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Abstract

The present thesis aims to describe teenagerseasguewers and explore
possible benefits of giving feedback. My study wasried out in two EFL
classrooms in year eight in a Swedish lower seagndgehool, where the
pupils were engaged with the written task to wareinformative reply letter
in English. The teaching unit included negotiatiarisa joint criteria list,
feedback training, peer review, and the produatibfirst and final drafts of
the reply letter. Data were collected from mult§pkources: texts produced
in class, audio- and video-recordings, questiomsaind interviews.

My main findings suggest that pupils can learn abaiting from giving
feedback. By adopting a reader perspective, thésprgsed their genre and
audience awareness. Moreover, the peer-reviewdg lefpers served as
inspiration both in terms of transfer of structusach as rhetorical organisa-
tion, and of ideas and content. Self-reports indidahat the pupils in my
study enhanced their ability to self-assess andtleéir own writing, which
suggests that transferable skills were developedrasult of peer review. As
regards micro-level aspects of writing, reading aochmenting on peers’
reply letters seemed to influence a smaller nunolbgupils to transfer pat-
terns and spelling. In their role as peer reviewdrs pupils successfully
identified strengths and weaknesses in their pamiitihg, but the feedback
comments did not include much specific formativieimation.

My findings contribute to research on L2 writingdapeer feedback by
showing that younger learners can benefit fromngjvieedback. This is
significant since previous research has mainly lzeened out at university
and college level. In addition, by combining terlyses, classroom obser-
vation and pupils’ self-reports, my study offerscamprehensive understand-
ing of peer review.

Key words: peer feedback; peer review; feedback training; Biiting;
revision changes; genre-based writing instructiol@ssroom research
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1 Introduction

1.1 Background

Today, many young Europeans encounter the Englispulage not only in

school, but also through social media and intencaltexchanges (Berns, de
Bot & Hasebrink, 2007). Thus, as a teenager in piibis possible to take
part in a multitude of situations where Englishdiions as a lingua franca;
Berns et al. refer to these opportunities as thaltiraptional presence of

English” (2007, p. 114). The use of the term “molttional” indicates that

the use of English is determined by the teenagevs’ interests and needs;
individual choices guide their language use anchieg. Thus, these teenag-
ers are in many ways in charge of their own languagrning.

Swedish teenagers in particular are exposed toaraxmal English
through, for example, music, video games, TV, filnamd the Internet
(Sundgvist, 2009). Consequently, their proficieheyel is relatively high,
especially in terms of reading and listenififpe European Survey on Lan-
guage Competences (ESLkolverket, 2012b), which was carried out in
the last year of Swedish compulsory school, evatl&wedish pupils’ pro-
ficiency as relatively advanced; for the receptkdls, the majority of the
pupils reached level B2 as defined in ®@mmon European Framework of
References (CEFRRanging from Al to C2, this scale identifies Englis
language users as “basic” (A), “independent” (B),moficient” (C); thus,
B2 denotes the higher level for proficient usersyxil of Europe, 2001, p.
23).

This high level of English language proficiency argdeenagers implies
new challenges for EFL teachers; they need to rnieeexpectations and
needs of teenagers who consider themselves compestens of English and
may resist the notion of school English. In facte dourth of the pupils in
the last year of compulsory school in Sweden esaetthat they did not
have the opportunity to show their English-languaiélls in school
(Skolverket, 2008). In order to cater for theseilslpeeds, it is hecessary to
adapt teaching to the teenagers’ expectationgnmstef offering challenging
and useful tasks, for example, by targeting stusdgmbductive skills to help
the teenagers develop a multifaceted communicatwepetence. However,
school instruction can also acknowledge the teasagale as active agents
in their own learning process. One way of addres#iis issue is to invite
the teenage students to take an active part irassessment practice, for



instance by implementing student-centred learnictivities as an integral
part of the teaching. My study, which was carried io two Swedish EFL
classrooms, addressed this challenge by explorowy éngaging in peer
review can benefit pupils’ written ability.

Student-centred approaches to assessment, as dgpdsaditional eval-
uations performed by teachers, are conventionalliected under the um-
brella term “alternative assessment” (Brown, 2004rarson & Apelgren,
2011). Research studies devoted to different aspettpeer and self-
assessment are plentiful; however, these methods Y&t to be established
in practice. The use of peer and self-assessmettieinsecond language
classroom entails loosening the teachers’ gripssessment and inviting the
students into the practice and guild knowledge I&adl989; Topping,
2009), and some teachers express uncertaintiesdnegahe implementation
and efficacy of self- and peer review (Bruffee, 49Bullock, 2011; Cho &
MacArthur, 2011; Oscarson & Apelgren, 2011). Thistriue also for the
current situation in Sweden; assessment practitéshwnclude active en-
gagement by students have low priority in secondatyool (Oscarson &
Apelgren, 2011).

The impact of various approaches to peer assessmedetrning has re-
ceived much attention, and numerous studies hangilooted to the under-
standing of student involvement in the assessmeattipe of second lan-
guage writing. These studies have, for example pewed various aspects of
teacher and peer feedback respectively (Paulug; ¥98and, 2000; Saito &
Fujita, 2004; Yang, Badger & Yu, 2006; Matsuno, 20@&xamined the im-
pact of received peer comments on revision (Cofndtsenavage, 1994;
Paulus, 1999; Tsui & Ng, 2000; Min, 2006; Diab, @02011) and evaluated
the effects of peer-review training (Stanley, 198B2rg, 1999; Min, 2005).
However, the research to date has tended to fattertiary-level education
and students enrolled in second language writingsss. This is problemat-
ic, as the context and conditions of secondary @cdimstruction differ from
that of university on a number of accounts, suchcape, time available for
a specific task, and the pupils’ proficiency levEhis difference has been
acknowledged by Rahimi who suggests that in “resstooms” peer review
needs to form an integral part of the syllabus 8@l 87). Finally, the focal
point of most studies concerning peer review hanlike students who re-
ceive the feedback (e.g. Tsui & Ng, 2000; Kamim®@06), and thus the
possible benefits for the other party involved hie peer assessment activi-
ties, i.e. the reviewer, is underexplored.

To sum up, the widespread use of English outsidecthssroom entails
new challenges for EFL instruction. One way of rimggthe pupils’ expecta-
tions is to recognise that they are, to a largergxkey agents in their own
learning. Thus, by integrating student-centredrliegy activities as part of
teaching and learning in the classroom, the pupiight be able to contrib-
ute to their own learning within the school contéithile there are many
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studies which have explored different aspects ef peedback in relation to
L2 writing (e.g. Paulus, 1999; Min, 2005; Yang €t2006; Lundstrom &
Baker, 2009), more research is needed into youlegeners and the use of
peer review in secondary school.

1.2 Aims and research questions

The purpose of my study is to contribute to the aemstinding of pupils’
learning from giving feedback. Based on the notbmssessment as learn-
ing (e.g. Lundahl, 2010; Earl, 2013), a pedagogmarvention in the form
of a series of lessons was planned and implemeiitad. intervention in-
cluded negotiations of a joint criteria list, feadk training, peer reviewing
in consensus groups with written feedback, andotbduction of a first and
final draft of a written task. The theoretical frework for this study stresses
the communicative purpose of the task, by combisiogjocultural theories
on learning and a genre-based approach to teaching.

The research reported in this thesis is a quald@atiassroom study with a
case study approach. The study has a dual aino #lpscribe the young
learners as peer reviewers, and 2) to explore patdmenefits of giving
feedback. The following research questions guidesl ihvestigation, by
informing data collection and analysis:

1. How do pupils respond to the feedback training?

a. How do the pupils understand the task and learmirigomes?

b. To what extent do the pupils include formative mfiation in
the feedback comments?

2. What do pupils learn about writing from giving féedk?

a. What do the pupils learn about writing in termsstriucture
and rhetorical organisation; content and idea agreknt; and
micro-level aspects of writing?

3. How can these findings be understood in light ef¢dtassroom ac-
tivities and the pupils’ perception of learning?

Whereas questions 1 and 2 focus on the outcomtsrims of the feed-
back comments produced in class (1) and the implapeer review on the
pupils’ own writing (2), question 3 includes a ma@mprehensive perspec-
tive, by relating these findings to teaching anel plupils’ self-perception of
learning from giving feedback.



1.3 Outline of thesis

My thesis begins with a presentation of the thecamefframework, which

contributes to the research design as well asrttezpretation and under-
standing of my findings. Next, previous researcbusing on the peer re-
viewer and feedback training is outlined, with fh&pose of providing an
overview of the research field. The Methodologytisecdescribes data col-
lection and analysis in relation to the researcbstjans. This section also
includes a description of the participants and ithplementation of the

teaching unit.

The Findings section presents the results of thestep analysis: first,
the analysis of the first and second research igmsstvhich broadly repre-
sent the outcome of the peer-review activity, ascbad, the analysis of the
third research question which entails a triangafatf these findings in light
of observation data and pupils’ self-perceptionghsgquently, my findings
are discussed within the context of previous reseand theories. The last
section summarises the main findings and my cauioh to the field of
research and practice.



2 Theoretical framework

The theoretical framework for this study combinearfelements: 1) soci-
ocultural theory, 2) communicative language teagh{@LT) and genre-
based writing instruction (GBWI), 3) English asaedign language (EFL)
writing, and 4) assessment theory. This sectiosgms each of these ele-
ments and explains how they fit together and cbute to this study by ad-
dressing the different parts of the research qouest{Section 1.2), and in-
forming the research design (Section 4.2).

As will be shown below, sociocultural theories e¢dnite to our under-
standing of learning, both in relation to peer eswias a collaborative learn-
ing activity, and the operationalisation of leagim my study. CLT and
GBWI supply a framework for the teaching unit, itee intervention, by
emphasising the communicative purpose of the writtesk, and providing
an explicit approach to teaching and learning. Triaisiework also facilitates
the interpretation of the outcomes with respecth impact of teaching.
Furthermore, EFL writing plays a significant roler the evaluation of the
pupils’ potential learning from giving feedbacknklily, assessment theory,
both in relation to teacher and peer feedback,igesvinsights into the dif-
ferent purposes of assessment, as well as a dmfiot feedback.

2.1 Sociocultural theories

My study is rooted in social cultural theories e&ining, which imply that
language learning is closely linked to social iatéion (Mitchell & Myles,
2000). These theories stem from the works of Vyigotsn child develop-
ment (e.g. 1978) which have been interpreted amstormed by other psy-
chologists since they were written in the early @90ndeed, today some
strands differ widely from the original writingsné it has been suggested
that the term neo-Vygotskyan is more appropriatelémoting contemporary
uses (Mitchell & Myles, 2000). This section focusesthe aspects of soci-
ocultural theories which deal with language leagrémd interpersonal rela-
tions. Relevant concepts for my study include sddiifig, zone of proximal
development (ZPD), imitation and learning.

The communicative classroom, used to describedtimg of my study as
a classroom where language use is stressed (Sdctidy, is in line with the
sociocultural perspective on language learning wheatails that learning
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and meaningful use of language cannot be separbites, student interac-
tion and dialogue are significant classroom aéésit{Lundahl, 2010). This
inclusion of the pupil voice and perspective cavdie referred to as multi-
voicedness (Dysthe, 2002), implying that teachimgl dearning is co-
constructed by the teacher and the pupils. Learoaugrs as students move
from other-regulation to self-regulation: "success¢earning involves a shift
from collaborative inter-mental activity to autonons intra-mental activity”
(Mitchell & Myles, 2000, p. 195). This process igported or, in Vygotsky-
an terms, scaffolded, by other people.

In school contexts, this support is described asraplex activity with a
multitude of purposes, such as raising interestpkiying, focusing the aim,
indicating gaps in relation to standard and modgl(MWood, Bruner & Ross,
1976), and these activities have also been exploredfferent L2 contexts
(e.g. Aljafreeh & Lantolf, 1994; van Lier, 1996).ri@nally, scaffolding
denoted the guidance provided by adults or “mopabke peers” (Vygotsky,
1978, p. 86), i.e. an asymmetrical novice-expedti@ship in which the
expert possesses a clear sense of directions asdicuosly guides the nov-
ice towards this aim. However, more recent intégtiens have challenged
the conventional understanding of scaffolding as@ascious interplay be-
tween an expert and a novice (c.f. Donato, 1994tdlf 2000), by suggest-
ing that this relationship can be symmetrical.

This reinterpretation is obviously relevant for thederstanding of stu-
dents’ learning from peer assessment activitiededd, Swain, Brooks &
Tocalli-Beller (2002) reviewed several studies wahimcluded peer-peer
dialogue, and concluded that this collaboration roediate second language
learning. Similar techniques as the ones descrilyedVood et al. (1976)
were employed by participants engaged with symueatipeer scaffolding
(Donato, 1994). Lantolf (2000) acknowledges that #upport can come
from “someone else” (p. 17), thus, omitting theiowtof a “more capable”
person from the original definition (Vygotsky, 197&his symmetrical rela-
tionship has also been referred to as mutual ot jgcaffolding (Donato,
1994). The fact that no expert is present mightrsgeoblematic from a
learning perspective, but this reciprocal suppart instead be understood as
if “people working jointly are able to co-construazintexts in which exper-
tise emerges as a feature of the group” (Lanto®O2 p. 17).

One aspect which differentiates sociocultural thesofrom other learning
theories is the interest in the learners’ poterd@telopment, as opposed to
their actual level: “sociocultural perspective feea on the conditions for the
possibility of learning” (Gipps, 1999, p. 374). ke, the purpose of scaf-
folding is to stretch the learners’ progress byvijaimg support within their
zone of proximal development (ZPD). The ZPD wagio&lly defined as
“the distance between the actual developmental keveletermined by inde-
pendent problem solving and the level of potendievelopment as deter-



mined through problem solving under adult guidarmejn collaboration
with more capable peers” (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 86).

This focus on potential development and collaborais somewhat prob-
lematic from an educational perspective, especiaithin the context of
institutionalised assessment, since summative atrahs resulting in scores
or grades neither take into account the processatow too much help
(Gipps, 1999). However, the purpose of scaffoldidmch targets the ZPD is
to promote further learning, which is in line witte purpose of assessment
for learning, which forms part of the learning pess, and assessment as
learning, which is characterised by student intéwvas (Section 2.4).

In order to take potential development into accp@ipps suggests that
the focus is shifted from “typical performance™hest performance”, where
the latter is supported by external aid (1999,7%%)3In school settings, turn-
ing to outside sources for help during tests analhrexis traditionally la-
belled plagiarism or cheating. Conversely, imitatis one of the corner-
stones of sociocultural views on learning. Childdewelop their language in
interaction with adults by imitating the interlootd’ use of language
(Strandberg, 2006). This is applicable also forlé&ning; for instance, it is
normal that L2 learners imitate and use languagmenhts before they actu-
ally understand them (Lantolf, 2005). Within scha@ointexts, Strandberg
(2006) suggests that pupils’ imitation can be datifrom two distinct study
techniques: one focusing on remembering facts arsdvers, and another
focusing on understanding patterns and solving lpros. Whereas the for-
mer denotes a more shallow learning, the lattesilsrd deeper understand-
ing mediated by, among other things, collaboration.

The teaching unit in my study revolved around thektto write an in-
formative reply letter. The pupils wrote two subsewt drafts, and the revi-
sion changes that they made to the first draft wersidered signs of learn-
ing. This is in line with learning as defined withsociocultural theories:
learning takes place in performance, which enthds a sign of learning is,
for example, the use of new concepts in discousseain & Lapkin, 1998;
Mitchell & Myles, 2000). The operationalisation tEfarning used in my
study is related to the idea of imitation; the psipievision changes were
cross-referenced to the activity of giving feedhaick. the assessment of
peers’ reply letters, in order to determine whettiés activity could have
triggered the alterations (Section 4.4.3).

The definition of learning as a change in perforogahas been criticised
for suggesting that learning is "local, individwald short-term” (Mitchell &
Myles, 2000, p. 222). However, even if this focus ahanges over short
periods of time needs to be acknowledged by rekeesqLantolf, 2005),
this is not really an issue since “the fact tharmers are able to control the
feature, if only briefly, indicates that it is withtheir ZPD” (Lantolf, 2005,
p. 345). Thus, it corresponds with the idea thaepimal performance is em-
phasised in sociocultural theories.



This section has focused on some concepts fronosatiral theories
which are relevant for the understanding of leayrirom peer collaboration:
scaffolding defined as an asymmetrical relationshiich includes peer-
peer discussions and negotiations; the idea ohtiatalevelopment and the
ZPD which corresponds with classroom assessmembtoote learning; and
imitation as part of the learning process. Lastigultural theories also
contribute to the operationalisation of learningrin study.

As mentioned above, sociocultural theories recagtiiat language learn-
ing occurs in interaction, that is, when languagesed for communication.
This is also the foundation for communicative arhrg-based language
teaching, which is presented in the following secti

2.2 Communicative and genre-based language teaching

and learning

The aim of this section is to introduce communigtind genre-based ap-
proaches to language learning and teaching, ardidesow these contrib-
uted to the intervention, i.e. the teaching umtmy study. Different com-
municative approaches to second language teactdggnbto surface from
the 1960s onward as a reaction to methods whidhed&nguage as a con-
struct of a number of discrete items or buildingdils to be memorised and
accumulated before the language could be usedyit@nmunicative situa-
tion (Richards & Rodgers, 2001). Research on fasguage acquisition
challenged this view by showing that declarativewd®dge developed from
language use in meaningful situations rather tharother way around, thus
placing production in first place (van den BrandBygate & Norris, 2009),
as opposed to the Present-Practise-Produce (PB&doure which was fa-
voured by many language teachers. This paradigfnrsts prompted a vari-
ety of approaches to teaching and learning, fomgka content-based in-
struction, text-based instruction, competency-basstruction, task-based
teaching and learning, and genre-based instruction.

The teaching unit, which also constituted the w#ation in my study,
adopted a genre-based approach. Genre-based wiristrgiction (GBWI)
emphasises authenticity, meaning and social iniera¢Richards & Rodg-
ers, 2001; Hyland, 2004) by placing the communieatiurpose of a text in
the foreground. This approach is based on genmthahich recognises
that writing emanates from the purpose, context audience of a text, in-
stead of being guided by specific universal ruldglgnd, 2004). A genre-
based approach is also in line with the most reBadish curriculum, im-
plemented from the autumn term 2011, which high$ighe significance of
language in all school subjects. In order to rexz@ipassing grade in English
in compulsory school, it is now explicitly statesht the pupils should be



able to adapt their language use to context, perposl recipient (Skolver-
ket, 2011a).

Numerous disciplines utilise the term “genre” withnsiderably different
definitions; even within the field of applied linigtics the concept of genre
is not clear-cut. However, a broad definition iatth genre constitutes a “set
of texts that share the same socially recognisegose” (Hyland, 2006, p.
313). There are three distinctive linguistic scisooll genre: Australian Sys-
temic Functional Linguistics (SFL), English for $fic Purposes (ESP) and
the North American New Rhetoric studies (NR) (Hydm®96). The ap-
proaches represented by SFL and ESP are moredtiggiliy and pedagogi-
cally oriented than NR, which tends to focus ongheational context and,
accordingly, challenges the notion that genresteaehable (Flowerdew,
2002).

The school of Australian Systemic Functional Lirggigis, also referred to
as the Sydney School, has had an extensive impasthwol teaching, espe-
cially in Australia. The basis for their pedagogya number of elemental
genres, which form part of school and workplaceciitas. These are ana-
lysed and described according to their purposetegbnmacro-structure and
stages, which are defined as sequences of stefaimticthe organisation
(Ferris, 2011). In order to discern typical micex¢l features of writing, the
functional grammar plays a significant role. Withinis approach a genre is
defined as a “staged goal-oriented social proc€skrtin, 2009, p. 10).
Typical examples are, for instance, recount, niagand procedure and the
main foci for this school are primary and secondsantyool educational gen-
res.

Unlike SFL, English for Specific Purposes is maiobncerned with pro-
fessional and academic genres, which are definedlation to specific dis-
course communities rather than text types. ExampllédsSP genres include
the research proposal, the business letter orabedport. Regarding the
definition of genre within this school, Swales poeps that “[a] genre com-
prises a class of communicative events, the memifershich share some
set of communicative purposes. [...] In addition torgose, exemplars of
genre exhibit various patterns of similarity innsr of structure, style, con-
tent and intended audience.” (1990, p. 58). In Viith the scope covered by
SFL, ESP also encompasses both macro- and micebfatures of writing.
Whereas ESP genres are referred to as “dynamialgwocess[es]” (Bhatia,
1993, p. 16), subjected to constant evolution bynbers of the discourse
community which utilises them, the Sydney Schod baen criticised for
presenting genres as more static forms (Ferris1)2Arom a pedagogical
perspective, this difference entails that ESP amurssually include genre
analysis, which provides transferrable skills toused when students en-
counter new and unknown genres.

The genre perspective adopted in my study drawtherESP approach.
Although the SFL especially targets primary andoadary school educa-

9



tion, and is gaining ground in Swedish as a sedanduage instruction in
Sweden, it is far from established in Swedish stshobhus, the use of a
functional grammar approach in this study wouldéhamtailed a completely
new approach to both teaching and learning foptrécipants.

The ESP approach adopted in my study also entalsthe teaching of
the informative reply letter was based on genrdyaisa Genre analysis is a
useful tool for uncovering the way in which diffategenres are constructed
and applied in a specific discourse community. phmary concern is the
communicative purpose of the genre, and focusolieBow language is used
to convey the text's communicative objective (6Bhatia, 1993, Hyland,
2004). The intention of genre analysis is to infahm teaching and learning
of the genre. In my study, a genre analysis bardéxis produced by pupils
at the same school as the informants, made it lpest adapt the imple-
mentation of the teaching unit to the pupils’ pcaincy level and take their
pre-knowledge into account.

The analytical framework used for the genre analg$ithe informative
reply letter in this study is based on Bronia (200%e analysis was divided
into three parts: First, a contextual analysis we@sducted, primarily based
on my own knowledge of the situation in which tbgts were produced, as
experienced first-hand in the role as teacher éphot study. Second, a
structural or schematic analysis was performed doypparing the various
parts of the corpus texts, focusing on their comicative function. Last, a
lexical analysis was produced, broadly resemblimg part referred to as
“linguistic features” in the framework (Bronia, Z80. 70). The framework
and the genre analysis are presented in Appendix A.

According to Hyland (2004), a genre-based apprdéachriting instruc-
tion has many advantages:

» Itis based on the specific needs of the learmeyding on genres that
the learners are likely to encounter in real-waitdations, whether for
professional, academic or daily purposes.

* It combines both micro- and macro-levels of writity highlighting
textual and contextual aspects, such as genregxico-grammatical
patterns, structure, audience and social purpose.

» It is explicit, which entails providing the learneith transparent and
lucid criteria. This is especially important for Il@arners, aiming to
write for an audience whose context and culturakgeound are dif-
ferent from their own.

» It is supportive and implies cooperation betwees tdkacher and the
students, especially in the initial steps. Scaffajd as defined by
Vygotskian followers, is a key concept in most gebased teaching
models (Section 2.1).

» It is a tool for raising teachers’ genre knowledtpeis improving their
comprehension of writing in a second language.
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Thus, apart from ensuring that the teaching unii@mented in my study
complied with the Swedish curriculum, the genrespective also contribut-
ed to my study in several ways: The teaching ofwthitten task, the in-
formative reply letter, was based on genre anatgsiseet the pupils’ needs.
The explicitness facilitated classroom discussionsuccess criteria - how
do you write a brilliant reply letter? - which weseaffolded by the teacher
and the use of sample texts. Furthermore, GBWI aoasba holistic per-
spective on writing with a more analytical approaghich is useful for
formative assessment (Section 2.4). Also, since ghidy entailed an inter-
vention in collaboration with the teacher, GBWI yided a framework
which facilitated our communication.

The third element which forms part of the theowdtitamework for my
study is EFL writing. The following section preseiatdiscussion about writ-
ing ability, describes writing in Swedish schoohtaxts, and defines suc-
cessful EFL writing.

2.3 EFL writing

2.3.1 The writing ability

The importance of the ability to write in orderde a fully proficient English
language user has become increasingly importait gliitbalisation (Kroll,
2003). Earlier, the purpose of classroom writingswa strengthen the oral
language use and practise grammar and vocabulatytotlay the writing
skill is regarded as an essential piece of comnatinie language use in its
own right (Cushing Weigle, 2002). As a consequenesegarch on L2 writ-
ing and instruction has multiplied in the last dizs (Kroll, 2003); however,
studies including teenage learners are still nedgtifew (Leki, Cumming &
Silva, 2008).

There is no single theory of writing to guide instiors; rather, the field
seems to be occupied by different methods or metbgaks, such as pro-
cess writing or genre pedagogies (Kroll, 2003; ¢&i Williams, 2009).
Furthermore, pinpointing the nature of writing &hils a difficult task, since
the use of writing in society is so diverse, whattails different needs for
different categories and types of L2 learners (G@ustWeigle, 2002). A
useful distinction can be made between three varwientations: text, writ-
er and reader (Hyland, 2009). A text-based approegards texts either as
context independent entities based on grammatidaky or as discourse,
dependent on the writer's intentions. Whereas thenér approach yields
teaching focusing on accuracy, the pedagogical festation of a discourse
approach relies on text analyses of recurrent rivalopatterns in specific
genres. Another approach to L2 writing is the wriidented. This strand
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can be further divided into methods of teachingohtdefine writing as per-
sonal expression, a cognitive process or as aaiweat (Hyland, 2009).

A third orientation, which is in line with the conumicative and genre-
based approach adopted in my study, foregroundsetiaer, thus broaden-
ing the context in comparison to the previously tisered approaches and
defining writing as a social activity. According ittyland (2009), today writ-
ing is viewed as interaction: “modern conceptioas svriting as a social
practice, embedded in the cultural and institutics@ntexts in which it is
produced and the particular uses that are mad& ¢p.i 42). The genre-
based approach emphasises writing as a contexdda@ial practice. At the
same time, the text and the writer remain essegléahents of this practice.

2.3.2 Successful EFL writing

Since there is no universal theory of writing sitdifficult to define success-
ful EFL writing. However, much of the research oritiwg, both in L1 and
L2, has aimed to map how expert writers approadtienrtasks (e.g. Som-
mers, 1980; Skibniewski & Skibniewska, 1986). Amartger things, these
findings show that there are differences in the wet novice and expert
writers plan their work, and in the amount of tiarad effort they dedicate to
different aspects of writing. Hedge (2000) suggéists the three most im-
portant procedures characterising successful \srigee the way they ap-
proach planning, revising, and producing readeethgsrose. These three
stages are both useful and relevant in relationytstudy.

In a reader-oriented genre-based EFL writing apgroevhich my study
adopts, the pre-writing stage is extensive and llysirasolves classroom
discussions about context, purpose and audienpgldtion to the genre of
the writing task, joint sample text deconstructioegonstruction, followed
by a teacher-modelled construction (Hyland, 200#]ividually, a writer's
approach to planning appears to make a differemderims of the overall
quality of the final piece of writing. More expemniged writers tend to plan
their writing more lengthily than inexperienced ters; moreover, they fo-
cus primarily on the global aspects of writing, ls@s organisation and con-
tent (Hedge, 2000), and on possible rhetorical adwi(Flower & Hayes,
1981).

The revision process also plays a significant paduccessful EFL writ-
ing, and the pupils in my study received the oppaty to revise their texts
after having given feedback. Although revision ssially depicted as a sepa-
rate stage of the writing process, it is in readitpbedded in the writing ac-
tivity per se the writers move back and forth in the text ahdnges are
made as a piece of writing evolves. Nonethelesgareh in L1 and L2 has
shown that inexperienced and experienced writeve déstinct ways of ap-
proaching this activity. Inexperienced writers teilodfocus on editing, i.e.
punctuation, spelling, word choice and grammar dlegi & Witte, 1981;
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Lai, 1986), whereas experienced writers attend gmilgnto content and idea
development in order to ensure that their ideasamgeyed (Faigley & Wit-
te, 1981; Skibniewski, 1988). Moreover, less exgrared writers find it
more difficult to describe the rationale behindittadterations, possibly due
to lack of relevant terminology (Sommers, 1980}efastingly, revision is
rarely taught in schools (Porte, 1997), but stuslen¢ generally expected to
complete several drafts. For pedagogical purpdeedback, which normal-
ly precedes revision in school contexts, can ba usedraw the inexperi-
enced writers’ attention to the global aspects ofing, rather than correc-
tions (Chenoweth, 1987).

Last, one of the key components in successful ngriis to consider the
audience (Hedge, 2000; Cho & MacArthur, 2011) al been suggested that
inexperienced writers find it difficult to adapteih texts to potential readers,
whereas more experienced writers can take on thders perspective
(Skibniewski & Skibniewska, 1986; Cho & MacArthi#2011). This might
also explain the different approaches to revisfonexpert writers with the
reader in mind, it is more important that the idasstransferred clearly, and
that the writer’'s intention and the outcome coneer§ostering audience
awareness can pose challenges in education, where is often no real
audience apart from the teacher (James, 1981).

2.3.3 EFL writing in Swedish schools

As mentioned earlier (Sectionl1.1), Swedish pupégel of English language
proficiency in terms of reading and listening igthi Written production,
however, yielded lower results in tR@iropean Survey on Language Compe-
tences (ESLClthough the pupils still held their ground itatéon to other
European countries (Skolverket, 2012b). As oppasdtie receptive skills,
which language learners develop both outside asidenschool, writing is
mainly the product of instruction (Cushing Weigkf02). Consequently,
writing instruction demands special attention.

The written task which constitutes the core of thaching unit imple-
mented in my study has previously been used tesadhe writing ability in
the national standardised test which pupils areiiredq to take in the last
year of compulsory school, year nine. Writing tagksen in Swedish
schools differ on a number of accounts from thé&gabat pupils meet in
international large-scale surveys. Generally, stheding assignments in
Sweden are more open and not as rigid in termmtieat and organisation
as the tasks included in, for exampleSLC (Skolverket, 2012a). Writing
prompts used in Swedish classrooms - and the mdtgtandardised tests -
are “accordion-like” tasks, i.e. tasks construdteduit all proficiency levels.
Moreover, the guidelines are relatively free, whigtables students to inter-
pret the same topic in a range of different waysl, students are encouraged
to write longer texts. In contrast, the writingkssn ESLCwere adapted for
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different levels of proficiency, and clearly guidégt information on pur-
pose, audience and content. These divergences pahy explain why
Swedish pupils received lower scores on the writexys, than reading and
listening. Nevertheless, it is clear that Swedishilg’ written proficiency is
not on a par with the receptive skills; it is, thas important and relevant
object of study.

Writing instruction and assessment pose challefmeteachers in Swe-
den. As mentioned previously, the development aftevr proficiency is
mainly a concern for formal instruction (Cushing idle, 2002), and pupils
are dependent on their teachers’ ability to orgamsisccessful teaching in
order to improve this skill (Skolverket, 2012a).eTresults on written pro-
duction in ESLC within Sweden display significant intraschool waion,
which indicates that there is variability in thefiedcy of the teaching
(Skolverket, 2012a). Furthermore, teachers find desessment of writing
somewhat problematic. For example, the salienceoatent, organisation,
task fulfilment and length (Erickson, 2009) roughiyrrespond to the same
areas which are likely to pose problems for Swedigbdents in international
studies.

However, it appears as if these issues have infkebthe curriculum. The
most recent curriculum for English, implementedrvrautumn 2011, accen-
tuates that the pupils develop their ability to &ptllanguage for different
purposes, recipients and contexts” (Skolverket,1a0%. 32), and, conse-
quently, the assessment of the written part ofnt@onal standardised tests
should include this consideration. In addition, pluils’ instructions include
a word limit (250-500 words) (Skolverket, 2013).

In brief, it is clear that Swedish pupils’ writirahility needs to be put in
the spotlight. Many of the issues touched on hare lme linked to issues
related to the purpose of writing in school and ¢benplexity of this skill.
One in particular is the assessment of writing. Télwing section pro-
vides a background to the different purposes oésssaent in school, pre-
sents the definition of feedback adopted for mydgtiand introduces the
idea of peer and self-assessment in the classroom.

2.4 The purpose of assessment

Assessment is a broad concept which encompasspglgéiments teachers
and students make, and it can be used for a nuofbdifferent purposes.
The dichotomy summative —formative, describingetiéht views on thevhy

of assessment, roughly represents what has beeribdesas the two major
functions attributed to assessment practices (5ati89; Hedge, 2000;
Brown, 2004; Davison & Leung, 2009). Whereas the af summative as-
sessment, also known as assessmidearning, is to measure the knowledge
acquired by a student at the end of a teachingauriégrm, formative assess-
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ment, or assessmefdr learning, should function as a helping hand in the
process of learning (Hedge, 2000; Black & Jone862Qundahl, 2010). The
latter often includes elements of summative assessmvhich is why the
dividing line is not as clear-cut as expressedhm ariginal dichotomy. In
assessment for learning the information obtainethftest or assignments is
used for diagnostic purposes rather than grading tonstituting a starting
point for formative feedback (Black & Wiliam, 199Barlen, 2005; Hamp-
Lyons, 2007). Moreover, assessment can form agrit@art of the instruc-
tion, thus functioning as a learning activity: assmentas learning (Lun-
dahl, 2010; Earl, 2013).

My study adopts the notion of assessment as laainiorder to empha-
sise the purpose of the peer-review activity injaoction with the high de-
gree of student involvement. Characteristics oksssient as learning in-
clude discussions about aims, standards and esitasi well as the use of
various methods for ongoing evaluation which ineothie students, for in-
stance peer and self-reviewing techniques (LundilQ). In other words,
assessment as learning emphasises the studemtshrblilding the bridge
between evaluation and their own learning proceas,(2013).

Assessment in general and assessment of writipgrircular can be chal-
lenging for teachers. There are issues regardiagigle and formulation of
criteria, for example how to capture the complewitya piece of writing in a
bullet list, and the communication of feedback whjromotes learning.
Engaging pupils in peer and self-assessment imgiiesthe students should
be able to take on similar tasks. Indeed, includhegy pupils in the assess-
ment practice entails inviting the pupils into tigeild knowledge” (Sadler,
1989, p. 126) by sharing the purpose and the aifirtheninstruction, and
developing a joint perception of good quality atdndards. This section
outlines these issues, both in relation to teaahdrstudent assessments.

A metaphorical road map (based on e.g. Ramapra9&@8, Sadler, 1989,
Hattie & Timperley, 2007) is often used to depioththe result of a class-
room assessment can be communicated. This mapdspiamvlide the learner
with 1) a sense of the goal (Where am | going?ar2idea about progress in
relation to the standard (How am | doing?), andlfin 3) information about
how to progress (Where am | going next?). In otddre able to assess stu-
dents’ work, teachers and students first need togmise the standard or
reference level for a certain task and, subsequesampare this benchmark
to their own performance. This is usually done éffisg up a list of criteria
against which a task can be evaluated. Literathogiteformative assessment
is usually heavy with examples on how to preseiteria for students, such
as pre-flight check lists and rubrics (e.g. Wilie2011). However, formative
assessment has been criticised for leading to ansiowplification of the
criteria by promoting the use of bullet points aadsily quantifiable
measures in order to increase the transparencyh®orpupils (Marshall,
2004).
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The above-mentioned critiques claim that theseesprtations neglect to
take into account the complexity and multidimenaldp of learning, since
it appears as if there is only one way to move &vdain order to improve a
certain aspect and reach the aim (Sadler, 1988¢elth it is suggested that a
metaphorical horizon better describes the end mtothstead of a one-
dimensional goal. For instance, within the conteki2 writing, a large
amount of criteria may be applied to the same taskstill fail to capture its
complexity: “the sum of a piece of writing is mdh&n its constituent parts”
(Marshall, 2004, p. 105). Consequently, it is adytieat pre-set criteria can-
not account for all the qualities that constituteredl-executed written com-
position (Sadler, 2009). This discussion has pdmtsommon with the de-
bate on holistic versus analytical assessment amgr(c.f. Hamp-Lyons,
1991). It is suggested that holistic assessmemidazais on the whole text,
while, at the same time, stressing specific featyi¢amp-Lyons, 1991).
Assessment criteria can also be accompanied byietywaf authentic sam-
ple texts, which function as reference levels agjaimhich students can
compare their own writing (Sadler, 1989, 2009). &ovproach which ac-
counts for certain aspects of writing, without reegjing the context, also has
pedagogical and formative benefits, since it feat#is the communication of
the classroom assessment (Hamp-Lyons, 1991).

The outcome of an assessment is conveyed in thedbfeedback. How-
ever, much of the teacher response, such as gaadescores, should not be
considered feedback since they say very littl@niything, about the pupils’
learning process (Perrenoud, 1998; Hedge, 2000haResad defines feed-
back as “information about the gap between theshdtwel of a system pa-
rameter which is used to alter the gap in some WE983, p. 4). This defini-
tion implies that feedback includes a formativenedat, i.e. that the purpose
is to promote learning by narrowing the gap betwstments’ actual per-
formance and a benchmark (Black &William, 1998; dahl, 2010). In fact,
in a criterion-based system, like the Swedish g@ual attainment should
always be explained in qualitative terms (Lund&a10). Useful feedback
comments should target the task at hand, thus ifagus the aim of the
activity in order help the students identify probl@areas and also provide
the teacher with useful information for future sles (Hedge, 2000). Con-
versely, feedback targeting off-task norms, forrepke the individual, can
even have negative effects on the learning progdsger & DeNisi, 1996;
Hattie & Timperley, 2007).

The issues presented here are relevant also farédsent study, and have
been taken into consideration at the planning stafgéhe teaching unit
which formed part of my data collection procedurbe pupils took an ac-
tive part in the formulation of criteria, and thiassroom discussions were
based on a number of sample texts. The pupilsvegdeedback training
which focused on the communication of feedbacknidésl to promote learn-
ing, i.e. formative feedback.
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2.4.1 Peer and self-assessment in the classroom

The students’ roles in peer learning vary dependinghe purpose of the
implemented activities. Topping & Ehly (2001) suggthe following four
categories of approaches to peer-assisted leafiiig): 1) peer tutoring, 2)
peer monitoring, 3) peer modelling, and 4) peeesssent. Whereas tutor-
ing and monitoring closely resemble activities camionally undertaken by
teachers, and therefore imply that peers put onteheher role, both peer
modelling and peer assessment can add a furthgpeaive to teaching and
learning (Topping & Ehly, 2001). By observing anthsequently imitating
peers’ work and behaviour, students can improvie gkdls within the same
domain, but also develop their metacognitive awesenSimilarly, the de-
velopment of transferable skills is promoted in rpassessment, which is
defined as a formative activity, i.e. assessmemeasing (Topping & Ehly,
2001; Topping, 2005, 2009).

However, some teachers question the effects obdaoting student-
centred assessment activities (Bruffee, 1984; BkJI@011; Cho & MacAr-
thur, 2011; Oscarson & Apelgren, 2011). Their utaieties encompass
implementation as well as the validity and religapilof peer and self-
assessments (Topping & Ehly, 2001; Gielen, Peef@oshy, Onghena &
Struyven, 2010). Triggered by these reservatiomngral studies have juxta-
posed teacher and peer feedback, using the teachkrations as norms or
standards (Saito & Fujita, 2004; Cheng & WarrenQ20Cho, Schunn &
Wilson, 2006; Dragemark Oscarson, 2009; Matsun@92®&uzuki, 2009;
Gielen et al. 2010). These studies mainly examiedility and reliability
from a summative perspective, by comparing peertaadher scores and
grades. However, this approach is not in line \pitker assessment defined as
a formative activity: “the acquisition of knowledgad skill through active
helping and supporting among status equals or redtcbmpanions” (Top-
ping, 2005, p. 631).
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3 Research related to the study

As mentioned in the Introduction (1.1) several Escdhave contributed to
the understanding of student involvement in thesssent practice of sec-
ond language writing (e.g. Villamil & de Guerrert996; de Guerrero &

Villamil, 2000; Saito & Fujita, 2004; Yang et al0@6, Diab, 2010). Howev-

er, most of the studies to date have focused orrabeiver. This section

begins with an overview of research into poterti@hefits for the reviewers
engaged with peer assessment activities, followed presentation of vari-

ous aspects of peer feedback relevant for my stugh as feedback train-
ing, and organisation of peer-review activitieshia classroom.

3.1 Learning by giving feedback

In a study by Lundstrom & Baker (2009), studentoked in university L2
writing classes at two proficiency levels were ded into two groups with
the purpose of studying potential benefits for pleer reviewers. The study
employed an experimental design with a control grotureceivers, i.e. stu-
dents who only received peer feedback, and an eweetal group of re-
viewers, i.e. students who only provided feedbatke receivers were
trained in how to use feedback for revision, wherds reviewers practised
giving feedback intended to improve a piece ofimgit A rubric comprising
both holistic and analytical aspects of writing wa®d to score essays writ-
ten before and after the treatment, i.e. receigingiving feedback, and it
was discerned that the reviewers, especially abéginner level, improved
the global aspects of their essays more than tted Espects. It was con-
cluded that students who commented on their peaishg improved their
own written proficiency more than those who onlgaiged peer feedback,
because of the development of transferrable skilech could be used for
self-assessment.

To my knowledge, the study by Lundstrom & BakerQ@2pis the only
one which has focused primarily on the peer revieaved L2 writing, and
provided a comprehensive account of possible bisnefigiving feedback.
However, other studies have also reported findimdgted to giving feed-
back, even if that was not the main object of stud¥ students in several
studies have self-reported an increased awaremn¢iss onportance of glob-
al aspects in their own writing due to peer-reviastivities which included
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training on how to provide useful feedback (e.g:dg34999; Min, 2005). For

example, 70 % of the students in Yang et al. (2086dgnised that reading
and commenting on peers’ texts provided them withdgexamples of writ-

ing that they could apply in their own texts.

It has also been suggested that peer reviewers venimg can benefit
from improved audience awareness as a result ohgifeedback. Berg
(1999) discussed how peer response can improverggidbility to identify
potential communication problems since this agtipitovides a “model for
how to read a text through the eyes of someoné @is€32). The reader
role was also commented on by Tsui & Ng (2000) whiesults indicated
that by addressing peers rather than the teaclwr affort was placed on
avoiding miscommunication. In fact, the secondaslosl pupils in their
study self-reported that reading peers’ texts ptechdheir learning more
than receiving peer comments.

In addition to the development of the students’ position skills, in-
creased vocabulary as well as enhanced self-assesskills were self-
reported by students in Min’s study (2005). Likesyipupils believed that
they improved their ability to spot weaknessedhairtown writing thanks to
giving feedback (Tsui & Ng, 2000), and studentsairstudy by Rahimi
(2013) developed their critical thinking in relatito their own writing.

While outside the field of L2 writing, but still ggnent, are two studies
on L1 disciplinary writing. Cho & Cho (2011) studi¢he relationship be-
tween giving feedback comments and improving theitguof essay writing
with undergraduates in physics. It was found tlmavigding comments which
focused on the meaning of the reviewed essays, hahknesses and
strengths, prompted an improved quality of writafter the reviewer’'s own
revisions. Similar to some of the above-mentionedliss, these findings
were discussed in the light of an increase of anmdie@wareness. In addition,
the enhanced written proficiency was attribute@ toetter understanding of
the essay criteria. Cho & Cho (2011) also suggetstaidboth good and bad
examples of writing can prove beneficial for theiegvers’ writing skills. In
short, the results supported their learning-wriygreviewing hypothesis.

Another experimental study by Cho & MacArthur (2Dlidtroduced the
distinction between reading and reviewing. Physioglergraduates either
read or peer-reviewed lab reports in their L1,dwakd by the undertaking of
an individual writing assignment. A comparison be twriting outcomes
post treatment revealed that the group of reviewatgerformed the readers
as well as the control group, who neither readregiewed sample lab re-
ports. The difference was explained by the higlogniive process involved
in identifying and solving problems, i.e. producimger feedback. It was also
found that the number of comments identifying peold in the peer-
reviewed texts could be connected to the increasiithg quality.

To conclude, studies within both L2 compositiontimg and L1 discipli-
nary writing have reported benefits for the peerewer. These benefits

19



include an increased understanding of the reagerspective, resulting in
meaning-level revisions rather than error correctiMoreover, reading
peers’ texts seems to inspire students to inclae ideas in their revisions,
even if there is some indication that reviewing t@neven more powerful
than reading only. Students have also self-repanguioved critical think-
ing skills which facilitate self-review; this indites that transfer of skills
developed in peer-review activities results in ioyad writing quality for
the reviewer.

As discussed earlier (Section 2.4), setting uprced relevant criteria for
a task and giving feedback which facilitates leagnpresent challenges for
teachers as well as students. The following sectworews research dealing
with these issues.

3.2 Feedback training and assessment criteria

A recurring theme in studies concerning peer agss&ssin L2 writing is the
importance of training in order to be a proficigeer or self-reviewer (e.g.
Stanley, 1992; Berg, 1999; Min, 2005; Rahimi, 2013)is practice should
include all aspects involved in successful peerekgyvsuch as feedback eti-
guette, what aspects of writing to consider, ang twinclude the formative
element. The training usually involves activitiascls as modelling (e.g.
Berg, 1999) and teacher-student conferences fagesipecially on the pro-
duction of effective feedback comments (e.g. MiB0%2 Rahimi, 2013). It
has been observed that successful training resultégher quality com-
ments, i.e. comments which are more specific argetaglobal aspects of
writing rather than surface errors (e.g Stanley92)9 Studies in L1 show
that more qualitative feedback also entails be#eisions and outcome (e.g.
Althauser & Darnall, 2001).

Being a proficient peer reviewer also means giwafid feedback, i.e.
feedback which is related to the task. Guidanceetshegeneral or task-
specific, seem to be preferred (e.g. Villamil & @Geierrero, 1996; Paulus,
1999; Zhu, 2001; Min, 2005); however, there iddithformation concerning
the students’ possible involvement in criteria negmns. In their study of
undergraduate biology students, Orsmond, Merry §lifie(2000) let stu-
dents construe their own criteria in collaboratwath a tutor. Each criterion
was assessed on a scale of 1-4, but it is not bearthe scale was imple-
mented or how the standards were determined. lplasrved that the crite-
ria discussions engaged the students, but thepati@éxpand their thinking
outside their “comfort zone”.

Previous studies frequently employ guidance sheetsedback forms to
assist students giving feedback (e.g. Paulus, 1999; 2005; Lundstrom &
Baker, 2009); however, little information is givas regards the students’
understanding and use of these criteria. Stihaik been suggested that peer-
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review activities can increase the reviewers’ carhpnsion of assessment
criteria (Althauser & Darnall, 2001; Cho & Cho, 2Q1Another issue is that
the formative information included in the peer feack training seems to
focus on pinpointing problems and offering solusipwithout explicit atten-
tion to describing why this is a problem (e.g. J=;dl987; Berg, 1999; Ka-
mimura, 2006). This explanation, intended to hbkpreceiver “fill the gap”
and reduce the distance to the benchmark (Ramahra883), might be a
key element for the possible transfer of knowlefigen one writing task to
another.

The feedback training the pupils received in mydgtwas based on the
four steps to effective peer feedback advocatediiny (2005, p. 296): 1)
clarifying writer’s intention, 2) identifying probms, 3) explaining the na-
ture of problems, and 4) making suggestions byngidxamples, this type of
declarative knowledge is included. These stepslareed from a synthesis
of findings in other studies about peer feedbaclsimiilar approach is pro-
posed by Cho & MacArthur, suggesting that studenéstise “problem de-
tection, diagnosis, and solution generation” (201175). A description of
how the feedback training was implemented is prteskin Section 4.2.2.

3.3 Organisation of peer-review activities

In order to ensure successful outcomes, peer-tggattivities need to be
carefully organised and implemented; collaborate&mning is more than
“putting children together and hoping for the beg3tbpping, 2005, p. 632).
Studies have reported positive effects relatedabinteraction and negotia-
tion between the reviewer and the writer (de Guer& Villamil, 2000;
Tsui & Ng, 2000; Yang et al. 2006), usually refdrt® as peer response
groups. However, it has been suggested that thefusetten communica-
tion may be more appropriate in the EFL classroohere the students
might lack the skill to express themselves oraMin 2005). The use of
written feedback entails a need for clearer andernpoecise comments, since
the potential receivers do not have the possibilityask for clarifications
(Min, 2005). Thus, it is more demanding for the mpewiewer. One way of
organising peer review in an EFL classroom is ion&ensus groups”, where
several reviewers negotiate the feedback beforengrihe comments (Rol-
linson, 2005, p. 27). This arrangement includesotia¢ negotiation and text
review, but without the presence of the writer. Egneven students who
lack the oral proficiency level to express themssleffectively and correct-
ly in terms of politeness can participate in thecdssions, without risking
negative affective consequences.

The studies reviewed in this section have conte@uto the field by
showing that giving feedback can improve studewt#ting in a number of
different areas. However, these results are mawlbted to university stu-
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dents’ learning. Moreover, the findings are basedelf-reports or experi-
mental studies. Thus, there is a lack of qualitasitudies carried out in natu-
ral settings with younger learners. My study seteksontribute to this re-
search field by exploring secondary school pupiésirning from giving
feedback. The study is carried out in the EFL ctas®, and offers a com-
prehensive perspective of the potential of peeilerevby including several
different perspectives: The texts produced in tlesstoom, the teaching,
and the pupils’ self-perception of learning are borad to provide a broad
understanding of the potential of giving feedbaklareover, the research
design of my study was informed by findings fromdiés regarding feed-
back training and organisation of peer-review ati¢iy (Section 4.2.2).
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4 Methodology

4.1 A case study approach to classroom research

The aims of the present study are to describe tipdgpas peer reviewers
and to explore potential benefits of giving feedbachich implies the use of
gualitative methods for data collection and analy$descriptive and ex-

ploratory research in real-life settings aimingtain a deeper insight into a
specific phenomenon is commonly carried out as sasdies (Yin, 2009).

My study complies with the case study definitiorpasposed by Yin (2009,

p. 18):

A case study is an empirical inquiry that
e investigates a contemporary phenomenon in depth vatidn its
real-life context, especially when
« the boundaries between phenomenon and context @relearly
evident

The contemporary phenomenon in my study is learfrimg giving feed-
back and it is studied in a classroom setting. dditeon, case studies are
characterised by collection of data from severalses and the use of theory
to guide analysis in order to further the undemtag (Yin, 2009). These
criteria also apply to my study: both qualitativedagquantitative data were
collected from multiple sources, and the analysis guided by a theoretical
framework. However, the present study entailechégrvention: the teaching
unit which formed the foundation for the classroaativities and data col-
lection was primarily designed by myself. Interventin case studies is a
subject of debate (c.f. van Lier, 2005), but vaarlacknowledges that case
studies can take different approaches along arveriéon continuum, from
a “least-intervention end” to a “more interventiend” (2005, p. 197). In
light of this interpretation, my study can be definas a case study with an
intervention.

The fact that the study was carried out in a ctamsrwith the intention of
improving practice also classifies it as classromsearch (Nunan, 2005;
Dornyei, 2007). Even though not all classroom #sidire case studies, there
are several overlapping features, such as the foeuke particular circum-
stances in which the research is conducted, théReresearch design, and
the possible inclusion of both quantitative and liggiéve data (Dornyei,
2007; Stake, 2008; Yin, 2009). However, by spendythat my study is a

23



classroom study, it is also recognised that thestgation was guided by
the special circumstances involved with pupil ggpants.

The emphasis on the context and the real-liferggtih communicative
EFL classroom in a Swedish secondary school, imghat there are two
sets of aims which need to be addressed: firsipuipds’ goals as learners in
this environment, and second, the researcher’s ainnsh entail the collec-
tion of viable data (Ddrnyei, 2007). In order torge these possibly diver-
gent aspirations, the research design should endeay mimic the type of
teaching the pupils would normally meet in theaissl. The research design
of my study included the implementation of a sewédessons based on
previous research findings related to the succepear-review activities in
the classroom; moreover, it was developed withenftamework of genre-
based pedagogies. These foundations were chosknrbotder to provide
favourable conditions for the students, but alstatdlitate the analysis and
relate the teaching to contemporary views on lagguaucation.

As mentioned previously, the degree of interveniiora case study is
subject to debate (van Lier, 2005); likewise, theme divergent views on the
use of theory in exploratory studies. This studgependent on several theo-
retical perspectives (Section 2), with the purpokeroviding a framework
guiding both teaching and interpretation of theultss This is in line with
the approach advocated by Yin, who promotes the tidat that theory might
serve as a helping hand and advance the undersga(®009). Conversely,
it is argued that the connection to theory miglstiret the explorative ap-
proach to data analysis. However, it is also pregdbat theory in combina-
tion with pre-knowledge of the studied phenomena the use of previous-
ly explored tools for analysis might facilitate tlustification of the findings
as well as accommodate the results to the expectatdf the discipline
(Stake, 2008; Yin, 2009). In this study, these gmaisites were met by my
teaching experience and the application of thedaeshe understanding of
teaching and learning in relation to peer review.

Moreover, a theoretical framework is a requiremehéen multiple cases
function as “literal replications” (Yin, 2009, p4pb The present study in-
cluded two classes. These classes were taughtebyatine teacher, and the
lessons were based on the same plan. In my thesier to these two
groups as cases. This term is used to encompasmlyothe class as such,
but also the studied phenomenon in relation to ¢hass. The selection of
parallel cases was justified by the belief that ¢fessroom activities and,
subsequently, outcomes are shaped by the teactgruguils conjointly; in
other words, relating the teaching rather thanttfaeher to the results (c.f.
Doyle, 1977, on classroom ecology). Consequertily,use of parallel clas-
ses in this study can contribute to the understandf the relation between
teaching and pupils’ response to feedback trainmigarning about writing
from giving feedback.
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4.1.1 Sampling

The best sample in qualitative studies consist$nofviduals who can pro-
vide rich and varied insights into the phenomenndeu investigation so as
to maximise what we can learn” (Dérnyei, 2007, 6)1 likewise, the case
selection is one of the most important decisiomsse study researcher has
to make (Yin, 2009). In my study, the sampling gsscwas purposive. The
sampling criteria included a communicative classrpdefined as a setting
in which language use was focused and in whichatuet language was the
main language of instruction. In addition, it wasfprable that the inform-
ants had yet to receive grades, in order to awadds on summative rather
than formative assessment. Another essential gondivas the teacher’s
willingness to collaborate with me throughout tihedy, in matters concern-
ing content and instruction. Finally, for practicebsons, the geographical
position was considered.

With the purpose of establishing contact with iasted teachers, | sent
out an e-mail to possible candidates via contddtés resulted in contact
with two teachers whom | met for a longer talk feioig on the purpose of
the study, conditions for participating, and my esfations. However, nei-
ther of the candidates, classes and circumstansessded in the interviews
fulfilled my requirements. Instead, | approachegacher recommended by
colleagues; her classes and approach to teachinglieal with the criteria,
and she agreed to devote four weeks of teachitigetteaching unitHow to
write a reply letterincluding learning activities such as peer revidm.
formed consent was also attained from the schbekslteacher.

4111 Participants

The sampling process resulted in three paralleésasach consisting of a
class in year 8 in a Swedish secondary schooltddca Stockholm. The
pupils and their parents were informed of the studya letter distributed in
May, 2011, the term before the study took placee @iven information in-
cluded the purpose of the study and ethical corsiidas. | also visited alll
classes in order to present the study and to desaiat participation would
involve for the pupils. During these visits, theglish teacher of the classes
was also present, and the pupils were encouragadkt@uestions. The in-
formed consent (Appendix B), signed by both pupd @arent, was collect-
ed by the teacher and forwarded to me.

Data were collected in all three cases, but in ror@déimit the study pre-
sented in this paper, only two of them were analy$hese two classes both
had 60-minute English lesson two times per weelereds the third class
had three 40-minute lessons, which meant thategsoh plan was somewhat
different. The final number of participants andezrtl as well as internal
attrition is presented in Table 4.1. External atni refers to the pupils who
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declined to participate in the study, whereas n@keattrition includes the
pupils who were excluded during the study.

Table 4.1 Participants and attrition

Class quper of Extgrnal Inte.r.nal Total nqmber of
pupils in class attrition attrition participants
A 27 2 9 16
B 25 5 9 11
Total 52 7 18 27

In the two classes included in my study, which wabelled A and B, the
external attrition comprised of two and five pupiéspectively. However,
internal attrition was higher; since the purposehig study was to describe
the outcomes of a teaching unit which encompassedral consecutive
lessons, the pupils who were absent from one oermbthe lessons during
the four weeks were excluded from the study. Issri@om research this is
more or less expected; Dornyei discusses this ofpattrition in terms of
“the fluidity of the student body” (2007, p. 188joreover, in class B, five
students were excluded because they never completditst drafts of their
reply letters. The criterion for incomplete drafasvthat the pupils them-
selves reported that that they had not finishede @mnthe pupils in Case A
rewrote the entire essay, which implied that it waspossible to analyse the
revision changes.

The study took place at the beginning of year 8wedish lower second-
ary school. The two classes had had the same Brighsher for a year. The
pupils were 14-15 years old, and all but one rego8wedish as their first
language. The pupils’ level of proficiency was tetkely high: all of them
passed a proficiency test (reading and listeningprehension) intended for
the last term of year 9 in Swedish obligatory s¢hand most of them re-
ceived scores which corresponded to top gradesitddaher had 19 years’
experience of teaching English and described hproagh to teaching as
focused on language use. According to the teatleeiteaching mainly con-
sisted of tasks that the pupils would not only fintéresting, but that would
also offer them an opportunity to grow intellectyalhe classes that partic-
ipated in the study had written texts in a numitedifferent genres during
their first year together: A “Dear Teacher” lettarportrait of their favourite
singers, an argumentative dialogue, a manuscrig fadio-show, and a text
based on a theme from a film. With the exceptiothef letter, these tasks
were similar in the sense that they were part lafrger theme and included
some use of student examples. The teacher's fekedirathese written as-
signments consisted of comments identifying stiemighnd some areas
which could be improved. Moreover, classroom atiigiincluded a mixture
of group and individual work. Teaching had not poesly included organ-
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ised peer review, but the pupils had read paresaoh other’s texts occasion-
ally.

The intervention included close collaboration wille English teacher,
which was facilitated by my own background as asdary school teacher.
The English teacher was presented with an outlirtbeissues that were to
be addressed in class, as well as the materialingbé pilot study (Section
4.2.1), but was then free to choose mode of praBentand adapt the teach-
ing to accommodate the pupils’ needs. In additibateacher and | engaged
in a debriefing after each class in which we eualdiahe lesson and dis-
cussed possible alterations in the plan.

4.1.2 Ethical considerations

This study followed the ethical guidelines promoted the Swedish Re-
search Counci{Vetenskapsradgtegarding information, consent, confiden-
tiality and use of collected data (Vetenskapsrd2@d?2). The potential par-
ticipants were informed about the study orally anevriting (Appendix B).
This information included a description of the pasp of the study, the data
collection methods, and the voluntariness of pigiditon. Moreover, secrecy
and anonymity were addressed. Since the potergtiticijpants were minors,
the informed consent included the consent from lbéh pupils and their
legal guardians.

The teaching unit was planned and implemented lialmaration with the
teacher, and the aims were in alignment with thigonal curriculum for
English (Section 4.2.2). The teacher chose the mbgeesentation and was
able to adapt the teaching to the classes. Nevest)dn any classroom re-
search there are elements which possibly imposheopupils’ education. In
this study, the intervention entailed that the [mugdid not receive any feed-
back from the teacher, which they normally did befeevision. Also, there
was data collection equipment, such as dictaphandsa video-camera in
the classroom, and parts of the lessons were gkst for the completion of
guestionnaires (approximately 30 minutes). Theritiégvs were carried out
during the school day, which meant that the pupilssed part of other les-
sons than English as well. The schedules for ttenilews were approved
by the teachers and the pupils, in order to enthatethey did not miss too
much of their regular education.

The questionnaires and the interviews, which fodusethe pupils’ self-
perceptions of learning, were carried out withdwe teacher present since
they could include sensitive information. Like #le collected pupil data,
including the texts produced in class, the pupismes were replaced by a
code (e.g. Al, A for class, and 1 for pupil) towesanonymity.
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4.1.3 Reliability, validity and generalisation iruajitative
studies

There are a number of ways to describe issuesdetatvalidity in studies.
They depend for example on the purpose of the samy the type of
knowledge claim; consequently, quantitative and litaieve approaches
have different sets of validity criteria (D6rny@Q07). Even though part of
the data collected in this study was quantitattlesed-ended questionnaire
items), it was not analysed using statistical mashohus, my study is best
described as a qualitative study.

Reliability is concerned with consistency and rityidn procedures used
for data collection and analysis in order to avoigs (Dornyei, 2007; Yin,
2009). This means that the procedures need tahsparent, and this trans-
parency is normally achieved through clear docuatant. Consequently,
gualitative studies, including mine, include contpmesive descriptions of
the methods used.

In line with recommendations for achieving construalidity, multiple
sources were used for the collection of data instogly (Yin, 2009). Con-
struct validity is used as an umbrella term to derbe validity of the inter-
pretation in research (Ddrnyei, 2007). In qualtatand case studies this
validity is also obtained by “establish[ing] chaihevidence” (Yin, 2009, p.
41). This refers to the presentation of the findingshich should include
examples from the empirical data as support. Instogly these examples
consist of excerpts from the reply letters andfdezlback forms, as well as
guotes from interviews and questionnaires, for ggtamThroughout the
process, my data and preliminary interpretationgeete@so been presented
and subjected to study by fellow researchers, wisi@nother way to ensure
construct validity (Yin, 2009).

Generalisation, or external validity, in qualitaistudies usually refers to
ideas or theories, rather than population (DOrn28D7). This entails that
generalisability has to be discussed from diffeparspectives depending on
approach. As regards case studies, for exampleny®2007) proposes
two alternative approaches: purposive sampling aralytic generalisation.
Purposive sampling, which was used in this stuchplies finding the best
case by applying relevant sampling criteria, analydit or theoretical gen-
eralisation refers to the formation of models dngples from a bottom-up
perspective. A combination of these two approaemssires the validity of a
case study, as long as the claim is in line with boundaries of the study
(Doérnyei, 2007).

Larsson (2008) adopts a more comprehensive modesaggests a “plu-
ralist view” (p. 25). This view presents five difemt ways of reasoning,
related to the type of study and knowledge claiinth& ideographic study,
2) studies that undermine established universath#’, 3) enhancing gener-
alization potential by maximizing variation, 4) gealization through con-
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text similarity, and 5) generalization through rgaibion of patterns (2008,
p. 28). The nature of the first two types of stediaplies that generalisation
is not an issue. The third suggestion is similaptoposive sampling, but
refers to multiple case studies where the studieehpmenon is analysed
through the prism of a range of cases selectedyaaontinuum. The fourth
option which proposes that results could be trarefebetween comparable
contexts is relevant for classroom studies. Anregeng line of reasoning
brought forward in relation to this type of geneyation is that “[i]t is the
audience that is often in the best position to guttge similarity of a context
with the one portrayed in the research work” (200833). This approach
entails that the researcher needs to convey thagend the understanding
of the object of study in a manner which rendegodsible for other people
to draw comparisons to their own context. Hencadies which intend to
inform classroom practice should include a compmeive description of the
teaching activities. The last suggestion is simitaanalytic generalisation,
but Larsson stresses that since we can never a&elgupsredict how people
will react in a situation, the generalisation istbdescribed as a potential
outcome: “generalization is an act, which is cortgglewhen someone can
make sense of situations” (Larsson, 2008, p. 34).

The theoretical framework adopted in this studycti®e 2), as well as the
description of the teaching unit (Section 4.2.2)udtl function as a platform
for generalisation to other classroom contexts. {ffamsferability of the re-
sults is then in the hands of the teachers, wheedan the given infor-
mation and their experience, can adapt the findiogsiit their contexts.

The aim of this section on methodology was to prestgassroom re-
search and the case study approach, the samplicgdure, ethical consid-
erations and reliability and validity in relation iny study. The next section
describes my study in more detail.

4.2 The present study

As mentioned previously, conducting a study in asstoom setting entails
converging the researcher's and the participanitsis a(Dornyei, 2007).

Thus, when designing a task for this project, tlagnnobjective was twofold:

the task should function as a teaching unit inttihe classes, and it should
also elicit the data necessary for analysis in diampe with the aims of the
study. This section focuses on the former, the Ipupeeds, whereas the
latter, the researcher’s needs, are presentedaitioreto the data collection
(Section 4.3). Before the plan for the teachingt wvas finalised, a pilot

study was conducted.
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4.2.1 Pilot study

The pilot study was carried out in two parallelssies during the spring term
prior to the data collection for the main studyeTurpose was to test teach-
ing materials, to evaluate the function from differ perspectives, and to
collect texts to be used for genre analysis andpkameply letters in the
main study. Moreover, the pilot study functionedpaactice and evaluation
with regard to the positioning of recording equipmd.e. video recorder
and dictaphones. The teaching was based on Powenftesentations, and
all the materials used were later evaluated inaboltation with the teacher
in the main study. An overview of the lesson plaaplemented in the pilot
study is presented in Table 4.2.

Table 4.2 esson plan for the pilot study

Lesson | Activities
1 Discussion of genre, based on sample
Joint construction of success criteria, based ampgatext:
Discussion on how to givfeedback, with examples from puj
Practise giving feedback on sample texts, in g
Write first draft of reply lette
Give feedback individually on peer’s let
Revise first draft based on peer comm

N oo~ w|N

The texts used for classroom discussion were $figlitapted versions of
sample pupil letters which form part of the assesdnpackage for the na-
tional standardised tests. These were presenteespenses to the writing
prompt Hi Ohiol, a letter from American teenagers working on a stho
project about Sweden which had previously been irsdte written produc-
tion part of the national standardised test in y@&Appendix C). A similar
prompt was designed for the pupils’ own productitis time from British
teenagers planning a school trip to Stockholm (AwplpeD).

The research question which guided the pilot study: “What do pupils
learn from giving feedback?”, but in this primags$on plan the pupils also
received feedback before they revised the firsit dfatheir reply letter. This
meant that it was not possible to study the impadjiving feedback only.
Furthermore, it was evident that pupils who recgipeer feedback needed
training on how to use the comments. Consequeihtiyas decided that the
pupils would only provide feedback in the main stude. neither receive
peer nor teacher feedback on their own first dra#tso, some pupils com-
plained that the teaching unit was too long; theeze four lessons before
they wrote their own first draft. These remarksuliesl in a revised lesson
plan (Table 4.3), with six lessons instead of seaewl with the criteria- and
feedback discussions separated by the completidgheofirst drafts of the
pupils’ reply letters.
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Table 4.3Revised lesson plan for the main study

Lesson | Activities

1 Discussion of genre, based on sample
Joint construction of success criteria, based ampgatext:
Write first draft of reply lette
Discussion on how to give feedback, with examplemfpupils
Give feedback in groujon peers’ tex
Revise first dra

OO~ [W|IN

Another significant change was that the feedbactherpeers’ letters was
produced in groups. This alteration was promptethbyariation of quality
of the feedback comments produced, and it was\Jsali¢hat the organisa-
tion of the peer review in groups would benefit fhepils’ learning. Other
minor changes included some formulations in thelseek form. No altera-
tions were made to the writing prompts. A more itistiadescription of the
lesson plan implemented in the main study is pteskin Section 4.2.2.

Apart from providing the opportunity to test andakate the teaching
unit, the informative reply letters written by tipeipils in the pilot study
formed part of the teaching material in the mairdgt Whereas the writing
frame employed in the pilot study was adapted feogeneric structure of a
letter, and writing in general, e.g. greetingsnsig-offs, paragraph and text
structure (introduction, body, conclusion), thecdssions on the generic
structure of an informative reply letter in the matudy were based on the
genre analysis of authentic pupil examples. Morgoseme of the pupils’
reply letters were also employed as sample textichmwvas made possible
since the two writing prompts were used in reverseler.

4.2.2 Main study

The national curriculum for English in Sweden, whadopts a communica-
tive stance to language use, states that teachiogids provide necessary
conditions for the pupils to develop their abikti® “interact with others in
the spoken and written language”, and “adapt uskrajuage to different
situations, purposes and recipients” (Skolverk@l1a , p. 33. Further-
more, the students should be given the “opportunitgevelop their skills in
relating content to their own experiences, liviranditions and interests”
(2011, p. 32). These aims were reflected in thk, tdee informative reply
letter, which in this study was instigated by atiwg prompt in the form of a
letter written by American teenagers (Appendix T)e content of the letter
revolved around the pupils’ experiences and ratlastabout everyday life
in Sweden. As mentioned previously (Section 4.218,Hi Ohio! writing
prompt was originally designed for a national stadised test. Moreover,

! This and the following quotes are from the Englighsion of theCurriculum for the com-
pulsory schoo(2011).
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the informative reply letter, albeit a typical schgenre, is a genre that the
pupils are might meet outside school as well.

Apart from the communicative aims, both the sylafar English and the
overall curriculum include some focus on metacagmiskills. In the school
subject English, the pupils are supposed to “uBerdnt tools for learning”
(Skolverket, 2011a, p. 32), and part of the gengaalls of school is that
each pupil “develops the ability to assess thein oesults and relate these
and the assessments of others to their own achewsmand circumstances”
(p. 19). These abilities are also mirrored in thewledge requirements (i.e.
grading criteria) which state that the pupils sddog able to “maksimple
[grade E]Well-grounded [grade C and A] improvements to their communi-
cations” (Skolverket, 2011a, p. 37-38). Thus, tbelf the peer-review
activity in the plan also mirrors the aim as expegbkin the national syllabus.

At the beginning of the teaching unit, the pup#éseived a pedagogical
plan, based on the template normally used in thlesses (Appendix E). It
is based on the guidelines provided by the Natidwmncy for Education
(Skolverket, 2011b). The goals formulated and comupatied with the pu-
pils were to improve the ability to express oneselfi communicate in writ-
ing, and to improve the ability to adapt the larggiaepending on context,
recipient and purpose. This pedagogical plan ateuded information
about how the pupils were going to be assesseldebteticher.

The lesson plan, which was tried, evaluated anged\vin the pilot study,
adopted a genre-based approach to teaching, asbaesin Section 2.2.
This approach influenced the use of sample texis,provided a communi-
cative perspective on the different parts, or, 8PEerminology, rhetorical
moves of the informative reply letter (e.g. Swal&890). A genre analysis
carried out on the top twelve letters from the tpdtudy considered good
examples of this genre within this age group arsled that the instruction
was relevant for the pupils. A description of thalgtsis as well as the re-
sults is presented in Appendix A. In short, fivetdrical moves were identi-
fied: Greeting, Acknowledging the received letter, ReglyAssuring, Sign-
ing off.

Apart from the pedagogical tools provided by gemased approaches to
writing, the sequencing and choice of activitiesravispired by the five
strategies for teachers to implement formative sssent in the classroom
(Thompson & Wiliam, 2007, p. 7):

1. Clarifying and understanding learning intentionsl amiteria for
success;

2. Engineering effective class-room discussions, duest and
learning tasks that elicit evidence of learning;

3. Providing feedback that moves learners forward,;

4. Activating students as instructional resourcefwe another;

5. Activating students as the owners of their ownriesy.
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In addition, findings from previous studies infominghe organisation of
feedback training (Min, 2005) and the peer-reviegtivity (Rollinson,
2005). An overview of the lesson plan is preserite@able 4.4, which is

followed by a description of the different lessons.

Table 4.4Lesson plan

Lesson | Scope Activities Teaching material| Purpo8e
1 Class Reading letter and| Sample letter from | Clarifying and
reply letter and British teenagers | understanding
discussing genre- | planning a school | learning intentions
related aspects of | trip. Sample reply | and criteria for
the reply letter, letter (response to | success
such as context, sample letter)
purpose, recipi-
ent/audience, struc
ture and lexico-
grammatical fea-
tures
2 Group Reading and com- | Sample reply letters  Clarifying and
Class paring two sample understanding
reply letters, and learning intentions
negotiating a joint and criteria for
criteria list for an success
excellent reply
letter
3 Individual | Writing the first Writing prompt:
draft of an informa-| Letter from Ameri-
tive reply letter can teenagers work-
ing on a project
about Sweden
Criteria lis!
4 Group Practicing giving Sample reply letter | Providing feedback
Class feedback on (response to writing that moves learnerg
strengths and prompt) forward
weaknesses ina | Criteria list Activating students
sample reply letter. as instructional
Discussing feed- resources for one
back etiquett anothe
5 Group Giving feedback in| Two reply letters Providing feedback
writing. written by class- that moves learners
mates forward
Criteria list Activating students
as instructional
resources for one
anothe
6 Individual | Writing the final Writing prompt: Activating students
version of the reply| Letter from Ameri- | as the owners of
letter can teenagers work- their own learning
ing on a project
about Sweden
Criteria lisi

2See Thompson & Wiliam, 2007, p. 7
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The aim of the first two lessons was to produceist criteria list, based
on the discussions of sample reply letters. Néw, gupils wrote the first
draft of the reply letter using the criteria list support. The following two
lessons concerned giving feedback, and includeld pitctice with sample
texts and peer reply letters. The feedback traimiag based on the four
consecutive steps proposed by Min (2005, see $e8ti), and the feedback
comments were collected in written form. Even tHopgevious studies have
suggested that oral interaction and negotiatiohsd®n the reviewer and the
writer are beneficial (de Guerrero & Villamil, 2000sui & Ng, 2000; Yang
et al. 2006), it has also been suggested thatsh@fuwritten communication
may be more appropriate in the EFL classroom (NB05). Apart from
anonymising the writer, the use of the written méalefeedback gives the
peer reviewers more time to formulate appropriaéziback.

In this study, feedback training only consistecboé lesson, contrary to
suggestions promoting lengthy training providedpievious studies (e.g.
Stanley, 1992; Berg, 1999; Min, 2005). In lower@®tary school the lim-
ited time allotted for each subject renders comgmslve training nearly
impossible. The classes in this study had two 6@4tei lessons per week to
cover the curriculum; therefore, setting time asiddrain peer reviewers
individually, for example, was not feasible. Ingtethis teaching unit repre-
sented a first attempt to include peer assessmeéheiinstruction.

Following the evaluation of the pilot study, theepeeview was organised
in consensus groups (Rollinson, 2005). Thus, stheegroup task was to
agree on what feedback to include in the feedbawk, felements of discus-
sions and negotiations could form part of the peerew, even without the
writer present. During the subsequent lesson timlguevised their own
reply letters. It is worth emphasising that theifgugid not receive any feed-
back before they wrote this final version of thetter; hence, the only input
the pupils received from classroom activities wasnfthe feedback training
and peer review, i.e. reading and commenting onspksters.

This section has provided an overview of the legsan, as well as a de-
scription of the rationale behind task sequencimdj &ctivities. Next follows
a more practice-oriented account on how this plas implemented in the
classroom.

4221 Implementation of the teaching unit

With the lesson plan as a starting point, the tegchnit was implemented
in the two classes. In order to illustrate therinsgtion and the collaborative
teaching approach, this section presents a descripf what actually hap-
pened in the classrooms. For this purpose the lagses are merged. Over-
all, the teaching in the two classes was simil&e Tew, but potentially in-
fluential, differences are discussed in the Finslisgction (5.3).

The purpose of the first two lessons was to progubtist of criteria, thus
setting a standard for the task to write an infdiveareply letter. The basis
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for the instruction consisted of various samplegeand the students were
introduced to the concepts of context, purpose aumience, which were
discussed in relation to the informative reply dettFurthermore, the stu-
dents were engaged in a dialogue about the diffenewes of the informa-
tive reply letter, modelled from the sample teXXaother essential activity
was the identification of strengths and weaknegsd¢le sample reply let-
ters. This procedure resulted in a list of critegpresenting important char-
acteristics of a well-written informative reply tet (Appendices F and G).
The first drafts of the reply letters were writtéaring the third lesson. The
task was timed (60 minutes) and computer-writteme Writing promptHi
Ohio!is presented in Appendix C.

The second half of the teaching unit focused omgiveedback. Before
the students read and commented on the first depfy letters written by
their peers, they practised using sample texts. fEedback training was
influenced by the four consecutive steps suggdsyellin (2005, see Sec-
tion 3.2). The students were asked to provide elesnpf aspects of the
sample texts which could be improved, and the tasbaffolded them by
posing questions. The purposes of the questions Wwedemonstrate feed-
back etiquette, “How can you tell her in a nice ®ayo specify the prob-
lem, “What was the question Linda [the fictitiousiter] forgot to answer?”;
to explain why this is a problem, “Why is it good paragraph?”; and to
suggest solutions; “What would you put in the idtrotion, acknowledging
the writer?”. A “pre-step” which encouraged the o include praise and
good examples was also added. The steps wererglsmied in the written
instructions on the feedback form (Appendix H),dise the group peer-
review activity. It is worth noting that most ofelexamples jointly produced
by the teacher and the pupils during the instranctd@ not include all the
steps; this referred in particular to the thirdpstexplaining the nature of
problems.

Each consensus group consisted of 3-4 studentsghangrinciple under-
lying group selection was that they should be #&bleollaborate well. The
students were asked to read and jointly producéemricomments on two
letters written by classmates. The teacher scaftbttiese group procedures
by providing guiding questions and suggestionsdach group. It is im-
portant to note that since the purpose of thisgutojvas to examine the ef-
fect of giving feedback, the students includedha study did not receive
any feedback on their writing before revising threply letter. However, the
teacher pointed out that the purpose of the pegeweactivity was to give
the students some ideas to improve their own work.
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4.3 Data collection

As mentioned previously, the research design hdubhpurpose: 1) to func-
tion as a unit of teaching and 2) to collect théad@ecessary for analysis.
The teaching unit has been described in Sectio2,4ahd the aim of this
section is to account for the data collection. Buthe exploratory nature of
my study, the data were collected using multiplesrees: texts used and
produced during the teaching unit, audio- and vidmwrdings from the
classroom, observation notes, questionnaires,vietgs, and proficiency
tests. This richness of available data is charatierfor both qualitative
research (Dornyei, 2007) and classroom researchgiNu2005). Moreover,
by collecting various types of data it was possibl@pproach the research
guestions from different perspectives, and themthieve a more compre-
hensive understanding of the phenomenon undertigaéisn. According to
Dornyei, however, “the real challenge [in qualitetstudies] is not to gener-
ate enough data but rather to generate useful 2097, p. 125). Hence,
some of the collected data were never used; threseded, for example,
most of the closed-ended items from the questioesaias well as some
guestions in the interviews. Selection of data migh problematic if the
researcher picks and chooses without clear critgriarder to avoid this, |
used the research questions as a guiding principte made certain that the
sampling from the questionnaire and the interviex@se based on the ques-
tions posed to the pupils, and not their responses.

This section outlines the relevance of the dateelation to the research
guestions (Section 1.2) and provides an accouttteoflata collection proce-
dures. Focus lies on the data which were usedisnstindy. The section is
divided into two parts: first, the classroom dataich include the material
collected during the lessons, and second, thewlaitzh were collected be-
fore and after the teaching unit. An overview of thata collection is pre-
sented in Table 4.5.
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Table 4.50verview of data collection

Time Data collected
Before the teaching ui | Questionnaire
Lesson 1 Video-recording of whiteboard

Audio-recordings of teacher and pupils
Observer note

Lesson 2 Video-recording of whiteboard
Audio-recordings of teacher and pupils
Observer notes

Criteria lisi
Lesson 3 Reply letter, first draft
Audio-recordings of teacher and puj
Lesson 4 Video-recording of whiteboard

Audio-recordings of teacher and pupils
Observer note

Lesson 5 Video-recording of whiteboard
Audio-recordings of teacher and pupils
Observer notes

Feedback forn

Lesson 6 Audio-recordings of teacher and pupils
Reply letter, final dra

After the teaching unit Questionnaire 2
Proficiency tests
Interviews

4.3.1 Classroom data

4311 Teaching material and texts produced duringlass

The teaching material was collected in order tardome to the description
of the classroom activities, in other words the lenpentation of the lesson
plan. This material included the written plan of teaching unit presented to
the pupils (Appendix E); the sample texts used iszubs the informative
reply letters, negotiate a list of success criteaiad practise giving feedback
(Appendix [); the writing prompHi Ohio! (Appendix C); and the feedback
form (the template distributed to the pupils, Apgiert).

In addition, some of the texts produced in class &linctioned as teach-
ing material. These included the criteria listsgdrom each case) which
were employed by the pupils when they wrote theptyr letters (Appendices
F and G). The lists, as presented on the whitebaftatide end of the discus-
sions, were typed and distributed to the pupilse distinction between con-
tent, organisation and language was added to pravitructure. In addition,
the first drafts of the pupils’ reply letters warsed during the peer-review
activity. The pupils e-mailed their drafts to meadtmchments, and in order
to ensure anonymity, personal information was dedldtefore they were
distributed for peer review.
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Other textual data produced in class included ¢leellback comments and
the final version of the reply letters. The comptefeedback forms were
collected by the teacher and, subsequently, forechtd me after the lesson
had finished. Like the first drafts of the replytées, the final versions were
sent to me as attachments via e-mail. The critésta and the feedback
comments in the form contributed to the descriptbrihe pupils, and the
two drafts of the reply letter constituted the basir exploration of the pu-
pils’ learning from giving feedback.

Classroom data also included video- and audio-t#gs. Apart from
providing useful information about the implemeraatiof the teaching unit
(in combination with the teaching material mentirabove), the teacher-
pupil interaction contributed to the interpretatafithe findings.

43.1.2 Observation

Observation is one of the most basic methods fta dallection since it
provides the researcher with a first-hand perspedtf the setting and activi-
ties, and it is frequently used in classroom redeédornyei, 2007). Contra-
ry to ethnographic observation, where the aim iprtwvide a thick descrip-
tion, thus covering the entire field, classroomesbation normally targets
certain features of the learning activities (Dolinyg@N07). Moreover, D6-
rnyei (2007) distinguishes between structured arsiructured observations,
where the former targets specific features andatter lacks a specific fo-
cus. The observations in my study are best destalseunstructured; how-
ever, decisions made in relation to the locatiorthef equipment employed
for documentation, in this case video-camera amtapghones, still entall
that certain features are placed in the foregrowdgbreas others are in the
background (Heikkila & Sahlstrém, 2003).

In order to provide a picture of the classroomvétitis and interaction, a
video-camera and two dictaphones were positionethénclassroom. The
video-camera was placed in the front of the classraargeting the white-
board with the purpose of documenting the develaproéthe discussions
via the teacher’'s notes. The microphone integrafédthe camera also rec-
orded the class conversations. In order to ensateall oral interaction be-
tween the teacher and the class was capturedtaglane was placed on the
opposite side of the classroom from the video-camleraddition, the teach-
er was equipped with a microphone and recordingcde¥or the purpose of
this study, it was not necessary to include footaigihe pupils, since indi-
vidual pupils were not the focus. Instead, all jpiere regarded as part of
the classroom ecology. It is possible that the gmes of this equipment
might have affected the informants and, thus, @omet an intrusion in the
natural setting. In order to limit possible consmaees of this disturbance,
the equipment was placed and turned on beforeupaspentered the class-
room.
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| was also present in the classroom as obserwéiallyy the purpose of
the attendance was to ensure that the technicapragat functioned and
was not tampered with by the pupils, which happeaheihg the pilot study.
However, during the first debriefing with the teachwe decided to include
this method for observation since it meant thattdaeher and | could dis-
cuss our impressions from the teaching in direletticn to the lessons and,
consequently, make appropriate adjustments indhewfing lesson plan. |
did not function primarily as an observer, since tamera and dictaphones
recorded the instruction, but | made notes of ctifbs and questions related
to specific classroom events that were later usethgl the analysis. | sat in
the back of the classroom, behind the pupils adidInot engage in any
conversations with them. Nevertheless, this coldd he considered an in-
trusion in the natural setting, the “obtrusive akee effect” (Dornyei, 2007,
p. 190).

To conclude, the purpose of the classroom datayirstody was, on one
hand, to help describe and explore the pupils as rwiewers and possible
benefits of giving feedback (research questionsdLZarespectively), and on
the other hand to depict the implementation of teeching unit, and thus
contribute to the understanding of these findingsdgarch question 3). In
order to include the pupils’ perspectives, questires and interviews were
carried out in relation to the teaching unit. Farthore, the pupils completed
reading and listening comprehension tests to asiseisdevel of proficiency.

4.3.2 Additional data

4321 Proficiency tests

In order to assess the pupils’ general level ofigency, which formed part
of the participants’ background description, thegrevgiven reading and
listening comprehension tests. These tests codsi$tevo parts of a former
national standardised test in the school subjedligin and included both
multiple choice and open questions where the pun@ts to formulate their
own answers. The tests were comprehensive andappioximately three
hours to perform. They were carried out after #eching unit for practical
reasons, and the selection of tests was a joinsidacby the teacher and
myself. The distribution, collection and assessnudrihe tests were carried
out by the teacher, who also compiled the inforsianeisults.

4322 Questionnaires

Questionnaires were distributed before and aftertéaching unit, with the
purpose of mapping the pupils’ self-perception edirhing. However, the
data from the first questionnaire were not includeany study, since the
areas which were covered lie outside the scope.sEeend questionnaire
mainly focused on the pupils’ perception of leagnfrom giving feedback.
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The purpose of the pupil responses was to complethenanalysis of the
texts produced in the classroom by including theilpuperspectives.

The aims of the this questionnaire (Appendix J)icWlhwvas distributed af-
ter the last lesson of the teaching unit, weretget the following four con-
tent areas: 1) the pupils’ understanding of thésga, 2) the pupils’ own
perception of their possible learning from reviegvirexts written by other
pupils, 3) the pupils’ experience of assessmentpaalt assessment in rela-
tion to this specific task, and 4) the pupils’ bgudund. The first two content
areas were selected in order to include the pupilsi perspective in rela-
tion to the studied phenomenon, namely peer revidw. third content area
mapped the pupils’ perception of the teaching imiiroad outline, i.e. they
were more general than the second content areapiifpwse of the final
content area was to retrieve information aboutitfmants’ age, first lan-
guage, and years of studying English in schoofptm part of the partici-
pant description.

The guestionnaire used in my study was composeaddardance with the
guidelines provided by Dornyei (2003), which inctuattention to choice of
items, formulations, instructions, sensitive itelsonymity, motivation and
time. The items in the closed-ended questions weatively short, written
in informal language, and formulated both negayiveehd positively. Fur-
thermore, these items were constructed as a nuoflstatements, followed
by a Likert scale with four steps indicating to wiextent the respondent
disagrees/agrees with the statement. The choie@m even number of steps
meant that the informants had to “choose sidesksé&hclosed-ended items
were subsequently compiled in random order. Then@peled questions
included in the questionnaire were constructecekively broacdHow- and
Whatquestions. Also, there were relatively few itemsider to encourage
the respondents to give more substantial and ddtaihswers. In relation to
the questions concerning potential learning fromngj feedback, some ex-
amples of aspects which could have been improved wevided, such as
organisation, content and vocabulary, but alsoen@ategory: other. Con-
trary to Dornyei’'s guidelines (2003), the open-ahitems were placed first
in the questionnaire, followed by the closed-endeths since it was as-
sumed that the informants would be more alert atbiginning of the ses-
sion.

The instructions were placed on a separate pagehegwith an example
guiding the respondents in the completion of thestjonnaire. These writ-
ten instructions were complemented by an oral thiction by myself dur-
ing which the pupils were given the opportunityptmse questions. For sec-
tions 1 and 2 in the questionnaire, short introdnst reminding the pupils of
specific activities during the teaching unit weamnsdrted.

Potentially sensitive items in the questionnairecewned the teaching
and learning. In order to ensure the pupils’ andbynthe teacher was not
present in the classroom during the completiorhefguestionnaire; in addi-
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tion, the pupils were informed, both in written am@l instructions, that the
teacher would not have access to their answers, #ie pupils’ names were
replaced by a code once the information had bearsfierred from paper to
digital version.

Two additional factors which required consideratiooluded time and
motivation. The questionnaire used in my study wsfasrt; a maximum of
twenty minutes were estimated for completion. lisvaastributed and an-
swered at the end of an English class, so therirdots were not asked to
take up any of their spare time. In addition, thesiionnaire was piloted by
a group of pupils in year nine, who filled in theegtionnaire so that poten-
tial problems could be identified. As a result béit comments (e.g. “It's
obvious how | should answer these if | want to lee teacher’s pet”), some
wordings were changed and the instructions conegrthieir anonymity in
relation to their own teacher were emphasised.

Questionnaires are useful tools for collecting éaagnounts of data, since
they are relatively easy to distribute and admamigbornyei, 2003). How-
ever, this also presents limitations. In orderite@gome pupils the chance to
expand their ideas and thus providing more insigimyumber of group inter-
views were carried out after the last lesson otélaehing unit.

43.2.3 Interviews

The main purpose of the interviews was to compldrttensecond question-
naire and to deepen my understanding of the pyp#ispective of the use of
assessment activities in class. The interviews ected in this study are best
described as semi-structured which entails theotigeset of fixed questions,
but allows follow-up questions (Dérnyei, 2007). Bhiuhe questions were
compiled after the pupils had completed the seapmektionnaire, and the
informants and groups in which the interviews tptdce were also based on
the pupils’ responses.

The pupils were interviewed in groups to possiblyér the anxiety level,
and the sampling of informants was primarily basedheir responses to the
second questionnaire. The main principle was to jmipils with similar
replies. Three groups of informants were samplegaich of the cases: One
consisted of pupils who believed they had learmething from the peer
feedback activities, another grouped pupils who picharily stressed the
criteria as main source for learning, and lastraig whose members were
more uncertain as to whether they had learned emytlfror each of the
groups, a list of potential informants was compiledlphabetical order. The
three names on top of the list were asked to paatie after receiving infor-
mation about the purpose of the interviews. If ahthem declined to partic-
ipate, number four was approached, and so on. fiteeviews were sched-
uled during a three-week-interval after the lassén of theHow to write a
reply letterteaching unit. They were conducted during the skctiap, which
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meant that | had to adapt the times in accordarittethe class teachers’ and
pupils’ wishes.

The questions in the interview guide (Appendix K9revcomposed based
on queries developed after the teaching unit ardrtformants’ responses
from the questionnaire. One of the questions, xan®le, regarded the defi-
nition of “learn”, which was used in the second gfignnaire (e.g.What did
you learn about organisatiori?2 In the questionnaires, the pupils’ answers
ranged from “nothing” to very detailed accountsisT$uggests that this verb
had different meanings for the informants. Moreovie interviews includ-
ed questions regarding the purpose of the learnitigities, as well as ques-
tions targeting the pupils’ opinion about the teaghunit. In order to jog the
informants’ memory, references to the classroornvides were given in the
prompts, and some of the questions were complemhdngethe teaching
materials used in class.

The interviews took place in one of the classrooam&] were recorded
with a dictaphone. Before the interview startechatted with the informants
about their day in order to establish a rapportline with the guidelines
provided by Kvale & Brinkman (2009), the interviestarted with infor-
mation about the purpose and the voluntarinesBeo$ituation, for example,
the respondents’ right to avoid answering. Alseyétwas a debriefing at the
end so that the informants were given the oppdstuoi pose questions or
follow-up on their answers. The order of the quewsi was respected
throughout the interview, and follow-up questionsrevinserted when nec-
essary.

By combining data from texts, observations, quest&ires, and inter-
views, the findings based on the texts that thalpypoduced in class (i.e.
criteria list, feedback form, first and second thalff the reply letters) could
be interpreted in light of the teaching as wellths pupils’ perceptions.
Thus, it was possible to triangulate the findindgscl provided further sup-
port and understanding of the studied phenomenan{@g 2007; Yin,
2009). The collection of data from multiple sour@dso facilitated an ex-
ploratory approach to the analysis; the followiegt®n describes the itera-
tive and inquiring approach adopted for the analysi

4.4 Data analysis and coding

This section describes the process of coding aatysing the data used in
this study. The exploratory approach adopted fizr $tudy entailed the col-
lection of great quantities of material; thus, dsaanpling, that is the selec-
tion of data relevant in light of the research guoes, formed part of the
analysis process. Furthermore, the analysis weiite in the sense that the
analysis and findings of a sample of the data teduh new queries. Ac-
cordingly, more data were sampled and analysedsé&uently, the coding
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and analysis presented here do not depict a lpremess; instead, they rep-
resent the result of a recurrent engagement wittdéta.

The exploratory nature of qualitative studies ofatails that the research
guestions emerge and are specified during the psa@drnyei, 2007). This
applies also to my study; the research purposstutty potential benefits of
giving feedback, formed a starting point, and thecsfic research questions
were formulated during the initial analyses. Theppse of the research
guestions was to guide the analysis and functioorganising principle for
the findings. The research questions consistedofmain questions (1 and
2) and their subqueries, followed by a synthesigingstion (3):

1. How do pupils respond to the feedback training?

a. How do the pupils understand the task and learmirigomes?

b. To what extent do the pupils include formative mfiation in
the feedback comments?

2. What do pupils learn about writing from giving féedk?

a. What do the pupils learn about writing in termsstriucture
and rhetorical organisation; content and idea agreknt; and
micro-level aspects of writing?

3. How can these findings be understood in light ef¢tassroom ac-
tivities and the pupils’ perception of learning?

This section initially presents the coding and gsial of the different data
sets separately, and next, describes how triarignlaf data was carried out
with the purpose of advancing the understandintp@fstudied phenomenon
from several perspectives.

44.1 Analysis of feedback comments

During the peer-review session, the pupils usedtemrifeedback forms to
collect their comments. In order to compile a ral@vwcorpus of the feedback
comments, the first step comprised cross-refergntdine feedback forms
with the informants to ensure that only data frénv® informants included in

the study remained. If at least one of the groumb@rs was a participant in
the study, the comments were included in the corpus important to note

that it was assumed that all the members of theesmwus group had partici-
pated in the discussion and formulation of the liee#t comments, for the
purpose of this analysis. In class A, all the eigber feedback groups still
had one or several representatives left in theystwtiereas in class B the
feedback comments from one of the seven peer-regiewps were exclud-

ed since neither of the participants was left m study, due to internal attri-
tion. The remaining feedback comments were typedivby word as they

appeared in the feedback form.
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Subsequently, the comments were divided into wiitsnalysis, each de-
fined as a comment concerning one aspect of the letper (FCZE, FC2). In
some instances, this meant that sentences had thvisked into smaller
units, for instance FC3, which consisted of twasiof analysis: one regard-
ing the lack of questions, and the other the alesehan ending.

FC1 you didn’t sign off

FC2 You could be a bit more specific in your lettegcause sometimes the
reader may want to know more

FC3 Some things to improve was that you didn't@sik questions and your
letter didn't have an ending

Furthermore, each comment was coded depending @rattention to
strengths or weaknesses respectively. The categofgedback comments
denoting aspects which could be improved, weaksessas given some
extra attention, since they could be carriers oimfitive information. The
starting point for this analysis was Min’s four (2005, p. 296): 1) clari-
fying writers’ intentions, 2) identifying problem8) explaining the nature of
problems, and 4) making suggestions by giving djgeexamples. These
steps are based on previous research into effepéee feedback, and this
was also the framework used for the feedback trgim class. However, as
mentioned previously (Section 4.2.2), the impleratan differed slightly
from the lesson plan. In order to accommodateHisr divergence, and also
in line with the exploratory stance, a combinatidrinductive and deductive
approaches was adopted.

The first step suggested by Min (2005), “clarifyimgiters’ intention”,
was omitted from the analysis, and comments reggrdossible misunder-
standings were instead merged with other identifiedblems. Moreover, an
extra step was introduced to denote comments whiadhded a suggestion,
but did not contain information about the naturagha& problem. Given that
the steps are presented as qualitatively distiaaivan increasing scale, this
step was inserted between “identifying problemsd &xplaining the nature
of problems”.

In relation to the steps “identifying problems”,datmaking suggestions
by giving specific examples”, specificity is expllg mentioned as a signifi-
cant quality (Min, 2005). Some of the commentsrided to identify prob-
lems in the corpus were rather general (FC4), andtraf the suggested
solutions were also broad, and could not be lathéipecific” (FC5) as sug-
gested by Min (2005). For example:

FC4 The text was sometimes hard to read.

2 FC denotes Feedback Comment, and will be used sudrsiyjwhen referring to the exam-
ples.
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FC5 OK explanations, you can even develop it more.

Nevertheless, it was deemed appropriate to codsetimore generic
comments as identifying problem (FC4) and sugggstimiution (FC5) re-
spectively, but with the added distinction betwegeneral and specific. This
decision was based on the consideration of theaadeproficiency level of
the pupils in my study. Hence, the final categarsacomprised four steps:
1) identifying problem, 2) identifying problem arstdiggesting solution, 3)
identifying problem and explaining the nature of ghroblem, and 4) identi-
fying problem, explaining the nature of the probland suggesting solution.
Steps 1, 2, and 4 also included a further divisitto general or specific
problems, suggested solutions or explanations. varview of the coding
and examples of comments is presented in Table 4.6.

Table 4.6 Overview of the coding of feedback comments

Step Example| Comment

1 (general probler FCe You didn’t answe all the questior

1 (specific problen FC7 You for got the question about what we talk a

2 (general solution) FC8 Watch out for miss spelinygal may want to chec
thas

2 (specific solution) FC9 For next time rememberhtty a comma after the
greding and then a capital let

3 FC10 Some sentences are a little hard to understght

away. In the 6th paragraph it was a few senterias t
were a bit confusin

4 (general solution FC11 We didn’'t understand the last paragraph, canm |yo
and explanatiol maybe develop i

4 (specific solution FC12 It would be better for your organisation e.ge@en
and explanation) is a good place but sometimes like in the wintet is

depressing (you put the sentence is the be

Comments which identified a problem in the peeieeed text, but
lacked formative information, were coded as stefpxample FC6 is general,
i.e. points to a problem without specifying exaatligere in the text it occurs
or giving an example, whereas FC7 is specific sih@so includes infor-
mation about which question the writer forgot teswaar. The difference
between step 1 and step 2 is that the latter @sgpuases a suggested solu-
tion. The comments labelled general solutions (F@8)e in most cases
formulated as examples of actions that the writedd take to avoid a prob-
lem, such as “check”, “develop” and “explain”. Mospecific solutions
(FC9) offer the writer advice which, if applied,utd immediately solve the
problem. Comments which identified a problem anpl&xred why this was
a problem belong to step 3 (FC10), whereas feedbacknents which con-
tained all the formative information, i.e. identdtion, solution and explana-
tion, were categorised as step 4. This step aldaded general suggestions
(FC11) and more specific solutions (FC12).
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The results from this analysis provided informataout the impact and
outcome of the feedback training, i.e. the firsterch question. The second
research question concerned learning from giviegllback, and in line with
the operationalisation of learning (Section 2.8 tavision changes that the
pupils made to their first drafts constituted thei fof this analysis.

4.4.2 Analysis of revision changes

In order to be able to determine possible effetiseer reviewing, the revi-

sion changes, i.e. the alterations that the pingits made to the first draft of
their informative reply letter, were identified. &lunit of analysis was de-
fined as every noticeable alteration between thseguent drafts of the text;
these changes were identified through a close mgaahd comparative anal-
ysis of each pupil's two reply letters. Consequgnthe revision changes
could differ greatly in terms of scope: from thepitalisation of a letter

(RCL1Y, to the inclusion of a new answer to one of thestjons posed by the
American teenagers (RC2) or the deletion of infdroma(RC3).

RC1 | don’t really know so much about | don't really know so much about
ohio, but many Swedish people  Ohio, but many Swedish people
think that think that (A20)

RC2 we don’t were school uniforms. I'mwe don't were school uniforms.
born in Stockholm Here in Sweden when you are a

little child you can go to kinder
garden, and then you go to the
elementary school and after that
you go to, almost like college. In
Sweden the college it’s called
“gymnasiet”, it’s not like you
work out every day as it sounds.
/I 'm born in Stockholm (A13)

RC3 | also like to paint caricatures! // | also like to paint caricatures. // In
heard that in some schools in my school we are also a lot of
England you are only boys or children (A10)
girls. // In Sweden | don't think
there are any schools with just
boys or girls. And I like it that
way :D. //In my school we are also
a lot of children

% The examples of revision changes are labelled R@s{pn change). They include corre-
sponding parts of the text from the first and timalfdrafts of the reply letters 2and &
column respectively). Double slashes (//) indiga&eagraph break and square brackets [...]
indicate that a part of the text has been omittée. revision change is indicated in bold type.
The informant code in the parenthesis refers tpth@l who made the change: A or B signify
the class and the number replaces the pupil’'s name.
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In some of the instances, it was initially uncledrether the alterations
represented one or more units of analysis (RC4,)RU% distinguishing
criterion in these cases was whether the changeded one or several ideas
or features of the informative reply letter. ThRG4 exemplifies one revi-
sion change since the informant added a numbeuestompns for the recipi-
ent clustered in a separate new paragraph. Comyetise two subsequent
sentences in RC5 concerned different topics or arsw the reply letter:
the first one is related to personal informatioowhthe writer, whereas the
second addition is part of an answer describingdeweHence, these two
consecutive sentences exemplify two revision change

RC4 what'’s your plan for the future? // what'’s your plan for the future? //

Goodbye, Debbie, Carlos, Said andVhat do you talk about in your

Tom, country? What are your people
interested in and what do they
think is funny to do? What is
your favorite TV-show, and
finally what are your plans for
the future? // Goodbye, Debbie,
Carlos, Said and Tom, (A13)

RC5 live in Sweden. We don’t have thative in Swedenl m living in
many Stockholm which is the capital of
Sweden. It’s a lot of forest here in
Sweden. We don’t have that many
(A15)

The comparative analysis resulted in a compilatbmevision changes,
which were subsequently evaluated based on thetaspevriting affected
by the alteration. Previous research has providemws models of classifi-
cations of revision changes in successive draftsriting, each adapted for
different purposes, stances and scopes of writing. (Sommers, 1980;
Faigley & Witte, 1981). Common features include uson the level of
changes (e.g. word, sentence, surface, globaljetisas type of procedure
(e.g. deletion, addition, substitution). Inspirgdtbese studies, and especial-
ly the Faigley and Witte (1981) taxonomy based tretiver or not an altera-
tion resulted in a change of meaning, the corpusewision changes was
coded. Also relevant for the categorisation wassitaration for the specific
genre-based task and the age group.

The analytical approach involved a flexible apptoaod subsequent ad-
justments where appropriate. A number of diffetemels and types of oper-
ations were introduced and evaluated in conjunciwth the examples of
revision changes. The aim was to find a coding mehehich accounted for
all the alterations and was relevant in relatiothetask to write an informa-
tive reply letter. For this reason, an iterativeqass which included recur-
rent engagement with the data was initialised, taedend result was a cate-
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gorisation which included a division of the revisichanges into three main
categories: 1)Structure and rhetorical organisatior2) Content and idea
developmentand 3)Micro-level aspects of writingrhe two first categories,
which denoted the macro-level of writing, were velat in relation to the
genre-based task to write an informative repleletivhereas the latter, con-
cerning the micro-level of writing, also includedra general language re-
lated aspects. These three broad categories weherfulivided into a num-
ber of subcategories with the purpose of providingnore comprehensive
picture of the aspects of writing which were alterdn overview of this
division, including examples, is presented in Tahle

Revision changes affectirgfructure and rhetorical organisatiomere al-
so coded either @aragraphingor Moves Paragraphingencompassed the
inclusion or deletion of paragraph breaks, whesdsations codedoves
entailed that a new move was included.

The category of revision changes which alterechteaning or content of
the text,Content and idea developmemtas closely related to the genre of
the informative reply letter, since the main pumoos$ this type of letter is to
provide the recipients with answers to their questi The revision changes
which were placed in this category were coded atiegrto their effect on
the content:Deletion Substitutionand Addition Revision changes which
resulted in the omission of information were cods®eletionsand revision
changes which caused a change in meaning werdddlselbstitutionsRe-
vision changes coded asdditions comprising all the revision changes
which in some way added information to the firstfdrwere further catego-
rised asClarification, Elaboration New answeror New question These
categories covered the different types of infororatadded, related to the
genre.

Both Clarification andElaborationincluded revision changes which add-
ed information or ideas to themes introduced infitg draft. The distinc-
tion between the two categories was that whetaborations provided
more information in generaClarifications included alterations which spe-
cifically explained or described something. Thifetence was deemed sig-
nificant for communicative purposes. In additidmere were two categories
which comprised new conteritew answeandNew questionNew answer
included the revision changes which provided answerquestions (in the
writing prompt) that were not answered in the fidsaft, and alterations
which resulted in questions aimed for the recigemtre labelledNew ques-
tion.
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Table 4.7 Overview of coding of revision changes

Aspect of writing

Type of revision change

Excerptrom first draft

Excerpt from final draft ( revision change in
bold, informant code in brackgts

Structure and rhetorical Paragraphing we can start playing like soccer witbam. | | we can start playing like soccer with a ted.
organisation think the Swedish school system is pretty | | think the Swedish school system is pretty
good good (A12)
Move Please write back if it's something more yol Please write back if it's something more you
want to know about Sweden ore Swedes //| want to know about Sweden ore Swedes //
Best wishes X Good luck with your project! Hope |
helped and taught you guys something
about Sweden// Best wishes X© (A12)
Content and idea Addition Clarification from “Xskolan” In Stockholm from “Xskolan” a schoolin Stockholm (A16)
development Elaboration I'm living in the middle of Stockholm, I'm living in an apartmentin the middle of
Stockholm, (A16)

New answer American teenagers. // | don'’t reallgwn American teenager8lmost everyone here
has “facebook” and uses it daily. Do you
have facebook? And in that case maybe we
can get friends?/ | don't really know (A21)

New question whatever we want to. When it comes to | whatever we want tdo you have it? And
if, what do you think about it? // [...]. When
it comes to (A16)

Deletion make a lot of monéia ha make a lot of money. (B8)
Substitution I’'m so excited to start high schoa going I’'m so excited to stagymnasium it’s going
to be so fun | think to be so fun I think. (A21)
Micro-level aspects of | Grammar In Stockholm is it a lot of parks In Stockh are there a lot of parks (B15)
writing Punctuation My school it's called Xskolan My schits called” Xskolari' (A6)
Rearrangement In Sweden it’s not common to playrisae | It's not common to play American football
football. Sweden.(Al15)
Vocabulary Hello fellows from Ohio! Hellfsiends from Ohio! (A12)




Last, revision changes codbticro-level aspects of writingad four sub-
categoriesGrammar Punctuation Rearrangementand VVocabulary They
encompassed changes which did not alter the meaBirggnmarincluded
alterations regarding, for example, article use emtord, andPunctuation
encompassed additions or deletions of punctuatiarksnand also quotation
marks. Changes affecting sentence structure or afdelements in the text
were codedRearrangement Finally, the categoryocabulary included
changes affecting spelling and substitutions of dsofor synonyms or
equivalents.

As mentioned previously, the coding scheme wasiilexand a result of a
combination of deduction and induction. Faigley &tt&/s generic taxono-
my (1981), especially the distinction between rievichanges which affect-
ed the meaning and those which did not, providedesguidance initially,
but the final scheme as presented here was bastdteaorpus of revision
changes from my study. Thus, it reflects the revisthanges which were
made by the participants in this study while rengsiheir informative reply
letter. Consequently, most of the categories araregeand context-
dependent, and also mirrored in the success eritdrich the pupils used as
support when revising.

In order to ensure reliability, the coding of tlevision changes was re-
peated several times, a couple of weeks apart xtarral rater analysed the
thirty-seven revision changes made by two of tfermants (13% of the
total number of alterations). There was disagre¢rnrethree of the cases;
one of them was due to lack of contextual inforovatand the others caused
by uncertainties about the labels. After discussibithese three instances
there was a complete interrater agreement.

The analysis of revision changes resulted in angpdcheme which pro-
vided information about the informants’ alteratiofi$iese data formed the
basis for the analysis conducted to study poss#hiions to the peer-review
activity, which is described in the following sexti

4.4.3 Analysis of links between revision changes &me
peer-review activity

The purpose of this analysis was to identify pdesiinks between the pu-
pils’ revision changes and the peer-review actiuityprder to identify signs
of learning. Before the procedure is describeds itnportant to clarify the
foundation for this analysis. First, learning frgmwing feedback was opera-
tionalised as a revision change which could beelihko either a feedback
comment or the content of reviewed peer lettersoS&, for the purpose of
this analysis, the feedback comments were assumée the written out-
come of a discussion in the consensus group, ir etbrds, the result of an
evaluation of a specific aspect of the reviewetkietor example, the com-
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ment “you can answer more questions” would thereHaen proceeded by
an assessment of the criterion/maveswer all the question&riteria list,
Case A). Thus, the link (LC2, see below) indicateat the discussion about
this criterion/move had prompted the writer to eadd the same aspect of
their writing. For the purpose of this analysi® feedback comments were
treated as “general”: for example, the comment&&ée check your spelling.
e.g. kindergarten” was treated as the outcomedigaission about spelling.

Initially, the analysis focused on the revision mipas and the feedback
comments, representing the result of the peerwewetivity. However,
while studying the pupils’ reply letter and theltamges, similarities between
different pupils’ letters suggested that the contérihe reviewed letters had
prompted some changes. Therefore, the peer reviesvdivided into two
activities: reading and commenting. During this lgsia the informants’
revision changes were cross-referenced to the woateéhe peer reply letter
and to the comments produced in the consensus .gkxamples of identi-
fied links between peer comments and revision cbsuraye presented in
examples LC% LC2 and LC3, and examples of links between regadind
revision changes are represented by example§ LIRR and LR3.

LC1 and guitars, my friends andguitars. My you had perfect length
and | go friends and | go (A16) of the sentences

LC2 think that? // Some think that? /1 haven’'t you can answer more
more questions decided what | want  questions

to be when | grow
up, but I probably
want to travel to
some warm place
after high school and
work there. After
that | don’t know yet.
I/ Some more
questions (A20)

LC3 a really popular sport a really popular sport ou¥ould be a bit

4 The examples of links between revision changespa®d comments are labelled LC (Link
to Comment). They are presented in three colunxxerpt from first draft, excerpt from
final version, and feedback comment. Double slagtipmdicate paragraph break. The revi-
sion change is indicated in bold type. The infortbm@de in the parenthesis refers to the pupil
who made the change: A or B signifies the classthashumber replaces the pupil’'s name

5 The examples of links between revision changesreading, i.e. content of the reviewed
letter, are labelled LR (Link to Reading). They presented in three columns: excerpt from
first draft, excerpt from final version, and exdeqgs content from the reviewed peer reply
letter. Double slashes (/) indicate paragraph lbeeead square brackets [...] indicate that a
part of the text has been omitted. The revisiomgeds indicated in bold type. The informant
code in the parenthesis refers to the pupil whoentad change: A or B signifies the class and
the number replaces the pupil’'s name
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here. hereMany people more specific
have favourite
football-teams. (A1)

LR1 8:th class. // Now | 8:th grad. /But we In my school it is like
have some questions are not as much around 700 students
students as in your (A21)
school. | think we are
around 700 people in
my school.// Now |
have some
questions... (A10)

LR2 classes just for 8:th  classes just for 8:th I'm in 8th grade (A19)

class. // grad. // (A10)
LR3 ore Swedes // Best ore Swedes fBood And last good luck on
wishes X luck with your the project! [...] more
project! Hope | about Sweden now

helped and taught (A16)
you guys something

about Sweden// Best

wishes X (A12)

Connections between the content of the peer-reddetters and the re-
viewers’ subsequent revision changes regardedfémaokideas and content,
similarities in rhetorical organisation, and usecofmparable phrases. This
analysis provided information about the extent tocl peer reviewing had
influenced subsequent revision changes. In combmatith the coding of
the revision changes as described in the previett#os, it was also possible
to pinpoint which aspects of writing were affected.

This analysis did not take into account the nundfdeedback comments
pertaining to the different aspects of writing. @ilg there were more com-
ments which regarded content and idea developnhemtgver, this aspect
also included more subcategories.

The analyses presented so far contributed to tidinfys related to re-
search questions 1 and 2. In order to accountefaching and the pupils’
self-perceptions of learning (research questioth®) findings corresponding
to the first two research questions were triangulatith data obtained from
classroom observation, questionnaires and intesziew

4.4.4 Triangulation of data

My findings from the text analyses were triangullatéth observation data
and pupils’ self-reports from questionnaires angrinews in order to ex-
pand the understanding of the pupils as peer rergwnd learning from
giving feedback. Triangulation is broadly definedd“mixing methods”, and
this mixing can concern, for instance, data cadlbectechnigues, methods
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for analysis, and application of theories (Dorny2007, p. 156). The pur-

pose is usually to gain deeper insights into a phreamon or to validate find-

ings (Dornyei, 2007). Thus, in my study, it wasgibke to interpret the find-

ings related to the feedback comments and theioevihanges in light of

the teaching and the pupils’ self-perception. lat,fat has been suggested
that triangulation is especially relevant for ctassn research in general and
peer revision in particular (McGroarty & Zhu, 1997This section first de-

scribes how the additional data was analysed,vi@itbby a description of

the triangulation process.

4441 Video-recordings of the instruction

The video-recordings of the instruction were trailved in three steps: First,
each lesson was divided in different parts dependim purpose, such as
Introduction Discussion of sample texis Feedback trainingSecond, each

of these episodes was transcribed broadly, in dadprovide an overview of

what happened in the classroom. This transcriptmvered the interaction
between pupils and teacher, as well as the texherwhiteboard, but the
dialogues were not rendered exactly. This versian later used to identify
episodes relevant for the interpretation of theltesof research questions 1
and 2; the selected episodes were subsequentlctiaad word by word.

Full stops were inserted to denote longer pauses,gaestion marks were
used to denote questions. In the Findings secBpnexamples from this

transcription are labelle@lassroom (CR)

4.4.4.2 Questionnaires

The purpose of the questionnaire distributed afterteaching unit was to
map the pupils’ self-perceptions of learning iratiein to peer feedback. In
order to limit and focus the scope of my studyydhie items which were
relevant in relation to the research questions vaedysed. These are pre-
sented in Appendix J. The closed-ended items ireclud the questionnaires
were answered on a Likert scale of four steps: fidb agree”, “agree to
some extent”, “agree almost completely”, and “agtempletely”. For the
analysis the pupils’ responses were collected anthted. No statistical
analyses were applied.

The open-ended questions were transcribed worddogl and transferred
into a spread-sheet. Subsequently, the codingwelliothe procedure sug-
gested by Doérnyei (2007): read several times ta@&now the data, mark
interesting passages and give these relevant lgbafse pupils chose not to
respond to all questions (usually indicated withyahen), and these were
labelled “no answer”. The responses used as exanipleny thesis were
translated into English.

The coded responses were used to triangulate aagbriet the findings
related to research questions 1 and 2 (Sectiod.4)4In the Findings sec-

tion (5), examples from the questionnaires arelladh@upil response (PR)
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4443 Interviews

The interviews, which also contributed to the iptetation of the pupils as
peer reviewers and the pupils’ learning from givilegdback, were tran-
scribed word by word using the softwaEgpress ScribeFull stops were

inserted to denote longer pauses, and questionsmagke used to denote
guestions. Next, the responses were coded usingatine procedure as de-
scribed in the previous section (4.3.2.2). Wherrrefl to in the Findings

section (5), examples from the interviews are labid?upil response (PR)

4444 Triangulation

In my study, triangulation entailed cross-referagciindings from the text
analyses with data obtained from classroom obsenstand pupils’ self-
perception of learning. This procedure entailedigng the pupil responses
from questionnaires and interviews, and the traptscrof the classroom
interaction (including the whiteboard) in light tife findings from the text
analyses. Table 4.8 presents an overview of thagtilation of the findings
from research questions 1 and 2 and the additidat@. This analysis also
included a comparison of the findings in the tweasa

The data from the questionnaire itérfound the criteria usefuinitially
formed part of this process; however, in seversiainces this data contra-
dicted the pupils’ responses to the question reggrdow the pupils had
used the criteria. Pupils who had self-reported thay found the criteria
very useful (“agree completely” on the Likert sQadéso reported that they
had not used the criteria (open-ended questionya#t decided to only in-
clude the data from the open-ended questions, whéle considered more
reliable.

On individual level, the pupils’ responses did atways agree with the
text analysis, i.e. someone who believed that trey/ learnt new words for
example, had not made any revision changes aftegticabulary. The text
analysis, which linked revision changes to peeiesgyidentified learning
which resulted in alterations. It is also possitiiat the pupils learnt new
words which they did not include in their own teat,that they understood
the importance of paragraphing, evaluated their taxty and decided not to
change anything.
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Table 4.80verview of data triangulation

Research question 3: How can these findings [fromesearch questions 1 and 2] b
understood in light of the classroom activities andhe pupils’ perception of learning?

1. How do pupils respond to the Interview questionWhat was the aim of this teach-
feedback training? ing unit? What were you supposed to learn?
a. How do the pupils under-| Questionnaire iterm:know the aim of this teaching
stand the task and learnirjgunit
outcomes? Interview questionWhy did you negotiate the crite
b. To what extent do the pu- ria lists?
pils include formative in- | (Questionnaire item:found the criteria usefil
formation in the feedback| Questionnaire itentdow did you use the criteria
comments? when you wrote your own texts?
Transcript from classroom observal
2. What do pupils learn about | Interview questionHow do you know that you have

a.

writing from giving feed-
back?

What do the pupils learn
about writing in terms of
structure and rhetorical

organisation; content and

idea development; and
micro-level aspects of
writing?

learnt something?
Interview questionWhat was the purpose of giving
feedback?
Questionnaire itemaVhat did you learn about
e Organisation/Structure
+  Content
e Phrases/Expressions/Vocabulary
e Grammar
from giving feedback?

Questionnaire itemive learnt something by looking

at my peers’ reply letters

Questionnaire item: can self-assess the quality of
my own letter

Transcript from classroom observal

D

To conclude, the data from a multitude of sourcesevevaluated and an-

alysed with the aim of exploring and describing tymapils learn from giv-

ing feedback: classroom material such as the joiiteria list, feedback

comments written during the peer-review activitye two subsequent drafts
of the informative reply letter and video-recordn@s well as additional
material from two questionnaires and interviewsriby the analysis the
data were categorised, cross-referenced and cothpacgder to answer the
research questions.
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5 Findings

This section presents the findings from my studystFthe analyses of the
feedback and the revision changes cross-referenthdomment and con-
tent of the peer-reviewed reply letters in eacle e reported, followed by
a section in which these results are interpretetight of the observation
data as well as student responses from the queaties and interviews.
Thus, the first part focuses on the outcome ofpber-review activity, i.e.
the feedback comments, and the revision changee toatie first draft. The
revision changes which could be linked to eithex geer-reviewed reply
letters or feedback comments were considered siglearning from giving
feedback in this study. Subsequently, the resutis1fCases A and B are
explored in relation to the classroom activitiesd athe pupils’ self-
perception of the teaching unit. It is in this set@art that the research
guestions are addressed:
1. How do pupils respond to the feedback training?

a. How do the pupils understand the task and learmirigomes?

b. To what extent do the pupils include formative mfiation in
the feedback comments?

2. What do pupils learn about writing from giving féedk?

a. What do the pupils learn about writing in termsstrfucture
and rhetorical organisation; content and idea agreknt; and
micro-level aspects of writing?

3. How can these findings be understood in light ef¢tassroom ac-
tivities and the pupils’ perception of learning?

In order to separate various types of data, thenples used to illustrate
the findings and interpretations are labelled eiti@ssroom (CR), feedback
comment (FC), revision change (RC), pupil respqi$®), link to comment
(LC), or link to reading (LR). The examples are fnemed and formatted
according to the outline given in Table 5.1. Theleoin brackets after the
examples refer to the pupil from whom the exampds Wworrowed; the code
consists of a letter, A or B, denoting the casé, amumber representing the
informant (e.g. Al).
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Table 5.10utline of formatting of examples in Findings
Example | Presentation

CR Example from classroom (teacher, pupil, or wtoard

FC Feedback commel

PR Pupil response (informant cot

RC Excerpt from first draft Excerpt from secondftiwith
change in bold (informant coc

LC Excerpt from first draft | Excerpt from second | Feedback comment

draft with change in
bold (informant codt
LR Excerpt from first draft | Excerpt from second | Excerpt from reviewed
draft with change in letter (informant code)
bold (informant codt

In addition to these examples, tables and figuresuaed to illustrate the
findings.

5.1 Case A

5.1.1 Feedback comments

Two of the comments from this case were excludethfthe corpus since
they did not relate to the task: one referred eoftint used (FC13), and one
gave some general praise (FC14).

FC13 The letter size was right first but then isvia big
FC14 X, we think that you did a good job

In Case A, there were 83 task-relevant feedbackwems which focused
on both well-executed features of writing and oeaarwhich could be im-
proved. As presented in Table 5.2, the total nundbexomments produced
by each group ranged from six to sixteen. All tleugs were given two
peer reply letters, but due to the time restrictimty three (B, C, D) com-
mented on both of the texts. Since every groupiheldded pencil markings
in both the texts, it was assumed that the pupits tead the two texts, but
not discussed them enough to produce joint feedbanokments. The three
groups which had included feedback comments on teotis naturally had a
higher number of written comments (see Table F@Wwever, this quantita-
tive difference did not entail a higher quality terms of formative infor-
mation.
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Table 5.2 Categorisation of feedback comments in Case A

Consensus| Good

group aspect$§ Step P Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Total
A 7 2 1 0 0 10
B 8 1 2 0 2 13
C 12 3 1 0 0 16
D 5 4 2 0 1 12
E 5 0 2 0 2 9
F 3 0 3 0 0 6
G 4 2 1 0 1 8
H 3 1 3 1 1 9

Total 47 13 15 1 7 83

¥Good aspects” refers to the feedback comments wirimvided information about strengths.
The steps refer to the categorisation of the fegkdbamments which is presented in Section
4.4.1.

Moreover, there was variation among the groupgg@ards the proportion
of comments on good aspects related to commenfgabiems: from one
third of the comments (group H) to three quartgrep C). The feedback
comments which concerned problems were analysextder to determine
their quality in terms of formative information. @hesults of this qualitative
analysis are presented in Table 5.2. Nearly twodshof the comments
which pinpointed weaknesses (23 out of 36) inclusiauie formative infor-
mation, i.e. information intended to help the readwrove the text.

Among the feedback comments which concerned idedtiproblems,
both general and specific comments were found. géwmeral comments
mainly regarded the lack of questions for the riecifs (FC15, FC16).

FC15 And you didn't really asked any questions
FC16 Some things to improve was that you didn’task questions

The specified problems contained more informatgth as which particu-
lar question the writer had neglected to answerl{HCor which specific
move the writer had forgotten to include (FC18).

FC17 You for got the question about what we taluab
FC18 You didn’t sign off

Most of the comments labelled step 2, identifyinglglem and suggesting
solution, provided general advice on how to solke problem (FC19,
FC20). In comparison to the comments in step lsethiacluded explicit
suggestions on how the potential problem coulddbeed. However, most of
these suggestions did not contain specific inforwnatfor example indicat-
ing which sentences should be shorter (FC19) tdeguiriters without the
knowledge required to fix the problem, even if coeminFC20 could be
interpreted as an attempt to do so: “[m]ore dots”.
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FC19 You could try to write shorter sentences

FC20 More dots maybe your sentasise were to long

Although a great deal of the comments providederatieneral sugges-
tions, there were some examples of more specifittisns. These mainly
regarded micro-level aspects of writing, such ascpuation (FC21), and
grammar (FC22), where the dividing line betweerrexrand incorrect is
relatively clear. However, here were also a cowblsuggestions linked to
organisation, e.g. indicating where the writer domiclude a new paragraph
break (FC23).

