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Abstract 

The purpose of this study was to explore how the peer evaluation influenced the 

types of revision changes made in English as Foreign Language (EFL) writing. 

Participants consisted of 47 first-year students who took an EFL writing course at 

a national university in Japan. The students'English proficiency was at an 

intermediate level on average. They were asked to write an essay and to revise it 

after it was evaluated by three of them. They exchanged their first drafts with 

peers to evaluate each essay with one of two different categories of evaluation 

items; Category A focused on meaning aspects, and Category B on surface aspects. 

Their first and revised drafts and the filled evaluation sheets were collected. 

Each revision made by the students was classified as either a surface change or a 

meaning change. The majority of revisions were surface changes, regardless of 

the evaluation category; but 30・40% of the changes were meaning changes, which 

brought new information to or discarded some information from the texts. It 

seems that the evaluation category did not influence the type of revisions the 

students made. 

1. Introduction 

Peer review in first language (Ll) and second language (L2) learning is an 

effective tool to assist educators. Peer review has several benefits, such as 

encouraging collaborative learning (e.g., Liu & Sadler, 2003; Tsui & Ng, 2000), 

developing student autonomy (Miao, Badger & Zhen, 2006), and promoting social 

interaction (Hirose, 2009). Some studies compared peer-, self・, and 

teacher-assessment, and showed that peer assessment was internally consistent 

in that peer-ratings were less biased than self-assessment (see Matsuno, 2009; 

Patri, 2002). For example, Matsuno (2009) explored self・, peer-, and 

teacher-assessments of English essays written by Japanese university students, 
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by using an evaluation sheet with 16 items related to the content, organization, 

grammar, vocabulary and punctuation. The results showed that peer-assessors 

were internally consistent, and that their rating did not depend on their own 

writing performance. 

One of the main issues is how students incorporate peer review into their work. 

A number of studies on peer review of L2 writing have explored the type of 

revisions made by students (e.g., Connor & Asenavage, 1994; Miao et al., 2006; 

Paulus, 1999). Faigley and Witte (1981) developed a taxonomy of revision 

changes, which has been widely used to clarify changes in essay writing. Their 

taxonomy puts emphasis on the distinction of revision whether or not a revision 

change influences the meaning of a text. They tested their system with groups of 

writers at different language proficiency levels. The results showed that most 

revisions of inexperienced writers were surface changes, and only 12% of revisions 

were meaning changes, whereas 34% of expert adults'changes were meaning 

changes. Hall (1990) and Paulus (1999) explored how peer review influenced the 

types of revision, using the same taxonomy, and found that surface changes were 

the majority of revisions in English as a Second Language (ESL) classrooms. As 

Faigley and Witte (1981) observed, inexperienced writers tended to limit their 

revisions to correcting mistakes, and rarely dared to substitute a phrase, add an 

example, or rework a structure, which would have influenced the meaning of a 

text. 

Although the aforementioned studies shed light on the type of revision changes 

in L2 writing, there has been a lack of studies and corresponding teaching 

methods which could elicit revisions to influence the meaning of a text. In the 

present study, we surmised that peer review with an evaluation sheet including 

items in the category of meaning aspects might facilitate students to make 

meaning changes, whereas an evaluation items in the category of surface aspects 

might facilitate them to make surface changes. We took up the peer evaluation 

method of Matsuno's (2009) study, which explored self・, peer-, and 

teacher-assessments of English essays written by Japanese university students, 

by using an evaluation sheet with 16 items. We divided these items into two 

categories: Category A, which included overall impression, content and 

organization, and Category B, which included vocabulary. sentence structure, 

grammar and mechanics. Category A and Category B corresponded to the 

taxonomy of revisions proposed by Faigley and Witte (1981) whose analysis 

method thus was suitable for our present study. We were interested in whether 

the evaluation category would influence the types of revision. 
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2. Method 

2. t Participants 

The participants were first・year students in an EFL writing course at a 

national university in Japan. The students'English proficiency was at an 

intermediate level on average, based on their TOEFL・ITP scores, which they 

obtained at the beginning of their first semester. The class sizes were ranged 

from 24 to 26 students. Three students were not included in further analyses, as 

they did not write the required number of two essays and/or did not receive 

written feedback twice. In total, 25 students from Class I and 22 students from 

Class II were included in the current analysis. The students were not randomly 

assigned to a control group and to one or more experimental groups for two 

reasons. First, the present study was conducted in an attempt to increase 

instruction effectiveness during an L2 writing course. Second, it was technically 

difficult to assign the students randomly to different groups in the education 

curriculum. 

2.2 Procedure 

The total number of L2 writing classes was 15 in a semester. During class, the 

students received essay writing instructions, concerning text organization, 

content, vocabulary and mechanics. During the sixth and ninth week, the 

students performed two essay. writing tasks, each on a different topic. The first 

topic was "Favorite places to visit" and the second "The necessity of the smart 

phone/mobile phone". The topic of the writing task was announced a week before 

the writing class, so that the students had sufficient time to gather supporting 

information. The students were given an essay sheet, and were instructed to write 

a composition on the given topic for 35 minutes. After that, the students 

exchanged their first drafts with three peers. They were instructed to read each 

other's first draft carefully and to evaluate each essay with evaluation sheet A or 

B (see Table 2) for 15 minutes. Matsuno's (2009) assessment criteria were divided 

into two categories: Category A including overall impression, content and 

organization, and Category B including vocabulary, sentence structure, grammar 

and mechanics. We used a five-point Likert scale for each item (see Appendix). 

