-test. These values, included here for the sake of completion, are not 

reported nor discussed in the study for the reasons that were provided on page 23. 
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