FC21 Next time you will write a letter try to rember to use a comma in the
beginning

FC22 Some gramma like (rest Sweden) should bef&tveden

FC23 We think he cold have used more paragrapbmgyeater school in
Stockholm

The remaining comments pertaining to steps 3 aindldded an explana-
tion intended to describe why the identified problevas an issue. All of
these explanations were related to the recipiengefample, by pointing out
potential problems regarding understanding (FCZ23), politeness (FC26,
FC27), or information (FC28).

FC24 Some sentences are a little hard to undersigimdaway. In the 6th
paragraph it was a few sentences that were a hiusimg.

FC25 maybe you shoulden’t had so many Swedish wtitdsonce in Ohio want
understand

FC26 We think that you could be a little more pofitr example not telling
them that they are rich and spoiled

FC27 Please ask questions so you can keep thectavitia the recipient.

FC28 You could be a bit more specific in your letleecause sometimes the
reader may want to know more

Example FC24 was the only example which was labedep 4, since it
contained an explanation, but lacked a suggestati®u As regards step 5,
the suggestions were both general (e.g. FC27) amd apecific (e.g. FC26).

5.1.2 Revision changes and links to peer review

The total number of revision changes in this caae 283, and more than 60
% of these affected the macro-level of writing, istructure and content
(Table 5.3). However, there were huge individudifedences; revision
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changes performed by the individual informants esthfyjom seven to thirty-

one.

Table 5.3 Distribution of revision changes in Case A

Aspect of writing | Type of revision change Number Toth
Structure and rhetorical orgarh-Paragraphin 1¢ 23
isation Move 4
Content and idea developmentAddition 112
Substitutiol 29 155
Deletior 14
Micro-level aspects of writing| Vocabulan 38
Punctuatio 24
Rearrangeme 24 105
Gramma 1¢
Total 283

The categoryContent and idea developmemés considerably the largest
one, including more than half of the alterationsg éhe subset of changes
labelled Addition outhnumbered the other categories at the same (B,

RC7) (Table 5.4).

RC6 and rivers, and we also have someand riverslt’s very much nature

reservations andwe also have
some (Al3)

RC7 But at the winter it's really cold andBut at the winter it's really cold and
dark so at the mornings you just
wish that you could stay in bed andwish that you could stay in bed and
don’t go anywhere before the
spring comes. // Some famous
things here in Stockholm

dark so at the mornings you just

don’t go anywhere before the
spring comedlf didn't live in
Sweden | think | want live o a

little bit warmer place like Spain,
Italy or maybe somewhere in
Africa . Do you like to live in

Ohio? // Some famous things here
in Stockholm (A8)

Table 5.4 Distribution of revision changes i@ontent and idea developméntCase

A

Type of revision change

Number

Elaboration (Additior

66

Substitutiol

29

New answer (Additior

2C

New question (Additior

18

Deletior

14

Clarification

(Addition

8

60

| Total

155




A more comprehensive analysis of the revision changhich affected the
content revealed that elaborations which providederinformation about
topics introduced already in the first draft (RG8C9) and substitutions
which altered the meaning (RC10, RC11) were thetrmommon opera-

tions.

RC8

RC9

RC10

RC11

in first grade and goes up a step

Our school system is quite okay.
I’'m in the 8th grade

in this big country. // The children
in Sweden

the future? // Goodbye, Debbie,

in likpraschool” and go up a
step (A12)

Our school system is very good, |
think that our education (A9)

in this big countryThe three
biggest cities in Sweden are
Stockholm, Géteborg and
Malmé. // The children in Sweden
(A10)

the futur&¥héat do you talk
about in your country? What are
your people interested in and
what do they think is funny to
do? What is your favorite TV-
show, and finally what are your
plans for the future? // Goodbye,
Debbie, (A13)

Other examples of content-altering revision changeee the inclusion of
new answers to questions posed in the writing ptofRE12, RC13) and
guestions for the recipients (RC14, RC15).

RC12

RC13

were school uniforms. I'm born in

Stockholm

watch family guy. // | hope knows

were school uniformddere in
Sweden when you are a little
child you can go to kinder
garden, and then you go to the
elementary school and after that
you go to, almost like college. In
Sweden the college it’s called
“gymmnasiet”, it’s not like you
work out every day as it sounds.
/I 'm born in Stockholm (A13)

watch fangly. /My plans for
the future... / Maybe | want to be
a doctor but | know that it's
really hard and you have to have
very high grades for that and
really work hard in school.
Maybe | could work with nails as
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| do right now. At the moment
people give me a call and then |
“fix” there nails at their home so
it would be fun to have an own
salon What are your plans for the
future? // | hope know (A8)

RC14  with each other. with each otherDo you have a
“inferno online™? | have heard that
it is “inferno online” in other
countries. (A3)

RC15 In my school we don't wear schoolln my school we don’t wear school
uniforms. We can wear whatever uniforms. We can wear whatever
we want to. When it comes to we want to.Do you have it? And

if, what do you think about it? //
[...]- When it comes to (A6)

Some of the revision changes entailed the delasfomformation from
the first draft, for example content about teensigerterests in general
(RC16) or the information that “gymnastics” is dmligatory school subject
(RC17). Moreover, a small share of the alteratimrduded clarifications,
mainly concerned with additional information toifaate understanding and
communication, such as the inclusion of the exglanda school” (RC18)
in relation to the name of the school which, in 8isk, includes this infor-
mation.

RC16  different things. But I'm interested different things. But I'm interested
in musicand some are interested in music. // (A10)

in sports. //

RC17  We don’t have a football team, or We don’t have a football team, or
any other activities in school any other activities in school
besides from gymnasticgvhich is  besides from gymnastics. (A2)
obligated )

RC18 I'm writing you back from “[name I'm writing you back from “[name
of school]” In Stockholm of school]”a schoolin Stockholm

(Ale)

Changes altering the generic structure of the intive reply letter were
relatively few (23); these alterations comprisethbthe inclusion of a new
move, for exampl&igning off(RC19), and paragraph breaks to indicate a
different reply (RC20). The most common of the semi changes regarding
micro-level aspects of writing, concerned vocabylar.g. corrections of
spelling (RC21) or the substitution of a word fareguivalent (RC22).

RC19  Good luck at your European Good luck at your European
project! // X project! //Best regards,X (A2)
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RC20  and there you plugs after high and there you study after
school and that’s for the one who gymnasium and that’s for the one
got the best result. In my school it who got the best results and wants’
is like around 700 students to get better. [...]/ In my school it
is like around 700 students (A21)

RC21 Do you have shool uniforms? Do you hageooluniforms?
(A20)

RC22  friends, play TV-games and sports.  friendsy pideogamesand
sports, (A22)

The connections between the revision changes angetbr-review activi-
ty constitute the operationalisation of learningrig study. An overview of
these links is presented in Figure 5.1. There whage variation between
the different types of alterations; whereas moghefchanges affecting the
organisation of the reply letter seemed to be erfed by giving feedback,
some of the categories had very few links.

120
100
80
60
40 mLinks

20 - . _.4-_ No links
. ]

Figure 5.1Links between revision changes and peer reviewagseG\

5121 Structure and rhetorical organisation

As noted previously, there were relatively few semn changes altering the
structure or rhetorical organisation (24 out of 28Pthe reply letters. None-
theless, a high number of these seemed to be nufakeby the peer-review
activity (Table 5.5).
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Table 5.5Links to revision changes Btructure and rhetorical organisationCase
A

Type of revision chang@ Total® Number of links® | Students with links
Paragraphin 18 14 (14/1 7
Move 4 4 (0/4. 4

3See Table 4.2.Number of revision changes in CaseAumber of revision changes that
could be linked to peer review (commenting/readifiyumber of students who had made
revision changes that could be linked to peer mevie

For example, all the four changes regardingve could be linked to the
same move in peers’ letters. These alterationsidec the insertion of the
move Assuringwith similar content as in the reviewed letter &)RindAc-
knowledging the writeat the beginning of the reply letter (LR5).

LR4 my dad and my dad and I'm short of time so
grandfather. // best grandfather. /Now | this is all I mannish to
regards X need to go because  write. | really hope my

I'm stating my other letter helped you with
lesson soon. | hope  your assignment.
this letter helped you. (A19)

Goodbye® // Best

regards X (A3)

LR5 But now we are But now we are How fun that you
friends. // In Sweden friends.I think there write about Europe. |
there are are very cool that have match to tell you

you have a working  about Sweden. (A21)

with Sweden.// In | think act
Sweden there are SOJEdgcr)eUQIFrOJeC
(A10) y

interesting and would
love to help you with
facts about Sweden
(A19)

Three quarters of the revision changes which altéme paragraphing in
the final version of the reply letter could be igtited to the peer-review
activity. Even if the total number of alteratiorl9) was low, 7 of the 15
pupils in this case made the changes after havsayussed paragraphing in
the consensus groups. The paragraph breaks weogluned to separate
different answers in the replying part of the lefteC4), or, as was the case
in the only change which was linked to readingditode one paragraph in
two. This resulted in the movicknowledgingoeing separated froleply-
ing, as it was in the reviewed letter (LR6).
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LC4 soccer with a team. | soccer with a teant/|  You haved good
think the Swedish think the Swedish paragrafing.
school school (A12)

LR6 you about Sweden.  you about Sweden andwould love to help you
Sweden is a country  answer your questions.with facts about
/l Sweden is a country Sweden. // My name is
(A13) X (A19)

5.1.2.2 Content and idea development

The vast majority of the pupils, 14 out of 15, maeesion changes which
added information to the content of the reply lsttinspired by both reading
and commenting on their peers’ reply letters (T&bE.

Table 5.6Links to revision changes Bontent and idea developmaémiCase A

Type of revision changé Total® Number of links® | Students with links®
Addition 11z 66 (39/39 14
Deletior 14 2 (11 2
Substitutiol 2¢ 10 (0/10 7

3See Table 4.7.Number of revision changes in Case® Number of revision changes that
could be linked to peer review (commenting/readififumber of students who had made
revision changes that could be linked to peer mevie

70
60
50
40
30

mLinks
20 ] ,
— No links
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Figure 5.2.Links between revision changes@ontent and idea developmearid
peer review in Case A

Among the links found in the subcategoriegAdflition revision changes
which entailed the inclusion of new questions av @@swers showed a high
degree of links to the peer-review activity: 15 @fitl8 revision changes
resulting in the inclusion of new questions seentette prompted by the
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peer-review activity. The corresponding proport@@mmcerning hew answers
was 17 out of 20 (Figure 5.2).

These categories included links both to commenBs(LLC6) and to con-
tent; in some cases this inspiration related tofaleanswer in the reviewed
peer reply letter (LR7), and in others, parts cfveers appeared to have mo-

tivated the addition (LR8).

LC5 rest of America? // rest of America? You had many good
What are your plans  questions.
for the future? (A12)

LC6 as | do. // Well, I think as | do.l think “the you didn't answer all

your right young people” here  the questions

are interested in the
same things as you
are music, movies,
cloths, sports and so
on. As | said I think
“the young people”
here thinks it's
important to have
good grades in school
S0 you can get a good
job when you're
older. What do you
think is important? //
Well, | think your
right (A15)

LR7 were school uniforms. were school uniforms. In Sweden we start

I’'m born in Stockholm Here in Sweden when school when we are 5-

you are a little child 6 years and that’s
you can go to kinder  preschool, preschool-
garden, and then you the d" class is primary
go to the elementary  school and after
school and after that primary school you
you go to, almost like can choose if you want
college. In Sweden to go on “gymnasium”
the college it’s called who is like High
“gymmnasiet”, it's School there you go in
not like you work out three years. (A21)
every day as it
sounds // I'm born in
Stockholm (A13)

LR8 as | do. // Well, | as | do.l think “the but we think that
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cloths, sports and so
on. As | said | think
“the young people”
here thinks it's
important to have
good grades in school
S0 you can get a good
job when you're

older. What do you
think is important? //
Well, | think your

right (A15)

Half of the elaborations, 33 out of 66, could bewtected to the peer-
review activity. For instance, information abouerth being “water and
bridges” in a peer-reviewed reply letter prompteel inclusion of a compari-
son of Stockholm and “Venezuela” (probably the méding of Venice),
thus elaborating on the answer to the part of #weived letter/writing
prompt where the American teenagers say that “wet dmow very much
about your country” (LR9). This revision change Idoalso be linked to the
feedback comment “She/he had really short answers”.

LR9 My name is X and I'm
1l4years old, | live with
my family in a
apartment in
Stockholm (which is
the capital of Sweden)
and it's a very
beautiful city, | think
it's because we have
very beautiful and
different kinds of
nature (just like the
rest Sweden), ...

My name is X and I'm It’s a City built on
l4years old, I live with Islands. So there are
my family in a lots of water and
apartment in bridges. (A2)
Stockholm (which is

the capital of Sweden)

and it's a very

beautiful city, | think

it's because we have

so much water,

Stockholm is even

called little

Venezuela and | like

that the different

parts of Stockholm

looks so different not

only the buildings

but also the people.

[...]//Actually the hole

Sweden is really

beautiful and have

very varied nature; ...

(A19)

In other instances, the elaboration was more dyrdioked to the reviewed
letter, as in the following example where the pupdiuded the additional
information that the school is in the capital oféslen (LR10).
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LR10 called Xskolan. What | called “Xskolan"and  and | live in the
know we it is situated in the Swedish capital
unfortunately capital of Sweden —  Stockholm (A2)

Stockholm. [...//...]
What | know we
unfortunately... (A6)

There were very few (2) deletions of content wheokld be connected to
either reading or commenting on peers’ texts. Thesis one example of a
deletion with connection to the reviewed lettee thformant had omitted a
whole paragraph which referred to the use of schoidbrms in England, as
mentioned in one of the sample letters used irngteuction (LR11), but not
in the writing prompt used for this task. The otldeletion was linked to a
comment which concerned repetition; subsequently, viriter deleted in-
formation which could be inferred from the previaamtence (LC7).

LR11 paint caricatures.V/  paint caricatures. // In so match about US

heard that in some my school we are [...]fromUS...]
schools in England (A10) good acters in US.
you are only boys or [...] travel to US
girls. // In Sweden | (A21)

don't think there are
any schools with just
boys or girls. And |

like it that way :D. //
In my school we are

LC7 | agree with you about | agree with you about You didint repeat too
the fact that many the fact that many much also
people get the wrong people get the wrong
impression of America impression of America
through TV and through TV and
media.l think so too. media. (Al)

More than one third of the revision changes whitiered the infor-
mation, i.e. pertaining to the categddyibstitution were influenced by the
content of the reviewed peer letters. In other wpttese texts prompted
seven pupils to change the information given presiyp These alterations
entailed both corrections (LR12) and completelyngfarmed answers
(LR13).

LR12 What do you like to do What do you like to do | don’t so very much
in England? in U.S? (A10) about you country but
I'm going to New
York on my fall
holiday (A19)
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| like the fact that
everyone is treated
equal (A6)

here in Sweden
because it’s very fair
between boys and
girls and it’s a very
free country not like
free to do whatever
you want more like
free... I don't know
how to explain it but
I really like Sweden
and | like our weather
here (A22)

here in Sweden it is
not so much violence
here, and | like our
weather here

LR13

5.1.2.3 Micro-level aspects of writing

The categoryMicro-level aspects of writingwhich encompassed changes
which did not alter the meaning of the text, hadeelinks overall, approx-
imately one quarter of the revision changes (T&bl. The subcategory
Rearrangemendid not have any links.

Table 5.7 Links to revision changes Micro-level aspects of writingn Case A

Type of revision chang@ Total® Number of links® | Students with links®
Vocabulan 38 13 (5/11 7
Punctuatio 24 10 (10/2 4
Rearrangeme 24 0 (0/0 0
Gramma 18 7 (6/2 4

3 See Table 4.7 Number of revision changes in Case*Alumber of revision changes that
could be linked to peer review (commenting/readifigyumber of students who had made
revision changes that could be linked to peer mevie

Approximately half the pupils, 7 out of 15, madeis@on changes affect-
ing vocabulary influenced by reading and/or fee&lmmmments. Alterations
included in this group concerned spelling and wardices which could be
linked both to the content of the peer-reviewetktst(LR14, LR15) and to
comments (LC8, LC9). Even though almost half of pheil population was
influenced to alter vocabulary from peer reviewitigg total number of links
(13) was low in relation to the sum of changes.(38)

LR14 classes just for 8:th
class. //

LR15 wrong impression of
Usa trough tv-series
and movies

LC8 much about ohio, but

many

classes just for 8:th
grad. // (A10)

wrong impression of
U.S.A.trough TV-
series and movies
(A12)

much abouOhio, but
many (A20)

I'm in 8th grade (A19)

in U.S.A (A16)

Please check your
spelling
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LC9 school, like European school, likesoccerWe Good choosing of your
football. We also also (A16) words

Punctuationaccounted for a relatively high number of chand@sout of
24; however, these were executed by four pupilg.dddbmments concern-
ing sentence length (LC10) as well as the imposramic quotation marks
when including Swedish names (LC11) inspired revisthanges; in this
example the use of quotation marks could also tectlly linked to the re-
viewed peer letter (LR16). The only other puncwatchange which could
be related to content regarded the use of comraathf greeting (LR17).

LC10 life in Usa, | have life in U.S.A | have More dots maybe your
been in new York been in New York sentasise were to long.
(A12) Good sentansist.
LC11/ it's called Xskolan. it's called” Xskolar? She/he used quotations
LR16  What and it is (A6) marks.

"Xskolan" (A2)

LR17 Hi Debbie, Carlos Hi dear Debbie, Carlos Dear friends in
Said and Tom! Said and Tom(A6) America, (A2)

Four of the fifteen students made revision changkgh affected the
grammar and could be linked to either commentsootent. As regards the
latter, one of the instances changed the formwbal in Swedish and the
other concerned subject/verb agreement (LR18). dae LR18 was
linked to the comment “Some grama like...” (LC12),ig¥hcould also be
connected to changes made by other members ohthe sonsensus group
(LC13, LC14). Another example of a revision chapgempted by the con-
tent of the reviewed letter is the change of prijoosin LR19.

LC12/ my plans for the future My plans for the Some grama like...
LR18/ is that futureare that (A3)
My plans for the
future are (A21)
LC13 we stopped play we stoppeglaying Some grama like...
because we got mad because we got mad
(A10)
LC14  Andthen comesthe And thencomethe Some grama like...
“hégstadium” “hégstadium” (A16)
LR19 Hello friends of Ohio,  Hello frienda Ohio, Dear friends in
(A16) Columbus (A21)

5.1.3 Summary of findings in Case A

With the exception of two comments, the number lieedt comments pro-
duced in this case were related to the criterigha task. There was varia-

70



tion between the consensus groups both in ternggiantity, i.e. number of
written feedback comments, and quality, i.e. indosof formative infor-
mation. Nearly half of the comments included forin@information in the
form of solutions, either expressed as general iatpees to fix the problem
(e.g. FC19), or, in some cases more specific stiggss(e.g. FC22). Over-
all, there were few explanations of the naturehefggroblem; however, all of
them concerned the recipients’ potential problem®actions (e.g. FC28).
The majority of the revision changes affected tlaem-level of writing,
andContent and idea developmentparticular (e.g. RC7). There were rela-
tively few revision changes which concern8ttucture and rhetorical or-
ganisation but most of them could be linked to peer revieag( LR4).
Moreover, with the exception of one, all the pupilade revision changes
which affected the content and could be linkedittoee commenting or read-
ing (e.g. LR7). These connections especially reggittie inclusions of new
answers and questions directed to the recipientsglaborations (e.g. LC6,
LC5, LR10). On the whole, there were fewer linkpaer review related to
the alterations which affected the micro-level aspeof writing. Among
these aspects, vocabulary represented the highexdtear of links (e.g. LC9).

5.2 Case B

521 Feedback comments

The students in Case B produced a total numbeb dé&dback comments
which were related to the task criteria. Only of¢he comments was con-
sidered off-task (FC29). Consequently, this renveak omitted.

FC29 Check your third sentence

As shown in Table 5.8, the number of feedback comsnproduced in each
group varied enormously, from six to twenty-thr8dwe majority of the

feedback comments (55 out of 86) identified goopeats of the reviewed
peer letters. Most of the comments regarding wesde® produced in this
case, 25 out of 31, included some formative infdiomain the form of sug-

gestions and/or explanations. Table 5.8 providesvanview of the quality

of the feedback comments produced in the consegrsups, where quality
is defined as the inclusion of formative informatid@he four steps indicate
an increase of quality, where steps 2—4 involvecaden how to solve the
issue and/or description of the nature of the @bl
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Table 5.8 Categorisation of feedback comments in Case B

Consensus| Good
group aspect$§ Step P Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Total
A 8 0 7 0 1 16
B 4 1 1 0 0 6
C 17 0 4 0 2 23
D 14 0 4 0 1 19
E 6 4 2 0 0 12
F 6 1 2 0 1 10
Total 55 6 20 0 5 86

@ "Good aspects” refers to the feedback comments wpidvided information about
strengths® The steps refer to the categorisation of the fegkdlbamments which is presented
in Section 4.4.1.

The comments which identified task-related problémthe reviewed let-
ters, step 1, were mainly specific, i.e. referiing potential reader to specif-
ic parts of the texts (FC30, FC31).

FC30 Your flow is good on the answering part, batfeel that it lacks betwen
the introduction and the answering.

FC31 your questions was a little bit strange. B@you have any brothers and
sisters? if so what are there names?

More specific information entails that the potehtieceiver of the feedback
can direct the attention to the relevant parteftext, as opposed to a gen-
eral comment (FC32), which lacks more useful infation.

FC32 The text was sometimes hard to read.

Two thirds of the feedback comments denoting wesse® comprised
suggested solutions to the identified problemg &eThe comments mainly
identified specific problems; however, the suggeselutions were general
in nature. Nearly half of the comments conceridro-level aspects of
writing, such asGrammar(FC33) andSpelling (FC34), with the suggested
general solution that the writer “check” this adpddis request was also
expressed in the criteria list (Appendix G) forstibase: “Check your gram-
mar”, and “Check your spelling” respectively.

FC33 Pleas, check your grammar e.g. “we doesn't...”

FC34 but you may want to check the spelling [.g} &8 become weary strong.”

There were also comments regardi@gntent and idea development
(FC35) andStructure and rhetorical organisatioFC36), which could be
solved if the writer “develop it more” or “work ord specific aspect.

FC35 OK explanations, you can even develop it more
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FC36 no introduction/acknowledging the write, sattyou can work on

These examples can be contrasted with the spesalitions which, for ex-
ample, included the correct spelling (FC37), argliggested location for a
paragraph break (FC38).

FC37 check some spelling, maybe read the text ontwice before handing it
in so mistakes are left in the text e.g. form iadtef from

FC38 Maybe you should consider to split up the amegw part, e.g. “... grades
from 7th grade. Split Young people

In this corpus, there were also some examples edbf@ck comments
which included both parts of the formative elemexplanation and sugges-
tion, i.e. step 4. These referred to understandf@©@39, FC40), relations
(FC41), and also rearrangement of a paragraph (FC42

FC39 We didn't understand the last paragraph, camyaybe develop it?
FC40 Please try to explain your answeres so thauyalerstand it better
FC41 Please, ask the recipients some questicstsuts that you are interested

FC42 It would be better for your organisation &gieden is a good place but
sometimes like in the winter is it depressing (ypoti the sentence is the

beging)

As already mentioned, there was much variation @ribe groups in
terms of quantity, and this was also true aboutdinality of the feedback
comments (Table 5.8). All of the groups had producemments with form-
ative information; however, there were very few lagations. Even the
groups which did include some descriptions of thentified problems only
did so in one or two of their comments. Since nufsthe peer-review
groups only had one representative in the studyag not possible to draw
any conclusions regarding whether these differencemantity and quality
affected the subsequent individual revision changes

5.2.2 Revision changes and links to peer review

The pupils in Case B made a total of 212 revisitenges together, but there
were huge individual differences: from one altenatup to forty-six. More-
over, the revision changes in Case B included Hwhmicro- and the mac-
ro-level of writing, with a slight majority towardbe latter. An overview of
the various types of revision changes is presentédble 5.9.
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Table 5.9 Distribution of revision changes in Case B

Aspect of writing | Type of revision change Number Toth
Structure and rhetorical orgarh-Paragraphin 4 7
isation Move 3
Content and idea developmentAddition 78
Substitutiol 22 113
Deletior 13
Micro-level aspects of writing] Gramma 31
Rearrangeme 27 92
Punctuatio 17
Vocabulan 17
Total 212

The category of changes which affected the contefntise revised reply
letters,Addition, Deletion andSubstitutionincluded the majority of the revi-
sion changes (113 out of 212).

Table 5.10.Distribution of revision changes i@ontent and idea developmeint

Case B

Type of revision change Number
Elaboratiol (Addition) 48
Substitutiol 22
Clarificatior (Addition) 18
Deletior 13
New answe (Addition) 6
New questio (Addition) 6
Total 113

As shown in Table 5.10, the in-depth explorationtluése alterations re-
vealed that most of them weEdaborations i.e. expansions of answers and
information from the first draft of the reply letse(RC23, RC24).

RC23

RC24

it was nice to hear that you want tolt was nice to hear that you want to

know more about Sweden. Well,
I'm 14 years old

But then it's called “6-ars” and in
English you could call it “6-years”
or something like that. After “6-
ars” you go to year 1,

know more about Sweddrecause
it feels like we're too small for
you to se us// Well, I'm 14 years
old (B7)

Then it's called “6-ars”, if you
translate it straight to English it
would be “6-years”. [...When |
was in “6-ars” we just made
drawings or maybe learned to
count. After “6-ars” you go to year
1, (B8)

The second largest subset wa&gbstitutionwhich denoted an alteration
which changed the meaning of a reply from the firsift (RC25). This cate-
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gory was followed byClarification (RC26), which included adding infor-
mation to bridge potential communication problems.

RC25 I go to judo every Monday | go to karate ewdonday (B15)

RC26 In Sweden we're beginning the  In Sweden we’re beginning the
school at age 7, but some people school at age {in the first great),
starts earlier, but some people starts earlier,

(B19)

Changes which affected the micro-level of writingnparily regarded
Grammar such as subject/verb agreement and change obmntfe(RC27,
RC28), andRearrangementfor example restructuring of sentences (RC29,
RC30).

RC27  some is interested in football soarne interested in football (B4)

RC28  Xskolan. I think it has about 700 and | thinkthere are about 1000
students and unfortunately we don’students studying here
have a football team Unfortunately we don't have a
football team (B11)

RC29 | think it would be special for you The Swedish school system is
to start in Swedish school because different from yours | think , this
we have a different school system. is how our school system is build.
(B1)

RC30 Dear Colombian friends, Ddeends in Colombia, (B12)
There were relatively few revision changes whicterad the generic
structure of the informative reply letter, but thegre spread over most of

the reply letters, i.e. the majority of the stude(® out of 11) had adjusted
either paragraphing (RC31) or included a new m&@32).

RC31 I'm glad you wrote to me, | hope | I'm not what you would call an
can help you. Sweden is a neutral expert of Sweden/Stockholm but
country next too Finland I'll do my best.// Sweden is a
neutral country next too Finland
(B10)
RC32 I love your country and would like | love your country and would like
to live there. // Keep in touch to live there in the future. // [...]1//

Hope you got all the answers,
wish you good luck with your
project!! // Keep in touch (B19)

Learning from giving feedback was operationalisechaevision change
which could be linked to either a feedback comnanthe content of re-
viewed peer letters. More than half of the revisiblanges (114 out of 212)
could be traced back to influences from the pegeve activity. As present-
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ed in Figure 5.3, there was some variation in tisé&ridution of these links
over the different categories of alterations.
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Figure 5.3Links between revision changes and peer revienwase®

5.2.2.1 Structure and rhetorical organisation

Revision changes affecting the structure and rlegtioorganisation of the
informative reply letter corresponded to the catesgoof Paragraphingand
Moves Overall, these types of alterations were relétifew and carried out
by a small number of informants (Table 5.11).

Table 5.11.Links to revision changes iBtructure and rhetorical organisation
Case B

Type of revision changé Total® Number of links® | Students with links®
Paragraphin 4 4 (2/3 4
Move 3 3(3/2 3

3See Table 4.2.Number of revision changes in Casef Bumber of revision changes that
could be linked to peer review (commenting/readifiyumber of students who had made
revision changes that could be linked to peer mevie

Nonetheless, both commenting and reading seembdvi® prompted all
of these changes. For instance, the insertionpafragraph break, indicating
the treatment of different topics (LC15), seemeldanspired by a feedback
comment regarding organisation, and the deletioa paragraph break be-
tween the two moveAssuringand Signing off(LR20), influenced a struc-
ture similar to the one in the peer-reviewed letter

LC15 | think it's great to live The young people is  You have a good
in Sweden and there’s interested in organistiation in your
a very fine nature here.everything from sports text.
The young people is  to computer games.
interested in Just like they're
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everything from sports talking about

to computer games.  everything you can
Here like you say most imagine. Here like you
only people know US say most only people
through media. But 1  know the US through

would really like to media. But | would
know. Inthe future | really like to know
wanna work with more. Please tell me
something that to about how it is to live
music to do. in your county!// In

the future | wanna
work with (B12)

LR20 | hope you can write | hope you can write  Hope you liked my
back to me/ Best back to me. Best answers, bye bye (B7)
wishes, // X wishes, // X (B4)

All the pupils who inserted new moves into theivised reply letters
were apparently influenced by the peer-review é&gtithe inclusion of a
new moveAcknowledging the writercould be linked to the same move in
the two reviewed letters (LR21), as well as a comnfecusing on the
strength of the conclusion of one of these letesl6).

LC16/ Hi, dear frinds inthe  Hi, dear friends from  Good start and good
LR21/ US,//II'mal4year the US, /I'mreally ending
old girl glad that you wrote
to me, and | hope
that you will find my
answers helpful to

How nice that you
wrote to me, and fun
that you would like to
your European know more about us
i |
project. // 'm a 14 here in Sweden! (B3)

year old girl (B11) | hope this letter will
answer your guestions.
(B12)

5.2.3 Content and idea development

As shown above, most of the revision changes tdfitted version of the
reply letter affected the content, and especialljitions in the form of elab-
orations of ideas and answers introduced alreadiarfirst draft. In addi-
tion, the categoryontent and idea developmeatcounted for the highest
number of links to the peer-review activity. Théisés were spread across
the class population (Table 5.12).
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Table 5.12Links to revision changes fbontent and idea developmémiCase B

Type of revision chang@ Total® Number of links® | Students with links®
Addition 78 48 (39/33 9
Deletior 22 1(1/0 1
Substitutiol 13 5 (1/5 2

3See Table 4.2.Number of revision changes in Casef Bumber of revision changes that
could be linked to peer review (commenting/readifiyumber of students who had made
revision changes that could be linked to peer mevie

Even thouglElaborationswere the most common revision change, it was
the additions in the form dflew answersindNew questionsvhich mainly
seemed to be affected by the peer-review actiirityerms of percentage of
links to comments and content (Figure 5.4). Alltiegse revision changes
could be traced back to either feedback commentsment of the reviewed
letters.