As shown in Table 1, the students in class I used Category B in the first writing 

task, and Category A in the second. Those in Class II used Category A in the first 

writing task and Category B in the second. The first draft and the three filled 

evaluation sheets for this draft were handed to each writer. The students were 

then asked to write a second draft for 20 minutes. 
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Table 1. Settings 

Writing task 1: 

Favorite places to visit 

Class I (n = 25) 

Evaluation sheet: 

CategoryB 

Class II (n = 22) 

Evaluation sheet: 

Category A 

Writing task 2: Evaluation sheet: Evaluation sheet: 

The necessity of the smart phone/ Category A 

mobile phone 

CategoryB 

Table 2. Assessment criteria of the evaluation sheet 

Evaluation sheet: 

Category A 

Evaluation sheet: 

CategoryB 

Overall 

Content 

Organization 

Vocabulary 

I. Overall Impression 

2. Amount 

3. Thorough development of thesis 

4. Relevance to an assigned topic 

5. Introduction and thesis statement 

6. Body paragraph and topic sentence 

7. Conclusion 

8. Logical sequencmg 

9. Range 

10. Word/idiom choice 

11. Wordform 

Sentence structure/ 12. Use of variety of sentence structures 

Grammar 13. Overall grammar 

14. Spelling 

Mechanics 15. Essay format 

16. Punctuation/ capitalization 

(Adapted from Matsuno, 2009) 
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2.3 Data analysis 

Each revision made by the students in the second draft was categorized as 

either a surface change or a meaning change, using Faigley and Witte's (1981) 

taxonomy (see Table 3). 

Table 3. Type of revisions 

Surface changes 

Meaning changes 

Formal changes Spelling/capitalization 

Tense/number/modality 

Abbreviations/contractions 

Punctuations 

Formatting 

Morphological changes 

M ・eaning・preserving Additions 

changes Deletions 

Microstructure 

changes 

(do not affect 

overall summary) 

Macrostructure 

changes 

(affect overall 

summary) 

Substitutions 

Permutations 

Distributions 

Consolidations 

Additions 

Deletions 

Substitutions 

Permutations 

Distributions 

Consolidations 

Additions 

Deletions 

Substitutions 

Permutations 

Distributions 

Consolidations 

(Adapted from Faigley & Witte, 1981) 

Surface changes are changes which do not influence meaning and do not add or 

discard information. Surface changes are further divided into two subcategories: 

formal changes (e.g., spelling, tense, and punctuation), and meaning・preserving 

changes, which introduce new wordings keeping the original concepts in the text 
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implicitly or explicitly. Meaning changes are changes which affect the meaning 

by adding or discarding information. Meaning changes are also divided into two 

subcategories: microstructure changes and macrostructure changes. 

Microstructure changes make sentence sequences to be understood as consistent 

and do not affect the overall summary. Macrostructure changes, on the other 

hand, affect the overall summary. 

3. Results 

The 25 students in Class I and the 22 students in Class II completed the 

evaluation for three peers, and the number of evaluation sheets was 75 and 66, 

respectively. Each evaluation sheet consisted of eight items. The means of all 

item scores in Category A (e.g., content and organization) from Class I and Class 

II were 4.27 (SD= 0.77) and 3.78 (SD= 0.89), respectively, and the means of all 

item scores in Category B (e.g., vocabulary, grammar and mechanics) were 4.17 

(SD= 0.8) and 4.20 (SD= 0.63), respectively. 

We checked the first and the second draft of each essay, and counted the 

revisions which the students made in the second draft. Table 4 and Table 5 show 

the classification results in Class I and Class II. Table 6 shows the type of 

revisions and the examples of revisions made by the students. 

Table 4. Classification in Class I (n = 25) 

Surface changes 

Meaning changes 

Total revisions 

Evaluation sheet: 

Category A 

171 

77 

248 

Table 5. Classification in Class II (n = 22) 

Evaluation sheet: 

Category A 

Surface changes 104 

Meaning changes 65 

Total revisions 169 

Evaluation sheet: 

Category B 

112 

75 

187 

Evaluation sheet: 

Category B 

128 

93 

221 

-72-

'lbtal 

283 

152 

435 

Total 

232 

158 

390 

library
ノート注釈
library : None

library
ノート注釈
library : MigrationNone

library
ノート注釈
library : Unmarked

library
ノート注釈
library : None

library
ノート注釈
library : MigrationNone

library
ノート注釈
library : Unmarked



Table6．函eand examples of revisions which the students made 

Formal changes 

Meaning-preserving 

changes 

Microstructure 

changes 

Macrostructure 

changes 

• It is dangerous to communicate with people whom we~ 

directly→It is dangerous to communicate with people whom we~ 

皿 directly

• