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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study was to investigate the influence of different modes of
peer review on students' interactions through a mixed-methods case study. The researcher
recruited six students and conducted three peer review sessions in the asynchronous
anonymous, asynchronous identifiable, and synchronous mode. The data sources were
student pre- and post-peer review drafts, peer review comments, and the researcher’s
observations of student interactions. The data analysis included transcribing, coding,

enumeration, classification, ethnographic analysis, and comparison.
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The data analysis showed that tension in peer review interactions that might have
caused dissatisfaction in students could be reduced if students performed more
collaboratively. The renaming of peer review as peer conferencing presupposes peers
using mindful wording in the form of questions or opinions rather than commands,
effective use of marginal space in Google Docs, and productive exchange of ideas in
Zoom. Recommendations for conducting collaborative peer conferences in writing

classes are provided.
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Introduction

As | started delving deeper into the scholarship on peer review, | realized what a
complex endeavor it is. The "founder” of peer review in writing classes, Peter Elbow
(1973), meant this activity for "a committed group of people™ (p. 78) of no more than
twelve. In this case, it is possible to create an atmosphere of intimacy and support that
will allow students to indulge in mutually enriching learning experiences. However, with
our realities where first-year writing classes are mandatory, which automatically causes
rejection in a certain portion of students, and with the class sizes being around 20
students at best, peer review that will satisfy everyone seems a hardly attainable goal.
Still, as flexibility is one of the essential skills of a teacher, it is our challenge to create
the most effective conditions for conducting peer review. Even if we can never organize a
peer review paradise within the teacherless writing class proclaimed by Peter Elbow, at
least we can try our best to approach it and relieve student disappointment at least
partially. And this is the goal of the case study below.

Moreover, another student's vision was, "I do believe some papers aren't meant
for peer review, such as opinionated papers or a personal experience paper." From these
comments, | saw the dissatisfaction with the peer review organization and the anxiety that
prevented the student from gaining benefits from class peer review. Though some
students wrote positively about the way | conducted peer review in my classes, frustrating
accounts like these made me think about improving my current peer review practices.

Peer review became the focus of my current research as soon as | started teaching
writing at the University of New Mexico because group activities have never been a

strong side of my home country's educational system. The very nature of this activity and



its multiple forms and options engaged me to such an extent that | started experimenting
and conducting peer reviews differently each time. Besides, during my first semester of
teaching writing, | immediately ran a pilot survey on student attitudes to peer review,
and, with many students, the results were discouraging. For example, a student wrote, "I
feel peer review is not helpful. It is a waste of time. | feel uncomfortable. | feel as if class
mates will judge me for what | write. | feel upset. The classmates do not provide enough
help. I feel uncomfortable because classmates do not respect what I write."”

This Study

My dissertation consists of six chapters. Chapter 1, the literature review, focuses
on the main findings on the topic of peer review in first-year composition classes both in
the face-to-face and virtual environment and approaches to more collaborative peer
review. The literature review revolves around common themes within the peer review
research, emphasizing computer-mediated versus traditional peer review. Besides, a
separate section will be devoted to theoretical frameworks that will guide my research.
Finally, I will explain what scholarship affected my pedagogical solutions on the peer
review design that | applied to this study.

Chapter 2 describes the research design and methodology where | describe the
research context (at the university and class level), participants of the study, data sources
(initial drafts, peer-reviewed drafts, final drafts, video-recordings), procedures (peer
review sessions), and data analysis (comparison of drafts, calculation of categories and
concepts, coding of idea units), and how these elements illustrate a more collaborative
approach to peer review. Also, within each peer review stance, | describe the taxonomy

of types of comments that | derived based on the peer review discourse produced by the



study participants. | analyze the distribution of stances across peer review modes in this
study and provide examples of each type of comment | came across through analyzing
student peer review communication.

Chapters 3, and 4 focus on non-face-to-face computer-mediated peer reviews
(through Google Docs), and Chapter 5 is devoted to face-to-face computer-mediated peer
review (through Zoom). In all those chapters, firstly, | provide an overview of peer
review sessions by thoroughly analyzing the composition of student groups, the
circumstances under which peer review sessions took place, and peer review group
interaction (the manner and general flow of commenting). Secondly, | analyze the
occurrence of peer review stances and use them as a paradigm to analyze student peer
review collaboration. Thirdly, I share my insights on other factors that need attention in
terms of further improvement of the design of the collaborative peer review activity.

Chapter 6 ties my findings to those of other scholars and provides
recommendations for the optimal organization of collaborative peer review in writing

classes based on such aspects as peer review design and peer review training.



Chapter 1: Peer Review in Composition Scholarship

Peer review as a collaborative class activity entered writing classes long ago when
Peter Elbow (1973) formulated his understanding of the teacher-less classroom, and
Donald Murray (1978) developed his ideas about empowering students in the classroom.
Without naming the term "peer review," Elbow gave a good reason for conducting this
activity in class: in his vision, a teacher is not a typical audience, and they only give
feedback on writing improvement but do not tell what they actually experienced while
reading the paper. In turn, peers can be the real audience if they "concentrate on telling
you how they experienced it and not try to tell you how to fix it" (p. 81), so the writer
could decide later how to improve the paper. Since that time, peer review has been
widely applied in various forms within diverse educational settings and disciplines and
pursued a variety of goals: providing feedback, improving draft quality, identifying
effective writing, developing peer trust, and so on (Stewart, 2019).

Different theories—from psychological to socio-political—have been used to
formulate multiple research questions and conduct research to explore and provide
recommendations on a better application of peer review. Recently, the topicality of peer
review became even more prominent when educators started looking for new forms of
teaching under the conditions of COVID-19 lockdown and found that the increase of
writing assignments could be an effective way out in courses that suddenly became
remote but where writing had not been that common before. However, more writing
assignments mean more feedback, and that is where peer review becomes as handy as

never before (Reynolds, Cai, Choi, Faller, Hu, Kozhumam, & Vohra, 2020).



The topic of this study is the collaborative peer review, which may sound
redundant at a glance because it may seem that peer review presupposing two participants
at minimum is collaborative by default. However, very often peer feedback is provided in
the course of one-way communication when the dialogue between participants is not
expected or is not possible due to the peer review design (for instance, with currently
popular Eli Review). On the contrary, a truly collaborative peer review! activity
presupposes an exchange of ideas between a reviewer and an author, for example, initial
feedback — the author’s questions — the reviewers explanations and clarifications — the
author’s response — the reviewers appeal to own experiences — the author’s reaction, etc.
Given that peer review as a class activity is often accompanied by stress and
dissatisfaction in students, my hypothesis is that true collaboration as described above
may be a solution to those issues. If students are trained to perceive peer review as a
dialogue rather than a mere provision of feedback and understand how to hold this
dialogue, there will be much more rapport in peer review groups that will lead to better
understanding of the goals and benefits of the peer review activity in students.

| have divided my review of the scholarship on peer review into two major
sections: peer review in the face-to-face mode and peer review in the computer-mediated
mode. Each section will encompass peer review research for an L1 context (where
students' first language is English from early childhood), an L2 context (where students'

first language is other than English and English was learned much later), and a mixed

! Though the term “collaborative peer review” is not new, different interpretations
of it can be found in scholarship and definitions are rarely given. For example, Getchell
and Gonso (2019) suggest that engaging students in preliminary reflective activities on
peer review will allow students to understand the role and goals of the activity better;
thus, this improved understanding will make class peer review collaborative.



context (where the setting includes both L1 and L2 students in the same class.) The
literature under discussion will include not only the scholarship on composition but also
from other disciplines. The section on face-to-face peer review will cover such aspects as
the origin of this kind of classwork in U.S. writing classes; student attitudes to peer
review; student stances, or language functions used while providing or receiving
feedback; student peer review training; and issues of power in mixed peer review groups.

The section on computer-mediated peer review will encompass the following
aspects: the origin of computer-mediated peer review and the first cases of its mention in
composition scholarship, power issues in peer review groups, student attitudes to
different review modes, and the factor of anonymity, a comparison of computer-mediated
peer review with face-to-face peer review (e.g., such as the effect of each on the quality
of final drafts), the advantages of computer-mediated peer review over face-to-face,
discourse (differences in feedback content with each mode).

Finally, I will analyze theoretical frameworks that have helped me study peer
review from multiple perspectives and provide examples of studies that incorporate these
theories. Besides, | will explore the basic recommendations scholars give on the proper
organization and realization of peer review and identify the research gaps in the sphere of
peer review. At the end, I will explain the influence of scholarship on the peer review
design in my class.

Literature Review
Face-to-face Peer Review
Peer review initially gained popularity since this activity can help reduce an

instructor's workload (Elbow, 1973) and because it resembles academic discourse



(Bruffee, 1984) where collaboration is highly values, thus making the peer review
activity highly important for the design of a writing class. During the pre-computer era,
face-to-face peer review was the only setting available, and, therefore, oral in-class peer
review seemed more than natural and appropriate for different learning contexts (DiPardo
& Freedman, 1988; Gere, 1987; Gere & Stevens, 1987; Hawkins, 1976; Hu & Lam,
2010; Murau, 1993; Spigelman, 2000; Tigchelaar, 2016). Thom Hawkins (1976), one of
the first proponents of face-to-face peer review, described his experience with using peer
criticism, or the "Writer's Workshop" (p. 641), a model organically interwoven into
general group work for the L1 class. He emphasized the importance of oral response:
"Spoken feedback is the spine of the workshop, the real work of the hour™ (p. 641),
implying the advantage of oral feedback over written. Within that stance, scholars have
extensively scrutinized oral peer review, and the research on oral peer review has focused
on student attitudes toward different aspects of peer review, student behavior (stances and
language functions), training of students to help them become more effective
collaborators, and power issues in mixed peer review groups.

Regarding student attitudes toward peer review, Murau (1993) found that even
graduate students may experience anxiety—even if the writing workshop they participate
in is voluntary —with L2 students feeling more anxiety than L1 students and suggested
conducting a survey among students before deciding to implement peer review into the
course design. Murau's results were confirmed by Braine's (1996) study, where
guestionnaire results showed that the environment in mainstream classes (classes that
primarily house L1 U.S. residents) is uncomfortable for most L2 students. To help

alleviate L2 students' anxiety, Braine proposed placing them in separate L2-only first-



year composition classes, and Chamcharatsri (2017) suggested that L2 students can be
offered to provide feedback to one another in their first language, which, according to
students’ accounts, raised their confidence in both peer review and their writing
proficiency. Another problematic point in students' attitudes toward peer review is their
skepticism towards peers' language proficiency to provide feedback. L2 students perceive
peer review skeptically due to their distrust in their peers' advice, which originates from
their lack of confidence in their language skills (Mangelsdorf, 1992; Morgan, Fuisting, &
White, 2014). This distrust becomes deeper if students, in fact, receive low-quality
feedback from peers and decide that this activity does not suit them, especially if they
evaluate their own input in peers' papers as significant (Fan & Xu, 2020).

Other factors affecting student attitudes toward peer review were singled out by
Burnett (1994) in her research based on miscellaneous L1 high school and university
settings: rhetorical awareness, self-image, motivation, responsibility, and receptiveness to
planning and collaboration. The study on L1 student attitudes by Brammer and Rees
(2007) touched upon the correlation between the perceived value of peer review across
disciplines by students and writing faculty, its actual use and frequency, student self-
confidence, and preliminary instruction. One of the authors' conclusions was that the
more assignments are peer-reviewed in a class, the higher the perceived value of this
activity is. Besides, Brammer and Rees found that even though some students considered
peer review not very helpful, all agreed that it should be required (not necessarily in the
in-class mode). In sum, the research shows that, in the case of L2 students, the main
stumbling block of their negative attitudes toward peer review is their lack of confidence

in their own language skills and the resulting anxiety they then feel. In turn, with L1



students, there are other factors, such as their lack of confidence in their peers'
proficiency to provide feedback and their attitude toward the class.

To understand the rationale behind student attitudes and the perceived value of
peer review, the peer review studies needed to see “how students actually respond to each
other” (Mangelsdorf & Schlumberger, 1992, p. 235) as they review their classmates’
papers. For this reason, the topic of student language behavior, or peer review stances,
students demonstrate during peer review emerged. The topic of peer review stances is
considered crucial in terms of more effective modeling of peer review instruction and
activities (Burnett, 1994; Mangelsdorf & Schlumberger, 1992; Lockhart & Ng, 1995; Zhu
& Mitchell, 2012).

The assumption behind the topic of stances was that, if to study existing verbal
peer review practices, more effective student interactions leading to "a fuller
understanding of the writing process" (Lockhart & Ng, 1995, p. 606) could be modeled
by the instructor. In particular, Burnett (1994) found that student readers, regardless of
their first language, used the following stances, or "verbal moves"? (p. 68): prompting,
contributing, challenging, and directing. Mangelsdorf and Schlumberger (1992) discerned
three "stances" (or approaches) to providing feedback by L2 students: "prescriptive, " as
chosen by the majority of students (for example, "stick to the prompt"); "interpretive"
(where students impose their own ideas onto the text); and "collaborative" (students try to
see the text through the author's eyes). Lockhart and Ng (1995), in their L2 research,
identified four categories of reader stances—authoritative, interpretive, probing, and

collaborative. Zhu and Mitchell (2012) went further and studied both the reader and

2 In other studies, verbal moves are called language functions (Zhu, 2001) or
response types (Stanley, 1992).



writer in detail through a case study of L2 students in a mixed class and found two sets of
stances: 1. Reader-centered, active, eliciting (as a writer) and text-based and reacting (as
a reader); 2. Responding and cooperative (as a writer) and analyzing, oriented toward
applying concepts learned about writing, and instructing (as a reader) (Figure 1). Overall,
the researchers mentioned above have come to the unanimous conclusion that a
collaborative stance should be encouraged and taught by instructors because it is
beneficial for the revisions of both writers and readers.

Figure 1

Peer Review Stances in Peer Review Scholarship

e trouble shooting
Authoritative e analyzing and instructing

e focus on ideas
e reader's reactions as criteria for evaluation

e interacting to create new ideas
Probing » asking the writer for clarification

The topic of language behavior during peer review segues to the topic of teaching
students how to do peer review, where the main point is that students can and should be
successfully trained to adopt the necessary stance, that is, to become good collaborators.
The question, then, is what does good collaboration include? Wallace (1994) found that

collaborative skills consist not only of using proper language forms but also active

10



listening, asking for elaboration, adapting generic prompts, and occasionally directly
challenging one's collaborator. Teston, Previte, and Hashlamon (2019) added to this idea
by suggesting an effective paradigm, according to which evaluation rubric direct
questions can be transformed into conversation starters, for example, the rubric "Does the
multimodal work maintain consistency (e.g., slogans, sounds, branding, fonts, color
scheme)? " turns into a challenging and elaborating question "I notice how different this
part of your design is from that part of your design. Can you tell me more about why that
is? " (p. 203) 1 assume that this strategy can be successfully applied to peer review
questions and used for training, so students learn to collaborate with a more positive
outcome. However, research in mixed and L2 contexts shows that any training in peer
review is always beneficial for the writing process and quality of the final draft, even if it
consists of just one aspect of peer review preparation, such as the provision of rubrics in
the mixed classroom (Crossman & Kite, 2012); a short activity during one or two class
periods in L2 classes (Min, 2005, 2006, 2008; Rollinson, 2005; Ruecker, 2014; Swalin,
Brooks, & Tocalli-Beller, 2002); or the training that includes multiple stages during a
whole month in either a mixed or L2 class (Berg, 1999; Stanley, 1992; Zhu, 1995).
Another important topic in the area of collaboration in peer review lies in the
sphere of power relations, especially with mixed student groups of both L1 and L2
students (Carson & Nelson, 1994; Cheng, 2013; Kubota, 2001; Leki, 2001; Ruecker,
2014; Sommers & Lawrence, 1992; Zhu, 2001). Research shows that mixed groups are
often characterized by conflicts, both in teacher-centered activities and even more in
group activities. In the context of U.S. universities, L2 students are often international

students from non-English speaking countries (or countries such as India, where English
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is also an official language alongside other languages) and recent U.S. residents. (The
latter may be U.S. high school graduates, but their English language proficiency may still
differ from that of L1 students.) However, it is non-L1 international students who
experience the most pressure from their domestic L1 peers. In the accounts of Braine
(1996), Leki (2001), and Ruecker (2014), L2 international students experience significant
apprehension about group work with domestic students. For instance, as Braine (1996)
learned from the L2 informants in his study,
...generally the NES [native English-speaking] students did not help them or
even speak to them in class and that the teacher did little to encourage
communication. During peer review of papers in groups, these students felt
that the NS [native speaking] students were impatient with them, and one
student said that he overheard a NS student complain to the teacher about her
inability to correct the numerous grammatical errors in his paper. (p. 98)

As Leki (2001) reports, an L2 student in her study also "heard negative comments
from her Chinese friends about group work. They had told her that Americans did not
like to work in groups with "foreigners, " and if the students were simply asked to form
groups on their own, the "foreigners" tended not to be invited to join™ (p. 49). Ruecker's
(2014) results from more than a decade later show that little has changed in the attitude of
L1 students toward their L2 classmates: for example, an international student from Japan
was told by his compatriots that, based on their previous experience, "he would be an
inferior member of a peer review group because he was not an "American™ (p. 96). In
other words, L1 students suppose themselves to be "more powerful” in comparison to L2

students and sincerely believe that L2 students are not equal to them. Such unfriendly
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attitudes create quite a hostile environment for L2 users and lower the effectiveness of
collaborative class activities for mixed groups.

What is interesting is that L2 students may even agree with this positioning,
believing in L1 students’ excellence. As an international student in Cheng's (2013) study
expressed, "I thought they know everything™ (p. 19). Not surprisingly, this stance is
always well conveyed nonverbally and affects the behavior of L1 students towards
international L2 students and contributes to the formation of a certain stereotype about
the latter. In cases when international L2 students try to break this stereotype and
demonstrate a sense of equality with U.S. students, such a position causes a conflict of
powers, as happened with Ghanaian students in Ruecker's (2014) study. They resisted
critical feedback from their American peers, claiming to be L1 English users and
confident about their academic English. Perhaps the Ghanaian students were unaware that
World Englishes are often regarded inferior in relation to Standardized American
English.

The quantitative study by Zhu (2001) attempted to measure different aspects that
constitute the power dynamics of peer review in mixed groups in a composition class.
The participants of her study were placed into three peer review groups, each consisting
of two to three L1 and one L2 students. Zhu traced turn-taking behaviors within the
groups to determine language functions and to find similarities and differences between
the comments. Her analysis of audiotapes and student drafts shows that L2 students used
fewer types of functions, used the "advising™ function more rarely, were interrupted more
often, less often regained their turn, and provided more content-based feedback (while L1

students preferred to concentrate primarily on grammar and other text-level issues).

13



Based on the last finding, Zhu concluded that the L2 students' contribution to the peer
review process was valuable and that instructors should support them to increase their
level of participation.

Power issues have several possible explanations besides lower language
proficiency among L2 students. One of them concerns the difference in understanding the
notion of collaboration, or collectivism by different cultures, which determines how
group work is organized and realized. If Western group work typically focuses on the
individual's well-being in the end and does not exclude competition, group work among
students from Asia usually favors group well-being and maintaining harmony within it
(Carson & Nelson, 1994). As the primary function of peer review consists of providing a
type of critique to peers, or constructive criticism, this means that often students from
Asia are unwilling to critique, being scared to destroy the harmony within the collective
(Cheng, 2013; Leki, 2001; Zhu, 2001). Another reason why students from Asia might
have difficulties collaborating with their U.S. classmates lies in educational theories and
practices. There is a perception in applied linguistics that defends the U.S. system of
education by praising its critical thinking and problem-solving aspects and decrying
Asian education, which is presented as "rigid, authoritarian, [and] brutal™ (Kubota, 2001,
p. 21). Thus, the two cultures and two educational systems are dichotomized, and Asian
culture is presented as the Other, with this vision being the legacy of colonial discourse
(Kubota, 2001). Not surprisingly, U.S. teachers familiar with these tendencies of U.S.
pedagogical scholarship silently render these ideas in class, thus creating a negative

image of students from Asia in the eyes of domestic students.
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Computer-mediated Peer Review

The Internet, which started spreading worldwide during the past two decades,
made online technologies available and relevant for their incorporation into traditional
composition classes. Computer-mediated peer review technologies immediately gained
the attention of writing programs that started using them in multiple kinds and through
various platforms. This section will cover the following aspects of computer-mediated
peer review: its convenience and appropriateness to the goals of writing programs in
comparison with the traditional face-to-face mode and the analysis of various peer review
modes (primarily, face-to-face, computer-mediated asynchronous, and computer-
mediated synchronous) based on different parameters such as distribution of power,
student attitudes, anonymity, content of feedback, and the final draft quality.

At the onset of its appearance among peer review techniques, computer-mediated
peer review realized through asynchronous platforms such as LMS discussion boards and
instant messengers (and video conferencing was very uncommon at that time) was not
considered a unigque phenomenon but simply a mode of traditional peer review. The first
scholarly ideas about computer-mediated peer review were that this mode is convenient,
as it does not require a formal classroom setting; otherwise, it was not seen as any
different from face-to-face peer review (Breuch, 2004). At that time, scholars only
discussed basic tips for applying computer technology to peer review, like opening two
files on the screen—one with the initial text and the other with the checklist (Duin &
Gorak, 1991) or highlighting problematic aspects (Palmquist & Zimmerman, 1999).
Later, as educators delved deeper into the topic, they mostly agreed that this peer review

mode had certain advantages over its face-to-face ancestor in terms of fostering more
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profound collaboration: computer-mediated peer review allows writers to request more
feedback (through emailing the document to any significant number of reviewers or
inviting them to the synchronous chat) and to receive it in multiple forms, including
Microsoft Word Track Changes, in-text comments, comments in the margins, comments
by email or chat, audio feedback, and finally via video-conferencing (see Goldin et al.,
2012). Also, computer-mediated peer review allows for mitigating the negative factors
that usually accompany face-to-face contact: power issues, miscommunication, and time
pressure (Hinds & Kiesler, 2002).

Moreover, multiple computer programs have been specifically developed for
more effective organization of the computer-mediated peer review process: PREP Editor
(Neuwirth et al., 1994), CSILE (Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1994), Praktomat (Zeller, 2000),
Peer Grader / Expertiza (Gehringer, 2000), SWoRD (Cho & Schunn, 2007), and Aropa
(Hamer, Kell, & Spence, 2007). Some advantages of these programs are that they have an
option of the smart choice of peers based on the latters’ individual characteristics, such as
former grades, evaluation of the project under review, student self-assessment (Crespo
Garcia, Pardo, & Delgado Kloos, 2006). Besides, this software can automatically
evaluate the quality of peer comments and formulate recommendations for revision (Cho,
2008; Ramachandran & Gehringer, 2010; Xiong, Litman, & Schunn, 2010).

The first attempt to systematically analyze computer-mediated peer review was
made by Lee-Ann Kastman Breuch (2004) in her book Virtual Peer Review: Teaching
and Learning About Writing in Online Environments, which turned out to be one of the
defining texts on this topic. First, Breuch suggested that the whole writing process—

writing a document, electronic exchange of written documents, and
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commenting/discussion of them—can take place via computers and the Internet, and,
hence, computer-mediated peer review could entirely substitute traditional peer review in
the classroom at all its stages. Secondly, she thoroughly analyzed the difference between
face-to-face and online peer review based on three parameters: time (real or delayed),
space (location of peer review participants does not matter), and interaction (mainly text-
based). She concluded that computer-mediated peer review is not just a variety of
traditional peer review but a completely different activity that shapes response in its own
way. Finally, she emphasized that computer-mediated peer review is even closer to the
goals of writing instruction than traditional oral peer review, as it involves writing to
much more an extent, thus giving students more opportunities to write and, therefore, to
improve their writing.

Multiple studies also answered many exploratory questions on the topic of
computer-mediated peer review, in particular, comparing three modes of peer review—
face-to-face, computer-mediated asynchronous, and computer-mediated synchronous
(Chang, 2012; Liu & Sadler, 2003). Several subtopics of research were singled out:
student attitudes to different peer review modes (Guardado & Shi, 2007; Ho & Savignon,
2007), power issues in computer-mediated peer review groups (Jones et al., 2006;
Sullivan & Pratt, 1996), discourse, or the feedback content (DiGiovanni & Nagaswami,
2001; Liou & Peng, 2009), the effect of computer-mediated peer review on the quality of
final drafts (Hewett, 2000; Wang & Usaha, 2009), and the effect on drafts of the
anonymous peer review and student attitudes to it (Demmans Epp, Akcayir, & Phirangee,

2019; Guardado & Shi, 2007; Lu & Bol, 2007).
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The issues of power so relevant for the traditional form of peer review are also
critical to trace within the computer-mediated mode. Sullivan and Pratt (1996) found that
the computer-mediated mode in the study (an electronic synchronous discussion board)
turned out more collaborative and had 100% participation in group discussions compared
to 50% with face-to-face group discussions. That might mean that, in the computer-
mediated mode, students feel less constrained by power issues caused by a teacher's
natural dominance, students' own language proficiency, and other factors (for example,
having a less attractive physical appearance). Without those pressures, students can
interpose in the conversation more effortlessly. DiGiovanni and Nagaswami (2001) also
found through their questionnaire that students feel more confident doing computer-
mediated peer review. During face-to-face peer review, students might think that "'l am
not an English teacher,"” and their advice has little value. With computer-mediated
conversations, the teacher might reassure them that all their electronic discussions are
monitored; therefore, corrective measures will be immediately undertaken if the teacher
sees an issue with a student's comment. Jones et al. (2006), who conducted their research
on writing center communication between tutors and clients, obtained the same results:
clients "talked™" more during computer-mediated sessions.

On the contrary, the results of Guardado and Shi (2007) show a "power pattern™
that differs from the one above. Japanese students noted that they felt unconfident in an
online setting due to limited English language proficiency and missed the regular
classroom mode that could allow them to clarify their ideas. That happened because the
EFL class in that study was more focused on oral speech training than written

communication; therefore, students felt "more powerful while talking rather than
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writing. This implication proves that effective collaboration is achieved through the
interaction of various factors (course goals and design in this case) rather than just
picking the right peer review mode.

In relation to attitudes to computer-mediated peer review, students generally
prefer face-to-face mode because personal communication is highly meaningful to them
(Liu & Sadler, 2003) and because they perceive peer review as primarily an oral social
activity (Ho & Savignon, 2007). Also, synchronous online mode is even more appealing
because, while new, it reminds students of real talk and is, therefore, more exciting
(Honeycutt, 1998; Liu & Sadler, 2003; Tuzi, 2004). This stance goes against the results
on draft quality, with asynchronous electronic feedback producing better revisions.
However, Liu and Sadler (2003) found that at the end of the semester, the students
changed their opinion and demonstrated more perceived value of asynchronous mode. In
other studies, students said that their experience with computer-mediated peer review was
positive despite their initial preferences for face-to-face mode (Ho & Savignon, 2007;
Sullivan & Pratt, 1996). Many indicated that reviewing peers' papers online was helpful
because it allowed them to review without the usual face-to-face rush in the classroom.
As Mabrito (1991) concluded, ample time is incredibly convenient for students with a
high level of apprehension.

Reviewer anonymity is the aspect that can only be considered only in the context
of computer-mediated peer review. Research shows that anonymous mode is more
helpful than identifiable one because it allows students to be more objective in their
feedback without worrying about their peers' reactions (Baker, 2016; Demmans Epp,

Akcayir, & Phirangee, 2019; Guardado & Shi, 2007; Lu & Bol, 2007). However, the
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collaborative stage—providing clarification—was problematic because students found it
awkward to ask questions to anonymous reviewers (Guardado & Shi, 2007).

Unlike Breuch (2004) who argued that computer-mediated peer review can be
effectively used alone, without the face-to-face component, most scholars concur that
combining computer-mediated and face-to-face peer review modes as a two-step
procedure is a more effective peer review process, including an out-of-class computer-
mediated step for thorough review without the rush and an in-class face-to-face step,
which provides the opportunity for collaborative discussions with questioning and
clarifying (Chang, 2012; Ho & Savignon, 2007; Jones et al., 2006; Liu & Sadler, 2003;
Tuzi, 2004). Chang (2012) even argued that, for one writing assignment, three peer
review sessions in three different modes (face-to-face and computer-mediated
asynchronous for the first draft and computer-mediated synchronous for the second draft)
would be even more effective than two peer review sessions in two modes.

Discourse, or feedback content, in computer-mediated (asynchronous and
synchronous) and face-to-face modes differs regarding revision orientation and content
level. Revision-oriented comments suggest concrete improvements, while non-revision-
oriented comments are positive notes or wrong suggestions. According to multiple
studies, computer-mediated asynchronous mode generally produces more revision-
oriented and focused comments than the face-to-face mode (Breuch, 2004; Chang, 2012;
Hewett, 2000; Honeycutt, 1998; Liou & Peng, 2009; Liu & Sadler, 2003; Wang & Usaha,
2009; Sullivan & Pratt, 1996; Tuzi, 2004). Besides, the computer-mediated asynchronous
mode is characterized by the prevalence of macro-level commenting, which means

expressing global ideas about the draft (such as commenting on genre and rhetorical
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aspects). On the contrary, micro-level comments, i.e., comments at the word- and
sentence level, are produced more in face-to-face mode. Another issue that mainly
concerned the synchronous mode was the abundance of maintenance or chatting
comments (""oh oh,” "what happened, man?", etc.) that fulfill the function of
communication supporters due to the unavailability of nonverbal channels (Jones et al.,
2006; Liou & Peng, 2009; Liu & Sadler, 2003). However, after peer review training, the
amount of chatting reduced significantly because students became more confident (Liou
& Peng, 2009).

In relation to writing quality, which means the quality difference between first
and final drafts, scholars note that quality improves with the computer-mediated
asynchronous peer review mode more than with face-to-face and computer-mediated
synchronous modes (Hewett, 2000; Liu & Sadler, 2003; Mabrito, 1991; Wang & Usaha,
2009; Sullivan & Pratt, 1996; Tuzi, 2004). For example, it was found that asynchronous
electronic feedback led to more revisions than face-to-face talk: only 57.6 % of peer
comments via face-to-face peer review were used, compared to 72.6 % of comments
made via computer-me