60
50

40

30

20 - mLinks

10 . — No links

Figure 5.4.Links between revision changes@ontent and idea developmeard
peer review in Case B

The inclusion of new answers, i.e. the informatiaat the recipients specifi-
cally asked for, could be the result of both thesemsus group discussions
(LC17), and transfer of content from the reviewedrmletter (LR22, LR23).

LC17 and what they think is and what they think is It was good that you
important. What do important.| talk answered all the
people about different questions

things whit my
friends almost every
day, it depends on
how big the subject
is. What do people
(B4)
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LR22 computer games. computer gamesust
Here like you say like they’re talking

about everything you
can imagine.Here
like you say (B12)

LR23 think is important. think is important!
What do talk about different
things whit my
friends almost every
day, it depends on
how big the subject
is. What do (B8)

they speak about
almost everything.
(B15)

Well, we talks about
everything. (B7)

they speak about
almost everything.
(B15)

All of the revision changes resulting in new quassi for the three Amer-
ican teenagers were similar to questions or inftionafound in the re-
viewed letters (LR24), and some of them could &lsaelated to feedback

comments (LC18/LR25, LC19/LR26).

LR24 | love your country | love your country
and would like to live and would like to live
there. // Keep in there in the future. //
touch// X Finally, | wonder

what do you do on
your spare time, do
you have any hobbies,
andtell me about

your school system,
how does it work? //
[...]// Keep in touch//

X (B19)
LC18/ history and nature. //  history and nature [...]
LR25  In my high school Do you have any fun

amusement parks in
Ohio? // In my high
school (B7)

LC19/ like to know. In the to know morePlease

LR26 future tell me about how it
is to live in your
county! // In the future
(B12)

| have some questions
for you guys; what do
you do on your spare
time? Do you have

any brothers or sisters?
If so, what are there
names? And finally,
what school do you go
to? (B8)

Please try to ask some
questions.

a really nice
amusement park called
(B3)

It was good that you
ask a question back.

| would love to hear
more about the US. |
don’'t know much how
you live. (B15)

Revision changes which elaborated or clarified enhtrom the first draft
also seemed to be categories influenced by therpemw activity. This
included the majority, 27 out of 48, of the changesulting in the expansion
of previously mentioned themes (LC20, LR27), ad aelhalf of the altera-

tions involving clarifications (LC21, LR28).
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LC20 and maybe | wantto | might wantto bea  The information was
be a lawyer, like my  lawyerin the future, great, but you should
mother. like my motherlf | try to make it longer.

didn't become a
lawyer | would want
to move to Africa

and become a doctor,
because | ‘m really
into help people (B1)

LR27 I’'m a regular girl who 1'm a regularl4 years and I'm 14 years old
going in old girl who goes in (B2)

(B19)

LC21 I live in Stockholm. I live in Stockholm,  Your explanations was
the capital of really good e.g. Grona
Sweden (B12) lund.

LR28 We start school when We start school when We are 7 years old

we’'re six years old
and finished the
obligatory school
when we are sixteen
years old.

we're six years old
and finished the
obligatory school
when we ar@round

sixteen years old. (B1)

when we starts®1
grade and 15 (or 16)
when we ends the™
grade. (B7)

Some revision changes entailed the deletion ofrimédion or substitu-
tion; however, there was only one student whos&atibn could have been
prompted by the peer-review activity. The writetetied some of the infor-
mation, thus, avoiding repetition (LC22).

LC22 and maybe | wantto | might wantto bea It was really good that
be a lawyer, like my  lawyer in the future,  you didn’t repaet your
mother.My mother is like my mother. (B1) self
a good lawyer and |
would like to be like
here if | was a lawyer

5.2.3.1 Micro-level aspects of writing

Micro-level aspects the reply letter in this studyer to surface changes,
regardingvocabulary Grammar Punctuationor Rearrangements/hich did
not alter the meaning. In this sense, these typekanges do not affect the
guality of the final version to the same extentttas macro-aspects which
have been accounted for thus far in this sectiandtheless, these aspects
are important for the overall quality of a pieceasiting.
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Table 5.13Links to revision changes Micro-level aspects of writingh Case B

Type of revision chang@ Total® Number of links® | Students with links®
Gramma 31 22 (217 7
Rearrangeme 27 18 (17/1 5
Punctuatio 17 10 (10/0 4
Vocabulanr 17 9 (9/4 5

3See Table 4.2.Number of revision changes in Case’ Bumber of revision changes that
could be linked to peer review (commenting/readifiyumber of students who had made
revision changes that could be linked to peer mevie

The subcategorgrammarrepresented a broad group of alterations (Ta-
ble 5.13), encompassing for example correctionpasgsessive pronouns
(LC23) and subject/verb agreements (LC24). Thisigiead a large quantity
of links to comments requesting the writer to “ddethe grammar; moreo-
ver, all but one student who had made changestimffiegrammatical aspects
of writing (7 out of 8) seemed to be influencedthy peer-review activity. It
is also worth noticing that not all revision chasded to improvements;
however, these alterations could still have beemmpted by the feedback
discussion in the consensus groups (LC25).

LC23 not as cool as your | not as cool agours|  We think that you
think think (B15) should check youre

gramar e.g. “I'm a

regular girl who is

going in...”
LC24 some is interested in  someare interested in  but you may want to
music. music. (B4) check the spelling and
gramma e.g. “on the
summer is it...” “I
become weary strong.”
LC25 | don't agree with | don't agree with but you may want to
them | think my them | think my check the spelling and
school is good if you  school is good if you gramma e.g. “on the
get good teachers. got agood teachers. summer isit...” "l
(B1) become weary strong.”

There were alterations of grammatical structureshvbould be linked to
the contents of the reviewed peer letters. Exampfiéisese revision changes
included the correction of the indefinite articleRR9), the inclusion of a
definite article (LR30), and the substitutionibis for there arewhich could
be linked to several instance of correct usagherréviewed text (LR31).

LR29 as a activity. In our am activity. But of  have an activity
(B15) outside school (B18)
LR30 lot of crime in US. | lot of crime inthe US. about the US (B2)

know too that most of 1"ve also heard that
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most of (B19)

LR31 In Stockholm is it a lot In Stockholmare In my school there are
of parks there a lot of parks about 700 students. |
(B15) don't think there is

any school team in our
school. [...] In

Sweden there is no
10", 11" or 12" grade
(B18)

In this caseRearrangementgontained a large quantity of links; two
thirds of these revision changes could be linkedatmove all, comments
referring to a text's “flow” (LC26). In additionhere were a few examples
where words were deleted; in example LC27 the wotmitted some in-
stances ofwell placed initially in sentences. The content of theiewed
letters also influenced some changes, for exarhglgteeting (LR32).

LC26 My plan for the future My plan for the future It was a good flow.
is right now just to do right now is just to do

(B11)
LC27 bullied.Well, | don't  bullied. | don't know  Please, don't repeat
know (B7) words.
Well, | want to be No repeating.

| want to be (B7)

LR32 Dear Colombian Dear friends in Dear friends in
friends, Colombia (B12) Columbus. (B15)

Comments about the “flow” also contributed to thenber of links for revi-
sion changes affectirf@unctuation(LC28, LC29).

LC28 in whatever team you in whatever team you excellent flow (the text
want to, but it's not want to. Butit's not  just went on and on

connected to your connected to your
school. school. (B8) good flow

LC29 | think it has about 7001 think there are about It was a good flow.
students and 1000 students studying

unfortunately we don't here. Unfortunately we
have a football team don't have a football
team (B11)

On vocabulary level, some alterations of spellingravinitiated by the
feedback comment, or reminder, (LC30); moreovdevapupils transferred
spelling from the reviewed letter into their owndl draft (LR33).

LC30 any other fun finng any other furthings and had no
like clubs like clubs (B15) misspellings
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LR33 Hi, dear frinds in the  Hi, dearfriends from  Dear Colombian
uUs, the US, (B11) friends, (B12)

5.2.4 Summary of findings in Case B

With the exception of one comment (FC29), the fee#ltproduced by the
pupils in this case was relevant to the task. Tde majority of the feedback
comments regarded good aspects of writing. Moreavest of the com-
ments which identified weaknesses contained formatiformation, primar-
ily suggestions in the form of requests (e.g. FCIBe explanations which
were included in a small number of the commentsesidd the readers and
organisation (e.g. FC41, FC42).

On the whole, the revision changes mainly affe@edtent and idea de-
velopmenaindMicro-level aspects of writin¢e.g. RC22, RC26). There were
very few revision changes regardiSgructure and rhetorical organisation
but all of them could be linked to either commegtor reading (e.g. LC15).
As concernLontent and idea developmgentost pupils had made revision
changes which could be linked to peer review (eR22). All the new ques-
tions and answers seemed to have been promptezhting or commenting;
this also applied to a majority of the elaboratidgeg. LC20). Comments
which requested the writer to check grammar couated to a high number
of links related to revision changes (e.g. LC23gaRangements also
seemed affected by peer review (e.g. LC26).

5.3 Comparison and interpretation of Case A anckeCas
B in light of classroom data and pupils’ self-rejgor

This section links the findings presented in thevipus sections to observa-
tion data and pupils’ self-reports. The aim of tiiangulation was to direct-

ly address the research questions and broaderethpgetive. An overview

of the themes identified in the pupils’ self-regofguestionnaire and inter-
view) is presented in Table 5.14. The outline @ 8ection follows the first

and second research questions, including the subgu&ection 1.2).
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Table 5.140verview of themes identified in the pupils’ selfarts

Question from questionnaire
(Q)? or interview (I)°

Themes in responses (in descending order)

Q: How did you use the criteria
when you wrote your own texts?

A: checklist (10), didn’t use them (3), improve ttex
(2), organisation of letter (1), idea developmdnt (
don’t know (1)

B: checklist (9), organisation of letter (3), intradion
1)

Q: What did you learn about
organisation/structure?

A: paragraphing (7), nothing/not much (5), organis
tion (3), genre (2), no answer (1)

B: paragraphing (4), organisation (3), nothing/not
much (3), develop ideas for coherence

Q: What did you learn about
content?

A: no answer (5), nothing/not much (5), reply to
questions (2), assess (1), don’t repeat info @nre
(1), good ideas (1), it's important (1), includesmnal
info (1), ask questions (1)

B: no answer (3), elaborate (3), good ideas (2), not
much (1), include personal info (1), fun to reayi (e
polite (1

Q: What did you learn about
phrases/expressions/vocabulary

A: nothing/not much (6), some words (5), spelli3y (
no answer (1), register (1)

B: nothing/not much (4), some words (4), variation

(2), no answer (:

Q: What did you learn about
grammar?

A: nothing/not much (8), punctuation (2), s/v agree
ment (2), spot mistakes (1), it's important (1), no
answer (1)

B: no answer (4), nothing/not much (3), spot missal
(3), better grammar (

Q: What did you learn about The answers from this question were merged with
other things? guestions regarding organisation, content,
phrases/expressions/vocabulary, and gram
I: What was the aim of this teach-A: improve writing (3), write letter (2), read lets
ing unit? What were you sup- (2), assess/give feedback (2), make other people
posed to learn? understand (1), spelling (1)
B: improve writing (3), write letter (2), respond to
letter (2), make other people understand (1), gramm

1)

I: How do you know that you
have learnt something?

A: difference/doing something new (3), know the
answer (1), study (1)

B: difference/doing something new (1), know the
answer (1), spot mistakes (1), give explanatiofps (1
more fun (1), easier (

I: What was the purpose of this

task [giving feedback]? Why did
[teacher’'s name] want you to do
this?

A: learn/improve writing (3), spot mistakes (2)lfse
assess (1)

B: self-assess (3), spot mistakes (2), learn (Jetn
stand a text (1), teacher thinking

I: Why do you think you did this
[negotiated criteria list]?

A: checklist (2), organisation of letter (2), graiam
and language (1)
B: checklist (3

2Case A (n=16) and Case B (n=11). Some of the pupifgiomeed several things.
® Three groups of pupils were interviewed in eacfeca
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5.3.1 The pupils’ response to the feedback training

5.3.1.1 Task understanding

The results regarding the quality of the feedbamkments produced in the
two cases show that the pupils were able to idefuifth weaknesses and
strengths related to the success criteria, whictihdu indicates that the pu-
pils had understood the aim of the teaching uniaddition, pupil responses
from the post-teaching unit questionnaire suppattexlfinding since almost
all the students (22 out of 27) reported that thagl recognised the aim of
the instruction almost completely or completely. ristover, the interviewed
pupils mainly described the aims in terms of imimgwvriting (PRZ2, PR2)
and writing a reply letter (PR3, PR4).

PR1 | think it was sort of to learn to write bettend then make others under-
stand what sort of or understand things you witéhey can well so that
you are understood (A16)

PR2 writing to someone who might not know Swedigshkmows English
(B18)
PR3 be able to understand sort of you should witataled read another to

answer so | think it was both reading and be ablerite a letter (A3)
PR4 be able to write a letter (A9)

Apart from providing the pupils with clear focus filhve peer-review ac-
tivity, the criteria also provided useful guidelinfr the pupils’ own writing.
Most of the students used the criteria as a cr'q®R5, PR6, PR7):

PR5 | used them to try to get the best possiblerletirst | answered the ques-
tions in the letter and then | double-checked tinetd included as many of
the bullet points as possible (A1)

PR6 | tried to adapt my text by regularly browsthgpugh the criteria (B12)
PR7 | followed the model and wrote a rather fluemnt with all the contents
(B10)

Thus, the fact that the feedback comments wereapteand related to the
written task was supported by the pupils’ own petioa of the value of the
list of success criteria.

In both classes, the pupils produced feedback cartenghich focused
on both good aspects and areas which could be wagrd he ratio of com-
ments which denoted strengths and weaknesses tigspediffered on both
class and group level. In Case B, 5 out of ther&ensus groups had a high-
er proportion of comments focusing strengths. Dy@nclassroom discus-

5 Both questionnaires and interviews were carriedioBwedish, so these are my transla-
tions.
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sion of the importance of including both types eédback, there was con-
sensus among the pupils as regards this ratio,lwbit the teacher to con-
clude that: “Maybe if we find two good things, wancfind one thing for
improvement and so on. That is a very good rutenkt (CR1). Conversely,
a similar discussion in Case A revealed that th@lpwiews diverged on this
account (CR2, CR3), which was true also for thedlbeek comments.
Hence, the pattern (or lack of pattern) could bedd back to the classroom
interaction.

CR2 | think more positive than negative (pupil, €49

CR3 she [the fictitious writer] needs to know wkatmprove to be better
(pupil, Case A) [said in response to the fact thate were more “nega-
tive” than “positive” feedback on the whiteboard]

5.3.1.2 Formative information in the feedback commats

As mentioned above, the feedback was based orstled triteria; however,

the findings also suggested that the inclusioroohftive information in the

form of suggested solutions and explanations welsallenge for the pupils.
During the feedback training the pupils were askedrovide feedback
comments based on a sample text, and the teaakgiquestions to scaffold
them to include the steps suggested by Min (2088¢tjon 4.2.2). The feed-
back comments jointly produced and listed on thdtekoard included

formative information, but few of them involved #hle steps (CR4). Most of
them focused on the solution (CR5, CR6, CR7), whias also the case
with the comments produced by the pupils duringoieer review.

CR4 It would be easier to read your text if youidi@d the sentence beginning
with “For my...” (whiteboard, Case B)

CR5 Ending, please write something like “It hasrbagoy to...” (whiteboard,
Case A)

CR6 When you rewrite the letter next time you cawdto answer the question
about American music (whiteboard, Case A)

CR7 Please, check your spelling e.g. hav. Healtary, communal, example
(whiteboard, Case B)

Thus, even if the oral and written instructionsludled this information, the
pupils seemed to have adopted the formulation edfack presented during
class where explanations, in terms of why a pderagsue was problematic,
were not addressed.

Moreover, although the feedback training was fraraedan exercise to
help Linda (the fictitious writer) improve her lett it was, in addition, made
clear to the pupils that the purpose was to hamtlnhance their own reply
letter (CR8, CR9).

86



CR8 Picture your letter, are there things you camiprove? Are they perfect?
Try when we're back, think about your own letteodand things to
improve (Teacher, Case B)

CR9 No next time you'll read someone else’s ledigt then you think for
yourself and then you improve your version whicthis one I'm going to
read (Teacher, Case A)

Likewise, the pupils’ understanding of the purposgiving feedback during
this teaching unit was expressed in terms of tbein possible benefits
(PR8, PR9, PR10).

PR8 find out when you have made mistakes (A9)

PR9 it makes it easier to assess your own texitifyave someone else’s text
to assess, sort of (B12)

PR10 to be able to assess our own texts in the s@an€¢Al7)

It is therefore possible that the pupils had tlsin writing in mind when
providing feedback, rather than the writer's. Capsmtly, they may not
have considered the inclusion of explicit formatiméormation important,
since the purpose was to help themselves ratherstiraeone else.

Possible reasons for the quantitative and qualéatiifferences of the
feedback comments produced in the consensus gevapsutside the scope
of this study, since the group discussions wereobgerved as part of this
study.

5.3.2 The pupils’ learning about writing from gigin
feedback

After the teaching unit, the pupils were askeddaspond to a statement re-
garding their perception of learning from their fgeaevork: | have learnt
something by looking at my classmates’ reply Istté&lost of the pupils in
both cases (22 out of 27) agreed to some extealnmost completely with
this statement. Pupil responses (PR) in this seatépresent the pupils’
guestionnaire and interview responses.

5.3.2.1 Learning about structure and rhetorical orgnisation

The small number of revision changes regardingcira and organisation

was not surprising since most informants had gispe generic structure
of the informative reply letter already in theirsti draft; nonetheless, a large
number of these alterations seemed to have bageted by reading and/or
commenting on peers’ texts. This finding was sufgebby pupils’ responses
in the post-teaching unit questionnaire: Many @& pupils in both classes
mentioned paragraphing and organisation as perdeaahing outcomes
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(PR11, PR12, PR13). The second most comment angag&f‘nothing” or
“not much”.

PR11 Ilearnt more about dividing the text and arggit (A15)
PR12 Important with paragraphs and so to makesiee#o read etc. (A8)
PR13  Divide into better paragraphs (B7)

5.3.2.2 Learning about content and idea development

In both classes, revision changes which involves ¢bntent of the reply

letters constituted the majority of the alteratioasd to a high extent these
seemed to be prompted to the peer-review actiVibys was an expected
result since this part is the most important of gy letter; even if the pu-

pils’ choice of information was subjective, manytbé responses regarded
things such as the school system and being a teema§weden. Already at

the beginning of the teaching unit, the pupils adréhat their task was to
provide answers (CR10, CR11).

CR10 find info and answer those questions (pugikeCA)
CR11  they want answers (pupil, Case B)

However, despite the high number of links to regdind commenting on
peers’ letters, especialldew questionsNew answersand Elaborations
relatively few pupils acknowledged that they hadeied learnt anything
about content from peer review. Those who did espthat they had im-
proved their content thanks to reading peers’igtteeferred to content as a
source for inspiration (PR14, PR15) or as reinforest of the criteria in
terms of the importance of replying (PR16).

PR14 Good to read other because then you got lieas$o write your own
letter (B1)

PR15 | saw several different answers and learrgabd ‘mixture’ of how to
write a reply letter (B8)

PR16 To answer all the questions to tell somethlmgut myself and to pose
guestions myself (A17)

In addition, by placing themselves in the readde,resome pupils ex-
pressed that they had considered the recipient#rgtanding (PR17), pur-
pose of the genre (PR18), upholding the readerstést (PR19), and stress-
ing politeness (PR20).

PR17 You could see that it maybe wasn'’t that easyntlerstand if you didn’t
express what you meant in the letter and thergforvecould see in your
own letter if you had expressed something badiy1jB1
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PR18 if someone asks anything then you’ll answedrgerhaps tell them about
yourself in case it's someone you don’t know that\(B4)

PR19 it should be fun to read (B7)
PR20 the importance of being polite (B10)

It is possible that the pupils were not aware eirtlvorrowings, or, per-
haps more likely, that they would not consider thearning. Most pupils
who were interviewed discussed learning in termdaifig things differently
but unconsciously (PR21, PR22), being able to Visddifferences (PR23),
or explicitly studying something (PR24).

PR21 if you are going to write a new letter then yaight organize it in a good
way without thinking so that it is a good lettertsaf subconsciously
(Al6)

PR22 like when you do different things that yoweliemember (B7)

PR23 when | can compare two texts and tell whiahisrbetter, then | think that
I've learnt the subject [...] not just say that tlidad but say that it is bad
because and this is good because (B10)

PR24 well you study (A9)

Thus, even if the cross-referencing of revisionngfes regarding content and
reading and commenting on peers’ letters showedfiea of ideas and inspi-
ration, most of the pupils seemed unaware of thdkeences.

5.3.2.3 Learning about micro-level aspects of writig

Revision changes on the micro-level of writing, s@sGrammar Vocabu-
lary andPunctuation constituted around four out of ten alteration$ath
Case A and Case B. However, there were some diffesebetween the cas-
es pertaining to the distribution between the stdugaies. In Case A,
changes affecting vocabulary were performed byt706d5 pupils; moreo-
ver, approximately one third of these (13 out of 88uld be linked to peer
reviewing, in particular to the content of the ewed letters. Conversely,
Grammarwas the largest subcategory in Case B, and sauenf the eleven
pupils had carried out these alterations. Furtheemtwo thirds of these
changes could be connected to reading and comrgeatinpeers’ letter,
especially the latter. However, in both cases d mgmber of these links
could be traced to individuals; thus, the differemen these two categories
could be attributed to specific pupils, rather trdissimilarities on group
level.

On the other hand, the differences regardRegrrangementsould be at-
tributed to group differences, more specificallytlie notion of text flow. In
Case B, where two thirds of the revision changd®darrangementould be
linked to comments, there was a criterion whicld $&ind a flow in your
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text”, and the comments which contributed to thenber of connections all
mentioned flow.

When asked about their learning about grammar fgoring feedback,
some of the pupils self-reported that assessingspkstters facilitated their
own editing (PR25, PR26).

PR25 When you had corrected someone else’s grambgrame easier to
correct one’s own (B11)

PR26 | became better at discovering grammaticate(B10)

Consequently, they did not believe that they leamything new; instead,
they improved their proofreading skills. Likewismme pupils self-reported
enhanced self-assessment skills in relation tolisgefPR27) and general
assessment of the overall quality of their owrelePR28, PR29).

PR27 To read the text and look for spelling er{&3)
PR28 It also gave me an idea of how good or badwmyletter was (A6)

PR29 | saw what | could improve and what errorad made myself (A19)

Concerning vocabulary learning, a few students esged that they had
been inspired to include new words from peer reingwWPR30); however,
most students stated that they did not believe ity acquired any new
words or phrases from the peer review.

PR30 I guess | took some words (B19)

Still, some of those who claimed not to have aaguinew vocabulary men-
tioned that they learned expressions pertainirgpazific moves of the reply
letter (PR31, PR32).

PR31 different greetings (B8)
PR32 Best regards, etc (B1)

Indeed, apart from learning directly related toirtlosvn writing, there were
signs that some pupils picked up the terminologgdus class to denote the
different parts of the informative reply letter (BRR PR34).

PR33 you should tell them that you well that it s that they wrote and that
you'd be happy to help them (A17) — like this ackferlging the writer
(A3) (Emphasis added)

PR34 not forget it like greeting and stuff (A7) (Ehasis added)

In brief, influences from peer review on micro-lewspects of writing
seemed related to proofreading and editing, ratthem increasing vocabu-
lary or learning new grammatical constructs.
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5.3.3 Summary of comparison and interpretationirafihgs
in Case A and Case B

Pupil responses to the questionnaire supportedinideng that the pupils
had, indeed, understood the task and the interededihg outcomes. More-
over, the pupils’ self-reports described that theeda had functioned as a
checklist when they wrote their informative repdjtérs. Also, the different
ratios of feedback comments concerning strengtdswagaknesses could in
both cases be traced back to classroom discussion.

The lack of formative information in the feedbadaunents also seemed
related to teaching; most sample comments joirmbgdpced in class lacked
explanations. It was also made clear that the marpd giving feedback in
this teaching unit was to promote the pupils’, e givers’, own learning.

Many pupils in both cases self-reported that they learnt about organi-
sation and paragraphing from acting as readerspaed reviewers. This
supports the findings which identified a large nembf links between revi-
sion changes affecting structures and moves ardingg@r commenting on
peers’ letters.

Most of the revision changes concerr@antent and idea development
and many of these alterations seemed to have eepted by peer review.
However, few pupils acknowledged that they hadnteanything about con-
tent in reply letters from giving feedback. Thoseomelieved that they had
learnt something described borrowing ideas or céfig on the readers’
response to their writing.

In both cases, a smaller number of pupils conteithud the links between
Micro-level revision changeand peer review. The divergence related to
Rearrangemenfsvhere Case A did not have any links, could beetato a
difference in the criteria lists, and, consequeritig feedback comments: the
notion of flow. In terms of learning, some pupikdfgeported that peer re-
view facilitated their own proofreading, and othbsadieved they had picked
up some new words, including terminology to dertbte different parts of
the informative reply letter.
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6 Discussion

With the notion of assessment as learning as &rgfgpooint, the present
study has described how young learners’ engagemegioup assessment
activities, specifically peer review, can affecbsequent revision changes
and form part of the learning process. Learning o@erationalised in this
study as a revision change made to the first dvhfch could be linked to
the peer-review activity, i.e. either the contehthe peer-reviewed letters or
a feedback comment (Section 2.1). These learnitigiteas were imple-
mented in genre-based writing instruction, whicbvled a communicative
aim, and the pupils worked with the task to writeiformative reply letter
through the use of sample texts, modelling andfeicarig. The following
research questions have guided the data analysis:

1. How do pupils respond to the feedback training?

a. How do the pupils understand the task and learmirigomes?

b. To what extent do the pupils include formative mfiation in
the feedback comments?

2. What do pupils learn about writing from giving féedk?

a. What do the pupils learn about writing in termsstrfucture
and rhetorical organisation; content and idea agreknt; and
micro-level aspects of writing?

3. How can these findings be understood in light ef¢tassroom ac-
tivities and the pupils’ perception of learning?

The Discussion section broadly follows the reseapgbstions and is di-
vided into two parts. First, the findings regardihg pupils as peer review-
ers are discussed in terms of understanding ofdadkcriteria, and provid-
ing formative feedback. Second, learning aboutimgitfrom giving feed-
back is addressed. These findings are discusseelation to macro- and
micro-levels of writing respectively. In additiothjs section discusses trans-
ferable skills, in other words, the connection lB#w peer and self-
assessment.
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6.1 Pupils as peer reviewers

6.1.1 Task understanding and shared criteria

My findings show that the pupils understood thesaand intended learning
outcomes of the teaching unit which indicates thgrsubjectivity in rela-
tion to the success criteria was attained. In tkelf-reports the pupils ex-
pressed the aims as writing a letter in response reeceived letter and en-
hancing language use in general. Moreover, thdirfgn was supported by
the fact that the lion’s share of the feedback cemis pertained to task-
specific aspects as expressed in the criteriddistach class. Similarly, the
pupils in my study based their feedback commentshencriteria, which
implies that the peer-reviewed letters were evallian light of the criteria
list.

A shared understanding of aims and standards tatesthe starting point
for successful peer and self-review in the clagsrddedge, 2000; Thomp-
son & Wiliam, 2007; Lundahl, 2010), thus, my fingiis significant in rela-
tion to the understanding of pupils as peer reviswgven though the im-
portance of criteria and understanding of standasda foundation for stu-
dent-centred assessment has been emphasised iougrstudies (e.g. Pau-
lus, 1999; Althauser & Darnall, 2001; Min, 2005; Adstrom & Baker,
2009), there is little information about how théema were presented, im-
plemented and used by the students. The genre-laggedach to writing
instruction adopted in my study (Hyland, 2004),viled a useful frame-
work for the classroom discussions about critenid aims which contribut-
ed to this shared understanding.

Shared understanding, however, does not necessagly that the crite-
ria are valid. In a school setting, conformity e taims as described in the
syllabus is a requirement. Previous studies hawtiesd validity as the corre-
lation between summative teacher and peer feedbasBectively (e.g.
Cheng & Warren, 2005; Cho et al. 2006), i.e. gradescores. However, this
perspective reduces the students’ contributionlaesscoom assessment, by
placing them in the teacher role, and it is unclgbether this summative
evaluation promotes any learning. In my study,difliin terms of align-
ment was successfully achieved through the useletted sample texts and
teacher scaffolding to support the pupils’ disomssi This approach, based
on genre-based writing instruction (GBWI), furtiprovided the pupils with
a comprehensive context and purpose for their ngiitas well as empha-
sized specific building blocks to realise the cominative aim (c.f. Sadler,
1989, 2009; Hamp-Lyons, 1991). These aspects wer®, large extent, se-
lected by the pupils while negotiating the lissatcess criteria.

Orsmond et al. (2000) proposed that student-decweria do not stretch
the students’ thinking, since the negotiationstzsed on the students’ pre-
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knowledge. In other words, criteria stemming froapits are based on their
actual development rather than their potential tgraent (c.f. Vygotsky,
1978; Gipps, 1999). Likewise, some of the critetéveloped and used by
the pupils in this study, especially those pertajrio language use in general
rather than the informative reply letter, would gest that this concern,
voiced by Orsmond et al. (2000), applies to theggilp as well. For in-
stance, the imperatives to check or think aboutngrar and spelling are
vague; they do not link these aspects to the conuative purpose of the
informative reply letter, in the same sense a<tlteria regarding the moves
or the content do.

It is clear that the pupils in my study developeshared understanding of
the aims and criteria in this teaching unit. SimfiaThompson & Wiliam
(2007) suggest that this intersubjectivity formstarting point for the use of
student-centred learning activities in the classroand it is, thus, a necessi-
ty for successful peer review.

6.1.2 Formative information in the feedback comment

Even though this study focused on the peer revigwewn learning from
giving feedback, it is equally important that thepjls are able to provide
useful feedback if peer assessment should be osiési full potential in the
classroom. Most of the feedback comments produnethe two classes
comprised some formative information, i.e. inforimatintended to help the
reader improve their writing. However, the providedjgestions were main-
ly general; rather than giving the writer clear iadythe peer reviewers sug-
gested that the reader, for instance, could “wsiterter sentences” (FC45)
or “explain more” (FC46). Specific suggestions arkey feature of useful
feedback comments (Min, 2005); consequently, #i& kentails that receiv-
ers who do not know how to execute these operatiails not be given
enough scaffolding to be able to reduce the gajpchwis the main purpose
of feedback (Ramaprasad, 1983; Sadler, 1989; Badkliam, 1998; Hattie
& Timperley, 2007). In this case, there are a nunab@ossible explanations
for this absence which | will now discuss.

First, previous studies have stressed the impagtafidengthy training
(e.g. Stanley, 1992; Berg, 1999), and Min (2005%wad that purposeful
feedback training significantly increased the numidefeedback comments
which included formative information. Obviously etione-hour training that
the pupils in this study received cannot qualifyjcamprehensive; however,
it is worth emphasising that the type of trainimgposed in studies on uni-
versity level, which, for instance, include indival teacher-student confer-
ences, normally would not be feasible within thategt of Swedish second-
ary school. In the school where this study toolc@ldhe pupils have a total
of 120 minutes of English each week, and thereaezend 25 pupils in each
class. Despite these conditions, my findings sugtes it is still worthwhile
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to engage secondary school pupils in peer reviewlg teaching unit was
the pupils’ first encounter with organised peerdfggck, and they managed
to identify weaknesses and include some formatsments.

Moreover, it is possible that the absence of ahemitic receiver in this
study can form part of the understanding of th&ilie The research design
only comprised providing feedback; the pupils did receive any feedback.
Indeed, the pupils’ own understanding of the puepo§ giving feedback
clearly showed that they had their own learningnind and not the fictional
receivers’ learning. Accordingly, the pupils midiave been less motivated
to include formative information intended to helpn®one else. As
Lundstrom & Baker (2009) suggest, peer revieweesnaore likely to target
their own ZPD than their receiving peers’ ZPD sitieey decide which as-
pects of writing their feedback should focus on &o@v to formulate their
feedback.

The fact that the written mode was used for compatitig the feedback,
might also play a role; even if it has been suggkstat EFL learners’ peer
review would be facilitated by the use of the venttmode (Min, 2005), oth-
ers claim that oral negotiation is a key to sudtggeer review (de Guerre-
ro & Villamil, 2000; Tsui & Ng, 2000; Yang et al0R6). Furthermore, mu-
tual scaffolding, where the peers scaffold eaclerofbonato, 1994), is easi-
er to obtain using the oral mode.

The pupils identified problems and provided sonmengdive information,
but it is uncertain whether this information wouid fact, help the potential
receivers improve their writing. In terms of impnoy the quality of the
revised reply letter, these general suggestionsmperatives can still be
effective, if they function as reminders of theesssnent criteria. Thus, if the
receivers already know how to perform the suggespmtations, the com-
ments can still be useful and potentially contrébiat revisions increasing the
text quality.

6.2 Pupils’ learning about writing from giving fdmatk

6.2.1 Learning about the macro-level of writing

My findings show that reviewing peers’ informativeply letters inspired
many revision changes on the macro-level of wrjtith@t is, organisation
and content. Even if there were relatively fewraliens which affected the
rhetorical organisation, i.e. the moves, or theageaphing, almost all of
these revision changes were influenced by eithemoenting on or reading
peers’ letters. This finding was supported by thmils’ self-reports, in
which paragraphing especially was mentioned asopatslearning out-
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comes, for example “Important with paragraphs amdosmake it easier to
read etc.” (A8).

Moreover, most of the pupils borrowed inspiratioonf the reviewed let-
ters when they developed their replies to the Acagriteenagers. This trans-
fer resulted in, for example, the alteration oft$a¢he addition of personal
information, and the inclusion of completely newswaers. In other words,
the content of peers’ letters was a significantreedor idea development, a
finding which was confirmed by interview responsé&sood to read other
because then you got ideas how to write your owarle(B1). Furthermore,
feedback comments which evaluated the writers’aesps seemed to have
prompted many revision changes which affected cinte

These findings suggest that the pupils’ audiencaremess was raised by
engaging in peer-review activities, which is alsoroborated by the fact that
the majority of the explanations included in thedieack comments con-
cerned issues related to the potential receiverthefreply letter, in other
words, the readers. Likewise, previous studies witidents at university
level have concluded that peer review increasestingents’ awareness of
the importance of global aspects of writing and atentributes to an en-
hanced awareness of audience (e.g. Tsui & Ng, 2¥a@bg et al. 2006;
Lundstrom & Baker, 2009). These findings have bexgplained by the stu-
dents’ switch of perspective from writers to read@erg, 1999; Tsui & Ng,
2000; Yang et al. 2006), which is a relevant intetgtion in relation to my
study as well.

This change of role, from writer to reader, is ffigant for the under-
standing of learning about writing from giving féeatk. Audience aware-
ness is considered key to successful writing (He@660; Cho & MacAr-
thur, 2011). Indeed, it is recognised that idecwifion with the reader is a
trait of experienced writers (Skibniewski & Skibweka, 1986; Cho &
MacArthur, 2011), which makes this finding espdgiahlient for the pupil
population in my study. This notion of audiencesesi some pedagogical
issues: James (1981) states that student writsende a reader, thus, criti-
cising writing instruction in school for neglectimgvital part of text produc-
tion, the interaction. It is probably safe to shgttthis is true for many Swe-
dish EFL classrooms as well. Most texts writteiséhool are read only by a
teacher whose aim is to assess the quality agaihst of criteria. The pur-
pose of the peer review, as organised in my stwdg, also to evaluate the
informative reply letters, but this evaluation élet reading the letters from
the recipients’ perspective. Hence, by engagingear review the student
writers gain a readership, and at the same tinesetineaders/reviewers can
improve their own writing, by adopting a readergpective towards their
own writing.

It should also be noted that the genre-based utgiruwhich was adopt-
ed in this study probably contributed to this rdisevareness. Recognising
the importance of the recipient and acknowledgivag writing entails adapt-
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ing texts in order to comply with social practiceanstitute the pillars of
genre theory (Hyland, 2004, 2009). The list of sssccriteria which the
pupils in my study used to guide their writing welerived from the reading
and discussion of sample texts, so already befagaging with peer review
per se the pupils were introduced to the notion of cahtpurpose and re-
cipient as important factors of successful writiNgnetheless, it is clear that
the peer-review activity contributed to the raismadience awareness by
functioning as reinforcement of the success catécif. Althauser & Dar-
nall, 2001; Cho & Cho, 2011).

Another interesting finding was that peer reviewatgp resulted in trans-
fer of content and ideas from the reviewed letterthe reviewers’ own let-
ters. Similar results were self-reported by stusleémtprevious studies (Tsui
& Ng, 2000; Min, 2005; Yang et al. 2006), and in stydy these findings
were further supported by empirical evidence, whichde it possible to
study these borrowings more in-depth. Influencesmfboth reading and
commenting on peers’ reply letters, prompted tlodusion of new answers
and questions for the recipients, elaborationsrevipusly mentioned topics
and even the substitution of information to ideggressed in the reviewed
letter. In addition, there were examples of borraysi which resulted in the
addition of new moves or alteration of grammaticeins. In sociocultural
theories, imitation is significant for developmébantolf, 2005; Strandberg,
2006). However, imitation from a sociocultural perstive refers to adop-
tion of models and techniques (Strandberg, 2006¢ ffansfer of moves,
such as the addition @&ssuringor Acknowledging the writewould proba-
bly qualify as imitation according to this definiti, as would the imitation of
grammatical patterns (see below).

As regards borrowings of content and ideas, ieih@ps more relevant to
refer to the type of imitation which Strandberg@@pdiscusses in terms of
memorising answers. Many of the links between readind revision chang-
es in my study showed that the pupils directlysfamed questions, answers,
facts, and information from their peers’ reply éett This finding was espe-
cially remarkable in the instances of substitutiddrcontent, which resulted
in completely transformed responses. It can beudsad whether this type
of transfer, as opposed to transfer related tcep®} qualifies as learning
operationalised as a change of performance. Thstiqne| argue, is what
caused the pupils to introduce these ideas. Digtimals believe that their
peers’ responses were better than their own, otttdigt decide to include
these ideas because they believed that it wouldowepthe overall quality of
the informative reply letter? Data collected in stydy does not provide an
answer, but this finding is still significant frompedagogical point of view;
it can be discussed whether this type of trandfepntent is cheating.

In light of the findings which show that pupils nisder ideas and content
directly from peers’ reply letters and that theseduent increase in audience
awareness contributes to learning, it could be edginat reading alone is
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enough for development of writing skills. Cho & Mathur (2011) studied
the effects of reading only in comparison with tteembination of reading
and commenting on the improvement of students’ egiosnt drafts. It was
concluded that the two activities combined hadrgdaimpact on revisions.
This finding was explicated by the higher cognitm®cesses involved in
peer review, that is the evaluation and productbrieedback comments.
Similarly, the consensus groups in my study usedttheria list as guidance
for their assessment and negotiation of writtemlbeek. Thus, even though
reading alone seems to contribute to pupils’ leaynihe active engagement
and discussions emanating from the reading andtiresin feedback com-
ments should not be neglected.

6.2.2 Learning about the micro-level of writing

My findings indicate that the micro-level of wriirwas not affected by giv-
ing feedback to the same extent as the macro-léhelre were some differ-
ences between the classes, but overall there werer flinks between the
pupils’ revision changes affecting the micro-leased reading or comment-
ing. Moreover, a small number of pupils contributedthese links. This
result is in line with findings in other studies tre effect of peer review
(e.g. Tsui & Ng, 2000; Yang et al. 2006; Lundstr&rBaker, 2009).

Nonetheless, it is worth noticing that some pupiéssferred words and
grammatical patterns from the peer-reviewed lett€rss transfer entailed,
for example, synonyms and spelling, as well asesuibjerb agreements and
prepositions. As discussed previously, this typdrahsfer is in line with
learning as defined in sociocultural theories anthis study (Lantolf, 2005;
Strandberg, 2006). Thus, my findings might indicdi@t some pupils were
able to identify patterns in their peers’ writingda subsequently, adopt the
same structure in their own writing. However, aduptand imitating lan-
guage features is usually a subconscious processy @& certain element
does not necessarily imply understanding (Lan@0Q)0), but in line with
the operationalization of learning in my studysttransfer is a sign of learn-
ing.

Many of the pupils self-reported that peer revieyitad enhanced their
ability to detect grammar and spelling mistakegheir own writing. The
feedback comments concerning the micro-level ofingiwere mainly for-
mulated as general requests to “check” grammapeltisg, and even if the
pupils did not learn any new grammatical structuites clear that they took
these requests to heart. Hence, the peer-revievitastrengthened the pu-
pils’ editing skills which could contribute to tlowerall quality of their piece
of writing.

To some extent, this was an expected result sheeéefaching focused on
the macro-level of writing. The only explicit reégrces to the micro-level of
writing regarded punctuation: the comma after theeting, followed by a
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capital letter. The pupils were also encouragegstthe spell and grammar
check inWord, which could have affected the result. Anothersfide ex-
planation is that the pupils found it difficult talk about the micro-level of
writing in their consensus groups. In order to bke @0 describe why a spe-
cific item or part of writing needs to be revisdde students need me-
taknowledge and -language, i.e. the ability anchieology to talk about
language (Sommers, 1980; Topping & Ehly, 2001)s bbvious, both from
the teaching and the feedback comments, that fhgsiés were not used to
talk about language. For example, the pupils tetdede the umbrella term
“grammar” for most issues and aspects of writingciwhelated to accuracy,
and the teacher introduced the notion of feedb#éigkette by showing ex-
amples of suggestions, rather than explicitly exptg that the pupils could
use modal verbs.

6.2.3 Developing transferable skills

So far, my discussion has revolved around the relseguestions which fo-
cus on learning from giving feedback in relatiorsfrecific aspects of writ-
ing. In this section, learning is expanded to el transfer of skills. In the
five subsequent strategies presented by Thompsaniil&am (2007, p. 7),
steps 4 and 5, “Activating students as instruclioesources for one anoth-
er”, and “Activating students as the owners of ttwavn learning” respec-
tively, are linked by the assumption that pupilsovdngage in peer review-
ing develop transferable skills. The findings in stydy indicate that the
pupils’ engagement in peer review contributed toetter ability to assess
and improve their own writing. For example, pupdgpressed that they
found it easier to identify weaknesses in their awiting after engaging in
peer review. Moreover, some of the pupils used ringewed letters as
standards towards which they could compare them mply letters. Like-
wise, students in the study by Min (2005) self-mga improvement of their
self-assessment skills from giving feedback, areddbvelopment of trans-
ferable skills, metacognition and self-monitoringvh been emphasised as
benefits derived from the use of student-centradhieg activities (Topping
& Ehly, 2001; Topping, 2005, 2009; Cho & MacArthaf10; Earl, 2013).
One of the differences between acting as a peaewey and self-
reviewer is that the former entails the abilityb® able to explain and sug-
gest, in other words, provide formative informatiés discussed above, this
aspect of giving feedback proved somewhat diffibmttthe pupils. In order
to be able to talk about language and languageausertain extent of shared
terminology, or meta-language, is needed; thusptimls need declarative
knowledge. In my study, there were indications tihat initial genre-based
discussion resulted in some shared vocabularyditierent moves of the
informative reply letter, as identified and labdliduring the discussion were
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referred to in the pupils’ feedback comments, als anentioned in the
guestionnaires and interviews.

6.3 Pedagogical implications

My study has investigated the implementation ofr pegiew as a means for
developing teenage pupils’ L2 writing. In brief, figdings suggest that the
pupils’ writing were affected by reading peers’'teeand providing feedback,
since these activities prompted many of the remisibanges. In terms of
learning, it appears that especially the macrotlevevriting was affected,
i.e. structure, rhetorical organisation and contd@hiese results correspond
on the whole with findings in studies carried autértiary level education,
such as the increased focus on global aspects ibhgyrthe raised genre
awareness and the transfer of ideas (e.g. Tsui &20§0; Lundstrom &
Baker, 2009). There were also indications that ghpils developed their
ability to proofread and evaluate their own texts, that they developed
transferable skills through giving feedback. Mitewel aspects of writing
were less influenced by the peer-review activityerall, few pupils had
made revision changes which could be connectedadimg or commenting
on peers’ texts. In their role as peer reviewdrs,gupils were able to identi-
fy task-relevant strengths and weaknesses in fiig letters; however, most
of the feedback comments lacked specific suggestonhow to solve po-
tential problems, or explanations describing thebfgm. This section dis-
cusses these findings from a pedagogical persgebtivhighlighting teach-
ing as a significant factor for successful outcowiggeer review.

The definition of useful feedback adopted in thiadg entailed that
comments should include identified problems, exalim of the nature of
the problem, and suggested solutions (Min, 2008}s ihformation should
also be specific; in other words, the receiversighbe able to use the form-
ative feedback comment to improve their writingabidition, the weakness-
es (and strengths) should be relevant and relatdtbttask. Thus, it is essen
tial that the pupils understand the aims, intendadhing outcomes and cri-
teria. In my study, this intersubjectivity was sessfully achieved. This can
be attributed to the genre-based approach to tegethich included the use
of sample texts, discussions about strengths arakmnesses, and jointly
formulated success criteria. Advantages with thigreach is that the pupils
take an active part in their own learning from Hesgyinning by drawing on
their own pre-knowledge and understanding of theeyehowever, it is also
possible that student-derived criteria do not eglp#éme pupils’ thinking
(Orsmond et al. 2000), and that the pupils’ suggestare not in line with
the curriculum. Therefore, the selection of santplds and the scaffolding
provided by the teacher are two key componentadoess.
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Furthermore, my findings show that the pupils foitnchallenging to in-
clude formative information in their feedback; act, most of the feedback
functioned more like reminders of the criteria tlesnuseful tools to promote
learning. From a pedagogical perspective, reinfosrg of the criteria can
still result in improved writing, but it might ndie as useful in terms of
learning new things. The list of criteria jointlygruced in class worked well
as a checklist for the pupils, but it did not ofery guidance in terms of
gualitatively distinct ways of obtaining the aintisat is, progression. Differ-
ent standards were orally discussed in class,tbstdossible that a rubric-
type representation of the criteria would help plgils formulate more spe-
cific suggestions.

As regards describing the nature of the problem,phpils in my study
were able to include explanations related to theees’ response to the reply
letter, which is a significant part of successfuitiwg. However, in relation
to problems pertaining to language use in genargbarticular the micro-
level of writing, no explanations were offered.the previous section, | dis-
cussed whether this was due to the pupils’ lacknefalanguage, an issue
which could be addressed by introducing more teetiniocabulary to talk
about language in the teaching.

The fact that there was no authentic receiver ef fdedback probably
contributed to this lack of formative informatioBince my study aimed to
study possible benefits for the provider of feedihbaovas necessary that the
pupils did not receive any feedback. Integratingrpgessessment as a learn-
ing activity in school, though, would normally eihtdthat the pupils both
give and receive feedback, which might prompt thpilp to include more
formative information. For the pupils in my studiywas clear that the pur-
pose of giving feedback was to improve their owitig, which might also
have resulted in the paucity of specific suggest@md explanations. Thus, it
might also be fruitful to clarify the purpose otident-centred assessment
activities.

In terms of learning about writing, my findings shthat by engaging the
pupils in peer review, and perhaps especially wffethem the opportunity
to act as readers, their own writing was affecigdadopting a reader per-
spective, many of the pupils self-reported a raisechreness of para-
graphing, and they found the different moves ofittiermative reply letter,
as derived from the sample texts, useful for thgapisation of the letters.
Moreover, many of the pupils transferred ideas @nttent directly from the
reviewed letters into their own reply letter. Thésa finding which deserves
some attention from a pedagogical point of viewedehborrowings helped
improve the overall quality of the final versiontbe informative reply letter
by elaborating the content, replying to more questj and enhancing the
relationship to the recipients by asking them goast However, it can be
discussed to what extent it is considered acceptabborrow ideas from
peers in school.
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From a sociocultural perspective on learning, itiotais a natural part of
development (Lantolf, 2005; Strandberg, 2006); haein schools, copy-
ing classmates’ texts can be considered cheatingelation to the informa-
tive reply letter, which in my study concerned mmf@tion about Sweden,
Stockholm and teenagers’ lives in general, it kelii that the pupils will
write about the same things. As regards other genilee opinion-based
argumentative essays, this type of borrowing migltmore problematic.
This is an issue which needs to be considereddphers who integrate peer
assessment as part of their teaching.

The pupils in my study did not learn much aboutrodevel aspects of
language from giving feedback. There were some peBsmof transfer of
words and grammatical patterns, but these wereéedaout by a small share
of the participants. Nevertheless, the pupils ssgbrted improved ability to
identify and edit micro-level problems in their owmmiting, which suggests
that they had developed transferrable skills frazarpreviewing. Thus, alt-
hough the pupils did not develop their languagepesese they were able to
improve the quality of their writing by correctimgistakes on sentence- and
word-level.

It was noted earlier that it might be relevant éparate learning about
language and learning about writing. With this ididion, it is possible to
argue that the pupils in my study learned aboutingribut not about lan-
guage from giving feedback. Yasuda (2012) propdisatia fusion of genre-
and task-based approaches to teaching could hitdigdifference. It is also
possible that teacher feedback could complement feeelback. Whereas
the students can address issues related to therrpabpective and the so-
cial context of writing, the teacher can attendmore formal language-
related problems.
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7 Summary of the main findings and my
contribution to research

The purpose of my study was to contribute to theeuostanding of pupils’

learning from giving feedback, by aiming to deserthe young learners as
peer reviewers, and explore potential benefitsivihg feedback. The start-
ing point was sprung from both practical and thgoaé interests: Teachers
are concerned with the implementation and efficatgtudent-centred ap-
proaches to assessment (e.g. Rollinson, 2005; sist& Apelgren, 2011),

and research on peer reviewing and especiallyghiewer role has mainly
been carried out in tertiary education. In additigenagers’ exposure to
extra-mural English implies that they are, in famrtly in charge of their

own language learning, and could take a more actieas a learner in the
classroom as well.

7.1 Conclusion

My main findings suggest that pupils can learn abetting from giving
feedback. By adopting a reader perspective, théspupmy study raised
their genre and audience awareness. This entddedcxample, that they
attended to issues regarding understanding antepesis in their feedback,
and, subsequently, in their own writing. Moreoviie peer-reviewed texts
served as inspiration both in terms of transfestnfcture, such as the moves
of the informative reply letter, and ideas and eoht Self-reports indicated
that the pupils enhanced their ability to self-assand edit their own writ-
ing, which suggests that transferable skills wereetbped as a result of peer
review. As regards micro-level aspects of writirgading and commenting
on peers’ reply letters seemed to influence a smalumber of pupils to
transfer patterns and spelling, but it was alséreglorted that the pupils’
self-assessment skills within this areas were iwgxio In their role as peer
reviewers, the pupils successfully identified sgtbs and weaknesses, but
the feedback did not include much specific formaiiformation.

In conclusion, | argue that peer-review activittas be implemented in
school, despite the challenges in terms of densgcula and limited time;
moreover, it is clear that teenage students’ L2ingiican benefit from giv-
ing feedback. Specifically, acting as peer reviensgems to provide the
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student writers with an additional perspective lgirtwriting, and thus rein-

force their audience awareness, which is a kewfeadf writing as social

practice (Hyland, 2009). Conversely, they need nsupport in order to

develop their general language proficiency, so fthat perspective teacher
feedback is equally important. It is suggested plesr review cannot replace
teacher feedback; instead, peer and teacher fdedbaccomplement each
other. Whereas the pupils can address issuesddtatbe reader perspective
and the social context of writing, the teacher aaand to more formal lan-
guage-related problems, i.e. language learning.ptipds in my study were

relatively few, but as many teenagers today theywgup surrounded by

English. Nowadays, exposure to English outsidectassroom implies that

students are contributing to their own languagenieg; thus it makes sense
that they contribute also to the assessment fonilegin school.

My findings contribute to research on L2 writingdapeer feedback by
showing that also younger learners can benefit fgorimg feedback. This is
significant since previous research has mainly lmeened out at university
and college level, which entails different condigoin comparison to sec-
ondary school (e.g. Min, 2005; Lundstrom & BakedP2). In addition, by
combining text analyses, classroom observationpaipils’ self-reports, my
study offers a more comprehensive understandingeef review, than is
possible from experimental studies or self-reportly. This inclusive ap-
proach also included a description of the implemion of a teaching unit
where peer review was interated as a learningipgtivhich could serve as
inspiration for teachers concerned with the usestatlent-centred assess-
ment.

7.2 Possible limitations of the study and further
research

The findings and conclusions drawn from this encpiristudy should be
considered tentative since they are based on esedieom two specific cas-
es, with relatively few participants. My findingseaconnected to these par-
ticular pupils and their context, but in line wite pluralist view on general-
isation suggested by Larsson (2008), in that ttaayle generalised by rec-
ognizing similarities in context or patterns. Helekns that “[i]t is the audi-
ence that is often in the best position to judgedimilarity of a context with
the one portrayed in the research work” (2008, 3). Blevertheless, more
studies involving younger learners and the useeef pssessment as learning
activity in the classroom are needed in order teecanore contexts and
perspectives.

Other factors which can be considered limitatiores the attrition rate,
length of study and choice of genre. The attritiate in the study reported
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here is relatively high. Even if this is to be esigel in classroom research
(Dornyei, 2007), it may affect the findings if tieeis a higher drop-out rate
among certain categories of pupils. It should dsonoted that this study
was carried out during one teaching unit only, caeotal of four weeks.

This means that the peer review as implementelisnstudy was only eval-

uated in relation to the task of writing an infotnaa reply letter. It is possi-

ble that the use of a different genre would hawddgid other findings. For

example, the informative reply letter offers relety little space for creativi-

ty. Both these issues could be addressed via lodigal studies, which

would render it possible to study both the develepiof the skills needed
to be a proficient peer reviewer over time, anddffect of peer review on

different types of tasks and genres.

In order to balance the aims of the researcherthadstudents, some
compromises had to be made: Since the overarcBsgarch question per-
tained to benefits for the reviewers, the pupilgemgeceived any feedback.
This limitation also entailed that the feedback omnts that the pupils pro-
duced did not have an authentic receiver. All thingnsidered, these choic-
es influenced the ecological validity of the study.

The tools for analysis used to study learning figiming feedback in my
study also present some limitations. It was assuthatlall pupils actively
engaged in the consensus groups’ discussions tptalthe written feedback
comments. Hence, these comments were treated @gtaoytcome of an
evaluation based on the criteria. In addition,ahalysis of the links between
the peer-review activity and the revision changes,the signs of learning
from giving feedback, are examples of so calledhfiiderence analysis
(Long, 1980). However, this analysis made it pdesib empirically study
the revision changes and connecting them to feddtmmments or the con-
tent of the peer-reviewed letters.

The findings from my study were interpreted andussed in relation to
the cases, and in terms of what is possible tmlabout writing from giving
feedback. Individual differences were recognisad, lle outside the scope
of this study. Therefore, there is a need for fertstudies focusing on the
peer reviewer which take into account individudfedences, such as level
of language proficiency, task engagement, and ratin.

To conclude, my study has contributed to the bodknowledge about
potential benefits of giving peer feedback by shgnaow revision changes
can be linked to peer review. This highlights hadffedent aspects of writing
can be affected by providing feedback. The popatatif younger language
learners is still underrepresented in studies ar peview. By showing that
teenagers can benefit from providing feedbacks ihéped that this study
will inspire more teachers to integrate studenti@ehassessment activities
in the classroom.

105



Summary in Swedish / Sammanfattning

Bakgrund

Ungdomar i stora delar av Europa moter engelska badh utanfor skolan i
hog utstrackning (Berns, de Bot & Hasebrink, 20@@tta innefattar aven
svenska tonaringar som pa sin fritid agnar sigta@ela dataspel, lyssna pa
musik, se pa TV och filmer, surfa p& Internet oéhmaed moter det engelska
spraket (Sundgqvist, 2009). Féljaktligen ar derasdiffetsniva relativt hog,
speciellt de receptiva formagorna lyssna och I18&al¢erket, 2012b). Detta
innebdr att engelskundervisningen i skolan behowpassas till
tonaringarnas behov, exempelvis genom att fokusenapa de produktiva
formagorna sa att eleverna utvecklar en allsidigikminikativ kompetens.
Genom att dessutom involvera eleverna i bedomnirgewarandras och
sina egna formagor kan de bidra till undervisningeh ta en aktiv roll i sitt
eget larande.

Att involvera eleverna i bedémningsaktiviter innebé mal och kriterier
blir gemensamma och att larare och elever tillsansmdidrar till
slutresultatet; syftet med bedomningen ar salettéfsamja larandet genom
att eleverna sjalva tar en aktiv roll (Lundahl, @QEarl, 2013). Trots att
olika former av kamrét och sjalvbeddmning har fokuserats i en stor méangd
studier (t.ex. Stanley, 1992; Paulus, 1999; TsiNgk 2000; Yang, Badger &
Yu, 2006) uttrycker vissa larare osékerhet betré@léaimplementering och
effektivitet (Bullock, 2011; Cho & MacArthur, 2011)1 svenska
hogstadieskolor och gymnasier anvands kamrat- qgatvbedémning i
ganska liten utstrackning (Oscarson & Apelgren, 1301

Den storsta delen av de studier som behandlat kibed@mning i
andraspraksundervisning har genomforts pa hogskatbr universitet och
har framst undersokt hur feedback fran klasskamiaterensstammer med
lararens beddmning (t.ex. Matsuno, 2009) och hasddamraters feedback
anvands av mottagarna (t.ex. Min, 2006). Detta baneatt det behdvs
studier som fokuserar pa yngre elever samt pa ohegew feedback, det vill
saga kamratbedémarna. Syftet med min studie, somongférdes i tva
klasser i arskurs atta, ar att bidra till forstéalsv vad elever kan lara sig
genom att ge feedback pa klasskamraters texterm@dén ar att beskriva

" Peer assessmeiversatts vanligen som kamratbedémning, dverpeen(eng.) octkamrat
(sv.) inte riktigt har samma betydelse.
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eleverna som kamratbedomare, samt att undersokatjgita fordelar med
att ge feedback. Féljande forskningsfragor var edghde:
1. Hur svarar elever pa undervisning om att ge feddbac
a. Hur forstar eleverna uppgiften, kriterierna och en&
b. I vilken utstrdckning inkluderar eleverna formativ
information i sin feedback?
2. Vad lar sig elever om skrivande genom att ge feekdba
a. Vad lar sig eleverna om skrivande betraffande stirukch
disposition, innehall och idéutveckling samt mikinGr?
3. Hur kan svaren pa ovanstdende fragor forstas iafiarde till
klassrumsaktiviteterna och elevernas uppfattniagdéarande?

Ett teoretiskt ramverk som bestod av sociokultareiéorier, speciellt
begrepp som stéttning och den proximala utveckiogen, genre-baserad
undervisning, andraspraksskrivande och klassrunisbeitig bidrog till
bade studiens utformning samt tolkning av resultat.

Metod

Studien genomfordes i tva klasser i arskurs &t svensk hdgstadieskola.
Klasserna genomforde ett arbetsomrade vars mahttakunna skriva ett
svarsbrev,How to write a reply letter och undervisningen omfattade
sammanlagt sex lektioner. Inledningsvis anvandesmeeltexter for att
diskutera hur man skriver ett bra svarsbrev. Ddggaissioner resulterade i
en gemensam kriterielista som eleverna anvéande afbr skriva sina
svarsbrev, samt for att ge feedback pa sina karsréev. Nar eleverna
hade skrivit ett forsta utkast fick de forst 6vidadss pa att ge feedback, for
att senare i grupp lasa och skriftigen kommenterav skrivna av
klasskamrater. Darefter reviderade eleverna sima egkast. Eleverna fick
ingen feedback fran vare sig andra elever ellarédinnan de slutférde sina
egna texter.

Under arbetsomradet samlades material in i formdavtexter som
eleverna producerade samt via video- och ljudupitagr i klassrummet.
Dessutom svarade eleverna pa fragor om sin uppfgtom arbetsomradet
och sitt eget larande via enkéater och intervjusifte® med att samla in
material fran flera kallor var att kunna anta ettlersckande forhallningssatt
till materialet vilket ar kannetecknande for kvafiva studier, samt att kunna
triangulera resultaten for att inkludera flera pefdiv och na o©kad
forstaelse.

De kommentarer som eleverna tillsammans formuleiaslrift i sina
feedbackgrupper analyserades i syfte att iderdifi@rmativ information
(forskningsfraga 1). Med formativ information avsagformation som
kunde bidra till att frimja mottagarens larande agenatt identifiera
problem, forklara problemets natur, samt foresknilig. For att besvara
forskningsfraga 2 kategoriserades inledningsvisio@ringar som eleverna
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gjort da de bearbetade sitt forsta utkast. Dargmafordes andringarna med
innehallet i de texter som respektive elev hadei lis feedbackgrupp, samt
med de kommentarer som gruppen gemensamt hadet.skrév fall dar
andringen kunde kopplas till innehall och/eller koentar tolkades som
tecken pa att eleven hade lart sig nagot genongeafeedback. Slutligen
jamfordes resultaten fran ovanstdende analyseramelé bada klasserna,
och relaterades till undervisningen och eleverngsfattningar av larande
(forskningsfraga 3).

Resultat

De flesta eleverna uttryckte att de forstod malednarbetsomradet och i
intervjuerna framgick att de uppfattade uppgiftemsatt de skulle forbattra
sitt skrivande och lara sig att skriva ett svargbrgidare ansdg de att
kriterierna hjalpte dem att skriva ett bra svarglgenom att fungera som
checklistor. Ytterligare ett tecken pa att eleverfiastaelse for uppgiften var
god var att kommentarerna de producerade i feedbaggerna var baserade
pa kriterierna.

De kommentarer som eleverna skrev fokuserade badstywkor och
svagheter. | sin roll som kamratbedémare visadeeeta att de kunde
identifiera problem, men att det var en utmaning iakludera specifik
formativ information. Manga av de foreslagna logaima var uppmaningar
att "check the spelling” eller "explain”. Den typev I6sningar &ar generella
och fungerar mer som forstarkning av kriteriernasam hjalp i syfte att
framja nagons larande. Det fatal kommentarer i kdasserna som innehdll
forklaringar fokuserade framst pa eventuella pnoble forhallande till
mottagaren, som missforstdnd och artighet. Nareetev 6vade pa att ge
feedback ingick f& exempel pa kommentarer som ialheforklaringar,
vilket kan ha bidragit till detta resultat. Dessutéramgick det att eleverna
uppfattade att uppgiftens syfte var att framja segget larande, inte den
tilltankta mottagarens, vilket ocksd kan forklaraisten pa formativ
information.

Betraffande elevernas eget larande fran att gebfeddvar det framst
makronivan av skrivande som gynnades. Aven om emntaidringar som
paverkade struktur och styckeindelning var fa, leurtte flesta av dem
kopplas till antingen innehdllet i de bedémda breveller il
kommentarerna. Eleverna uttryckte ocksa sjalvalattart sig mycket om
styckeindelning och disposition genom att ldasa betioma sina kamraters
texter.

Manga elever inspirerades av sina kamraters tedede skulle svara pa
frdagorna i sina egna brev. Detta visade sig tileregel genom att
information andrades, personliga uppgifter utveddta och helt nya svar
inkluderades. Trots att textanalysen visade attgmdav andringarna som
eleverna gjorde nar de bearbetade sina texter kueldteras till arbetet i
feedbackgruppen var det endast ett fatal eleverggpgav att de ansag att
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de lart sig ndgot om innehdll genom att lasa ocmrkentera sina
klasskamraters texter.

Aven om ganska ménga av andringarna pa mikroniviléukopplas till
att ge feedback, var det ett mindre antal elevsda klasserna som bidrog
till siffrorna. Andringarna som gjordes inkluderabiand annat 6verféring
av grammatiska strukturer, substitution av ord ioébgande av skiljetecken.
Aven om textanalysen indikerade att mikronivan igtenades av att ge
feedback i samma utstrackning som makronivan, tegckte flera elever att
de forbattrade sin formaga att upptacka misstagegen text genom att lasa
och kommentera andras texter. Nagra elever rappdeeocksa att de lart
sig nagra nya ord, vilket inkluderade de termer smwandes for att prata
om svarsbrevets olika delar.

Diskussion och didaktiska implikationer

Eleverna i min studie forstod syftet med arbetsal@rBlow to write a reply
letter, vilket &r en viktig utgangspunkt for effektiv kaat och sjalv-
beddémning (Thompson & Wiliam, 2007; Lundahl, 201Dgt &r troligt att
den genre-baserade undervisningen (Hyland, 200dym $&land annat
inkluderade diskussioner om en gemensam kritetidetised utgangspunkt i
exempeltexter, kan forklara det har resultatetd&nav kriterierna var dock
ganska generella, exempelvis "Think about grammaiket kan bero pa att
kriterier som harror fran elevdiskussioner tendeattr spegla elevernas
nuvarande kunskapsniva, snarare an utmana dem ¢@dset al. 2000).
Med andra ord kan lararens stottning och val avngpeattexter spela en
viktig roll i den har fasen av undervisningen.

Den feedback som eleverna gemensamt produceradeelarant i
relation till kriterierna och identifierade badeyrkbr och svagheter i de
beddomda texterna. Den formativa informationen datewar i de flesta
kommentarerna ganska generell och innehdll f4 &vikgar. Detta kan
forklaras av den korta férberedelsen som elevdoka Tidigare studier har
vissat att effektiv kamratbedémning gynnas av otafate traning (Stanley,
1992; Berg, 1999; Min, 2005) som till exempel hakliderar individuella
moten mellan larare och elev. Den typen av stdgtrkan vara svar att
organisera eftersom undervisningstiden pa hogstadieegransad och det ar
manga moment som ska genomféras inom ramen foplamesn. Det ar
mojligt att tydligare exempel pa feedback som irédlen bade I6sningar och
forklaringar kan underlatta for eleverna. Dessugaknade eleverna i min
studie en autentisk mottagare for sina kommentaiigt kan ha paverkat
den formativa informationen.

Genom att l&sa och kommentera andras texter uagekbleverna sitt
lasarperspektiv, vilket ar en viktig del av denifthkga formagan (Hedge,
2000; Cho & MacArthur, 2011). Eleverna upplevde ddtas medvetenhet
om vikten av styckeindelning och tydlig strukturldéattrades och manga
lanade idéer fran sina klasskamraters brev foutatckla innehallet i sina
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egna texter. Det ar viktigt att elever far ageraeéb&kribenter och lasare
(James, 1981), men fran ett didaktiskt perspekdiv #tet vara problematiskt
att innehall 6verfors fran en text till en annamorh genrer som bygger pa
utveckling av idéer och asikter, som till exempelbegumenterande uppsats,
ar det mojligt att 1an av innehall kan tolkas sarsk.

Resultaten i min studie indikerar att det ar framsakronivan av
skrivande som gynnas av att elever ger feedbatitetvbcksa har visats i
tidigare studier (Tsui & Ng, 2000; Lundstrom & Bak2009). Mer formella
aspekter av skrivande, som stavning och grammegikar inte gynnas i
samma utstrackning av att ge feedback, vilket leno Ipa att elever inte har
gemensamt vokabular for att tala om sprak. Eméllesttryckte flera elever
att det blev lattare att upptacka misstag i simegat efter att ha last och
kommenterat kamraters texter vilket indikerar attutivecklade sin formaga
att sjalvbedoma sin text.

Det ar tydligt att elevers eget skrivande kan utlas genom att de far
agera lasare och beddmare av sina klasskamratdes.t&om namndes
inledningsvis uttrycker en del larare en osakebe¢taffande anvandning av
kamrat- och sjalvbeddomning i sprakundervisning, nmesultaten i min
studie visar att det kan bade vara effektivt ocmogeforbart trots
begransningar i form av tid. For att ytterligarebfdttra var forstaelse av hur
elever kan gynnas av att fa ta ett storre ansvagitideget larande behovs det
longitudinella studier som kan fdlja utvecklingen @Gverforbara fardigheter
over tid. Dessutom kan studier som fokuserar piithaella skillnader bidra
till att undervisningen kan anpassas till enskétivers behov.
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Appendices

Appendix A: Genre analysis of the informative replyletter

The genre analysis, based on Bronia’s frameworR%g20. 70), is presented
in three parts. The first part focuses on the ocdosd analysis. The next part
consists of the structural analysis of the rhetdnmoves, focusing on com-
municative purpose and function, as well as thalltesof the lexico-
grammatical analysis for some of the moves, siheg were rather specific.
Hence, the lexico-grammatical analysis which foddg/mainly based on the
most diverse movdieplying

A. Contextual analysis

Genre type This is a reply letter containing informative teXhe letters
include descriptive elements as well as comparisons

Mode: Discourse written as a school assignment. Thguage is informal
(but still “school appropriate”).

Tenor: The letter is a response to a letter writtenhge (fictitious) British
teenagers planning a school trip to Stockholm. &hyds also constitute the
fictitious readers of the reply letter, and theg tre same age as the writers.
The actual readers are classmates (peer revieagsihe teacher as asses-
sor. The latter relationship may be considered uaksjnce the teacher is in
charge of the final grading.

Field: The texts deal with information about Stockholgwedish school,
sports and Swedes’ view of Great Britain.

Communicative purpose To give information as requested in the letter
received (the writing prompt) and to establish atact.

The institutional practice: The practice of the institution, a Swedish lower
secondary school, weighs heavily on the executfahis task. Even though
writing the reply letter is supposed to mimic al#earld task, it is also de-
signed to function in a heterogeneous classroora.shibject matter as pre-
sented in the writing prompt ranges from touris¢ssi gender issues, cloth-
ing, sports, TV and music. The texts were produdadng class which
means that there was a time limit. The pupils’ prapon consisted of joint
deconstruction and reading of two sample textgjltiag in a criteria list
which included the generic structure of the gefitge texts are written on
computer. The institutional constraints naturathpbse on both the organi-
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sation and the language of the letter. However ptipgls’ voices and ideas
were integrated in the instruction.

B. Structural analysis

A total of seven rhetorical patterns were identifia the informative reply
letters. Five of the moves were found in the vaajonity of the texts and
were thus considered more or less established.rd@in@ining two moves
(indented in the writing frame presented below)evenly found in a few of
the texts, but may nevertheless be regarded aghfgssructural sections.
The order in which these rhetorical moves werethiced was similar in all
the texts, apart from a) and b) which were intaregi with moves 2 and 3
respectively.

1. Greeting
The purpose is to establish contact and recoghisedader, and this move
only consists of one line. In most texts introdudgdDear [name of the
recipients]/friends
2. Acknowledging the received letter
The purpose of this move is to establish a rappetveen the writer and the
readers/recipients and also to indicate the objeaif this reply letter, e.qg.
Thank you for your lettesindl would love to help ydu
a) Presenting oneself
This part includes information about the writer.
3. Replying
The purpose of this section is to give the recigighe information they
asked for, hence replying to their direct questidrss is the main part of
these letters, usually containing several paragraptorder to organise the
information.
b) Asking questions
This part is present in four of the twelve textscdnsists of direct ques-
tions to the readers, such lagdon’t understand why you should go to a
school with only girlsr What about you?
4. Assuring
The function of this move is to assure that theéess intention is to be help-
ful and that the given information is useful. Feample | really hope my
letter will help youandl am happy to help you
5. Signing off
The purpose is to indicate that this is the enthefletter;Best wishes_ots
of love Yours truly

C. Lexico-grammatical analysis

The pronoung andyou are among the top four most frequent words in the
corpus, which indicates a high level of interpeedaelations throughout the
text. Some of the pronousu are used in the general sense when referring
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to “you British people”. The same function can Heritified forwe, refer-
ring mainly to different groups to which the writeelongs e teenagers,
we pupils at Xskolan, we in Swelldrut also a fewve referring to the writer
and the reader in general.

The verbs are predominantly in the present tendeelational verbs such
asbe andhaveare by far the most common. Mental or private sei par-
ticular the verhbthink, are also quite frequent. This underlines thesqeal
tone of the letter, as well as the fact that thegiinformation is subjective
and somewhat tentative since the writer and reattersot know each other
personally. This uncertainty is also expressecdbyftequent use of modals:

Otherwise you can go to one of the many cafés...
Then you could experience for yourselves...
Something else you might want to see is...
...where you should go to meet people...

The coherence between the questions in the recédttent and the an-
swers is vital since the communicative purposehaf genre is to provide
responses. The most common strategy seems todopyagpart of the direct
question and adding it to an introductory phrasefegpably including the
conditionalif:

If you are interested in...

If you'd like to...

If you want to...

If you're looking for...

You also wanted to know...
You wondered if...

Like you said...

It's a bit hard to say...

The different types of connectives used for cohesicthe texts are rela-
tively few, and the vast majority of them are cooating conjunctions, e.g
and, or, but Subordinating conjunction includecauseandsince For ex-
ampleis used for exemplification.

Explanations are above all used in connection ¢ostiggested ‘famous
places’ recommended by the writer. They are exedata variety of ways:

a) a description followed by called
* an amusement park called Gréna Lund”
b) as arelative clause
e Globen which is a big round house
c) as an explanatory subordinate clause
e Grona Lund, Stockholm’s amusement park...
d) as a complement
¢ Globen is a big, white building, shaped like a duafl
e) as a main clause containing a subjective pronoun
* ... Skansen. It’s like a zoo.
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Appendix B: Informed consent

Stockholm 2011-05-04
Till vardnadshavare med barn i [klasser och skola]
Information om deltagande i forskarstudie om skriftig produktion i
engelska, hosttermin 2011
Jag heter Jessica Berggren och ar licentiand ilgkeyerid Stockholms
universitet. Jag gar en forskarskola i amnesdiklaktied inriktning pa
praxisnara forskning, vilket innebar att man fodég forskningen i skolan
for att vara narmare den verksamhet man hoppasakddrbattra med
studiens resultat. Forskarskolan finansieras avldaibgsforvaltningen,
Stockholm Stad, som del av deras forsknings- oetcktingsprogram.

Syfte: Studien handlar om hur man kan utveckla extevskriftliga
formaga och syftet ar att undersoka hur ett visslewisningssatt och
innehall kan bidra till forbattrad skriftlig fardigt. For att samla in data till
min undersokning kommer jag att félja nagra klagsér de arbetar med
skriftlig produktion. Samtliga lektioner genomfoes/ ordinarie larare i
engelska, [larares namn], och fran elevernas pitisgeommer det att likna
den undervisning som de &r vana vid.

Deltagande: Att delta i studien &r frivilligt ochriebar att man tillater att
jag samlar in data i form av de uppgifter och texdem man producerar
under arbetsomradet. Fér kompletterande informakommer eleverna
ocksa att svara pa en enkat som framst ror detasore till skolamnet
engelska och nagra av eleverna kommer att intesvjuagrupp vid
arbetsomradets slut. [Larares namn] presentatibo@mer att videofilmas
med fokus pa just henne, och hon kommer att baram@mofon for
ljudinspelning under lektionerna. Syftet med desis@viteter ar att fa en sa
bred grund som mojligt for att undersdka hur ocll \eeverna lar sig.
Arbetsomradet berdknas ta tre veckor med starptes®er 2011. Oavsett
om man véljer att medverka i studien eller intdtadaman i undervisningen
som vanligt.

Sekretess: Studien féljer noga de etiska foreskridlom galler fér god
forskningssed. Allt insamlat material behandlas matidsta aktsamhet och
forvaras pa ett sakert satt. Samtliga medverkanelere och larare, samt
skola, kommer att vara anonyma i efterféljande jakibner och
presentationer. Eleverna avidentifieras innan anp8borjas, vilket innebar
att deras namn ersatts med en kod.

Om ni har fragor eller dnskar mer information awaikomna att kontakta
mig pa mejl [mejladress] alternativt telefon [telehiummer].

Medgivande: Genom att kryssa for "Ja” och skrivdemdetta dokument
ger vardnadshavare och elev sina medgivandentttiledta i forskarstudie

8 The material presented in the appendices have foematted to comply with the format of
this thesis, and to save space. The content, hawea® not been altered.
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enligt ovanstaende beskrivning. Ett "Nej” innebdr eleven inte deltar i
studien.

O Ja, jag tillater att mitt barn deltar i "Forskawdits om skriftlig
produktion i engelska”
O Nej, jag tillater inte att mitt barn deltar i "Fderstudie om

skriftlig produktion i engelska”

Elevens namn Klass

Elevens underskrift

Malsmans underskrift

Malsmans namnfortydligande Ort och datum

Inlamnas till larare i engelska, [larares namn]
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Appendix C: Writing prompt, letter from American te enagers
Write a reply letter

NB! This is a “test situation”. You are not allowedto ask your friends
for help. The time limit is 60 minutes.

Hi Ohio!

Students at Montgomery High School in ColumbuspCdie doing a pro-
ject about countries in Europe. Read this lettemirthe Sweden Project
Group and write a letter in reply.

Dear friends in Sweden,

We're working on a European project and we've disced that we don’t
know very much about your country and the way jwa.|Please write
back and tell us. And of course we are curious al¥@U—who are you
and where are you from?

Our high school has about 1,000 students and we hagreat football
team, a big band and lots of after-school actiwitié/hat about you
school? And what about the Swedish school systesiu3 what it’s like!
Some more questions that we have are:

=

What is it like to live in your country? What areung people interested
in? What do people talk about and what do theyktigsnimportant? We
think that a lot of people get the wrong impressibiur country through
TV and other media. So we wonder what you know abfauin the US.
Finally, what are your plans for the future?

Hope to hear from you soon!
Debbie, Carlos, Saicnd Ton

During the following classes some of your classsiate going to read your
text. Don’t write your name in the letter and avaibrmation that you be-
lieve is too personal.

e Use Times New Roman, 12 points. (Start > Tecken)

e Spacing 1.5. (Start > Stycke)

» Use the spell and grammar check. (Granska > Spnaidb

Engelska Storbritannien el. USA)
* Save the document at least every ten minutes.

Please e-mail the document as an attachment tapieser's e-mail address]
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Appendix D: Writing prompt, letter from British tee nagers

These three girls would like your help to plan trsgihool trip to Stockholm.

Read the letter and write a letter in reply.

Dear Swedish friends,

We go to secondary school in London and later spisng we are plan
ning a school trip to Sweden. Among other thingsrevgoing to speng

What would you recommend that a tourist see inl®tolken? And where
can we meet and talk to people our age? Perhapsow visit your
school? Please write back and tell us.

Our school is in the northwest of London and iai€atholic school fo
girls. We've heard that you don’t have any schdoisboys or girls only
in Sweden. What's it like going to a mixed schobI@ you wear schoo
uniforms? We wear purple skirts, white blousespfaities and grey ca
digans. Make up and jewellery are not allowed.

We like sports a lot and practice volleyball thteees a week. Are Swe
dish people interested in sports? Do you havedikeational sport™? Our
is definitely football. Do you practice any sports?

Finally, we'd like you to answer these questionswlour country: Wha
do Swedes in general think of Great Britain? Whaydu know about lifg

listen to British music?

Thank you so much for helping us. We're lookingward to coming ta
Stockholm and hopefully meet you!

Lots of love!

Keira, Nora & Felicity

three days in Stockholm. We’d like to visit somentus places and pefr-
haps museums, as well as cafés or other place®wdmmagers hang out.

in Great Britain and London? Do you watch any BhtiTV-shows? Or

U7
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Appendix E: Plan for pupils

Write a reply letter

9%}

How do you write a letter in English? What differéypes of letters ar
there? Why do you write a letter? How do you deevtiat to write about’
Why is it important to know who the recipient ofuydetter is? There are
many different things to consider when you writketéer, and during the
following weeks we are going to focus on how totevwra reply letter
Among other things, we are going to talk about ¢batext, the purpos
and the recipient, and how they affect the way waoite.

~

D

In class...
« we read samples of reply letters
« we discuss how to write a good reply letter andenai criteria list
* we practise giving feedback on our classmatesstext

The aims are that you should...

e improve your ability to express yourself and comioate in writ-
ing
(utveckla din formaga att formulera dig och komnuena i skrift, Lgr 11)

e improve your ability to adapt the language depepdin context,
recipient and purpose
(utveckla din formaga att anpassa spraket eftemsarhang, mottagare
och syfte, Lgr 11)

How do you demonstrate what you have learnt and hove it assessed?

You show your skills by writing a reply letter foling the criteria you have
agreed upon in class.
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Appendix F: Criteria list Case A

Criteria list, class A

Try to keep these things in mind when you writery@ply letter:

Content and organization

Greeting

Acknowledging the writer
Answer all the questions
Ending

Signing off

Give correct facts and answers
Be specific

Tell the recipient about yourself
Ask questions

Language

Think about grammar

Be polite

Divide the texts into paragraphs

Don’t repeat too much

Read through the text before you hand it in
Don’t write too long sentences, use full stops.
Use quotations marks “ “ where necessary
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Appendix

Try to keep these things in mind when you writeryaply letter:

G: Criteria list Case B

Criteria list, class B

Content and organization

Language

Greeting

Introduction/Acknowledging the writer
Answering/Replying to the questions
Ending

Signing off

Think about the organization
Tell the recipient about yourself
Ask questions

Give good explanations

Sentences shouldn’t be too long or too short
Divide the texts into paragraphs

Check your grammar

Check your spelling

Be polite

Don't repeat yourself, vary the vocabulary
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Appendix H: Feedback form

Group members

Feedback on essay number

Feedback form

* Read the full text first.
« Comment on the things that are good in the text.

¢ Do you understand what the writer means with ebémgtin the
text? If not, include this in your comments andttiexplain why
you don’t understand.

« Comment on other problems or things that coulthiggroved.
Try to be specific and explain why it is a probleitso, give
suggestions on how to solve the problem.

« Remember that the writer has done his or her begto formu-
late your feedback in a nice way.
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Appendix I: Examples of sample texts
Dear friends in London,

| am so glad you wrote to me, and | really hopecase meet when you come
to Sweden! In Sweden there’s really not very maaggs were teenagers
hang out, besides cafés and the shopping areasftévego to each other’s
homes instead, and hang out there!

If you are interested in art and culture, | thirduyshould visit the museum
of photographic and “Kaknesstornet” which is a taller were you can
sometimes eat and look at the beautiful vhew. Qtleazes | think you
should visit is the “old town” which is the oldgsdrt of Stockholm.
“Djurgarden” is a large green area, with lots akfis, cafes, gardens and
places to visit! Some examples is “Skansen” wheregan look at all kinds
of Swedish animals, and eat Swedish candy. “Gramall, Stockholm’s
amusement park and “Rosendal” a great garden,matty kinds of flowers
and trees and a big café and restaurant. Otheywisean go to one of the
many cafes or go shopping!

My school is called “Flodskolan” and there are bgitlls and boys studying
here, I think it's good that we have mixed schdmse in Sweden. We don’t
were school uniforms in Sweden, and we are allowedear both makeup
and jewelry’'s! | think that i"ts good, and bad! Téés great to be able to
wear what you want, but in the same time, somelpddhink can’t afford
the “cool” cloths and then feel a lot of pressifeu are very welcome to
come visit our school when you visit Stockholm

In Sweden many teenagers have some kind of actftey school, and |
think it is mostly different kinds of sports, | dothink we have any national
sports, like you do. | don't do any sports for thement, which is bad, be-
cause | would like to have something to do withtime!

| don't think a teenager in Sweden knows very maiochut Great Britain,
apart from what is seen in movies, at least | ddiisten to lots music,
some from your country, but from other parts ofwwld too.

| really hope my letter will help you and | hopeatlyou will have a great
stay here in Sweden! Please contact me when yotparang so that we can
meet!

Best wishes,

Mirja
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Greeting, English friends

Greeting, Keira, Nora and Felicity. I'm going ifrl[odskolan™ we don’t
wear any school uniforms and we are allowed to wesiteup and jewelry, |
don’t know how it fell’s to be in a school whergugt are boys or girls but |
like the fact that we are mixed, how is it too beaischool where it’s just
girls?

| would recommend a tourist to go to a Tivoli the¢ called ~"Grona Lund™”
it's a where nice Tivoli with a lot of attractioaad on the night they got
concerts with a lot of famous stars. | would alscommend the national
history museum and the nature museum at the histaseum you can learn
a bit about Sweden and at the nature museum st @amimals and history
and a lot more. And if you would like to learn madgout Sweden you can
go to "Skansen " it’s like a zoo but it got oldeSlish history to.

| dont really know where you can meet peoplesanryown age so | can’t
really help you with that, sorry. Our national gpeould perhaps be soccer.
We are changing sport at our sport lessons ingdhed. I'm training two
times in the weak and | often have a match in thelwI'm going to start
running soon in the morning. | would say that wiektthat your country has
a lot of things to see like for example the eyeymutr climate is pretty much
like ours with the winters and the summers. Infdeve never been in Great
Britain, but | would love to know stuff about itoGld you tell that in your
next letter? Well | do watch master chef but | khihat's all. Do you see a
lot of British TV? | don’t listen to any British maic at all. Can you tell me
any British songs that are famous?

I hope that you will have fun.

BYE, BYE
Tyra
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Appendix J: Questionnaire®

Namn:
Klass:
Nummer:

Hej!

Fragorna i den har enkaten handlar framst om thetsvmrade som ni har
jobbat med i fyra veckoklow to write a reply letter. Var snall och svara sa
arligt som mojligt ochitta inte pa dina kompisars svar.Din larare
kommer inte att fa titta pa dina svar. Nar jagefga enkater kommer jag att
klippa bort hérnet med ditt namn och i stallet gkrett nummer.

An en gang, tack for hjalpen!

/lJessica Berggren

Under de tva forsta lektionerna sa arbetade niattegira en lista med
kriterier for hur man skriver ett riktigt bra svhrev. Ni laste svarsbrev som
andra elever hade skrivit till Keira, Felicity oblora som bodde i London,
och skrev upp kriterier pa tavlan.

Las fragorna noggrant och skriv sa utforliga svansmojligt. Ge garna
exempel.

. Hur anvande du kriterierna néar du skrev dina egnatexter?

Innan du skrev det andra utkastet av ditt svarskéevade ni tva lektioner
nar ni laste och gav feedback pa brev som andvarehade skrivit till
ungdomarna i Ohio. Ni diskuterade ett par brewpgroch fyllde i feedback
forms.

Las fragorna noggrant och skriv sa utforliga svansmojligt. Ge garna
exempel.

. Vad larde du dig genom att ge feedback pa texteensom andra
elever har skrivit?
» Organisation/StruktuiOrganization/Structure)
« Innehall(Conten}
* Fraser/UttryckPhrases/Expressions)
e Ord(Vocabulary)
e Grammatik(Grammar)
e Annat

® The questionnaire was given in Swedish. A traeslaersion is included (after the Swedish
one).
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Den har delen bestar av ett antal pastaenden sodteln@m arbetsomradet
How to write areply letter. Du ska fylla i om du tycker att det stammer in pa
dig eller inte. Det finns fyra alternativ, och déljer det som passar bast.

Exempel:

Stammer Stammer Stammer Stammer
inte alls delvis nastan helt
hell

Jag tycker om laxor

| U U |

Stammer Stammer Stammer Stammer
inte alls delvis nastan helt
hell
Jag kan bedoma kvaliteten pa mitt eget brev [ 0 0 O
Jag vet vad malet fér undervisningen var O 0 0 O
Jag har lart mig nagot genom att titta p& mina [ 0 0 0
klasskamraters svarsbrev
Jag tycker att kriterierna hjéalpte mig att [ 0 0 O

skriva ett bra svarsbrev

Till sist nagra fragor om dig sjal@kriv ditt svar pa raden under fragan

Hur gammal ar du?

1.
2. | vilken arskurs borjade du att lasa engelska?
3. Vilket ar ditt modersmal (= ditt forsta sprak)?

¢ Har du nagra 6vriga kommentarer om arbetsomradeteller

enkaten?
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Name:

Class:

Number:

Hi,

The questions in this questionnaire mainly deahhe teaching unit that
you've worked with during four weekbklow to write areply letter. Please
respond as honestly as possible dod't look at your friends’ answers.
Your teacher is not going to look at your answdérben | receive your ques-
tionnaires I'm going to remove the corner with yoame and replace this
with a number.

Once again, thank you for your help.

/lJessica Berggren

During the first two lessons, you made a list dtecia for writing a really
good reply letter. You read reply letters to Kelralicity and Nora who
lived in London, written by other pupils, and wratéeria on the white-
board.

Read the questions carefully and write as detadlesivers as possible. You
can also include examples.

. How did you use the criteria when you wrote youown texts?

Before you wrote the second draft of your replyeletyou had two lessons
during which you read and gave feedback on lettetise teenagers in Ohio,
written by other pupils. You discussed a coupl&tiérs in group and filled
in feedback forms.

Read the questions carefully and write as detadlesivers as possible. You
can also include examples.

. What did you learn by giving feedback on the texd written by
other pupils?

Organization/Structure

Content

Phrases/Expressions

Vocabulary

Grammar

Other
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This part consists of a number of statements abeutaching unitiow to
write areply letter. You should decide whether you think they applyto y
or not. There are four alternatives and you chatb&ebest one for you.

Example:
Donot Agreeto Agree Agree
agree some almost com-
extent com- pletely
pletely
I like homework 0 O O 0
Donot Agreeto Agree Agree
agree some almost com-
extent com- pletely
pletely
| can self-assess the quality of my own letter [J O O O
I know the aim of this teaching unit O 0 0 O
I've learnt something by looking at my [J 0 0 O
peers’ reply letters
| found the criteria useful 0 O O 0

Last, some questions about yours@lfite your answer on the line under the
question.

1. How old are you?
2. In which grade did you start studying English?
3. What is your first language?

» Do you have any other comments about this teachgrunit or
guestionnaire?
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Appendix K: Interview guide®®
Intervjuguide

Som jag berattade for er tidigare sa gor jag eervid for att jag vill forsta
mer om hur ni tdnker om arbetsomratietw to write a reply letteoch fa
med elevernas perspektiv. Jag kommer att stallaan@ggor och ni svarar.
Det ar bra om alla svarar, men ni kan naturligiija att inte svara. Jag har
tva diktafoner som spelar in ljud. Ar det ndgot surandrar innan vi borjar?

e Vad var malet med det har arbetsomradet? Vad wameaingen att ni
skulle lara er?

« Nu har jag stallt nagra frdgor om att lara sig namh i enkaten sa var
det med flera frdgor om vad du larde dig genongatteedback pa dina
kamraters texter. Hur vet du att du har lart digata

* En av uppgifterna ni fick var att lasa era klassieters texter i grupp
och fylla i ett sddant har feedback form. Vad iowad syftet med den
uppgiften? Varfor ville [larares namn] att ni slkagora den?

« Sen har jag en fraga som handlar om det ni gjdidefarst namligen de
har kriterielistorna. Varfor tror ni att ni gjordiet?

Da tackar jag sa mycket for att ni stallde upp defade med er av era
tankar. Det var jattebra. Innan vi avslutar ungagrbara om ni undrar nagot
eller vill kommentera intervjun till exempel?

19 The interview was given in Swedish. A translatetsion is included (after the Swedish
one).
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Interview guide

As | told you earlier, I'm doing this interview begse | want to get a better
understanding of what you think about the teachimgHow to write a reply
letter and include the pupils’ perspective. I'm going w@se some questions
and you’ll answer. It's good if all of you answdiyt you can of course
choose not to answer. | have two dictaphones fdicaecording. Do you
have any questions before we start?

* What was the aim of this teaching unit? What wesa gupposed to
learn?

* Now I've asked some questions about learning artienquestionnaire
there were several questions about what you ldgrmgiving feedback
on your friends’ texts. How do you know that youlearnt something?

* One of the tasks you were given was to read yassohates’ texts in
group and fill in one of these feedback forms. Wd@you think was the
purpose of this task? Why did [teacher’s name] wantto do this?

* Then | have a question about what you did at thg keginning: these
criteria lists. Why do you think you did this?

Thank you so much for taking part and sharing yidaas. It was really

good. Before we finish | just wonder if you haveyajuestions or if you
want to comment on the interview for example?
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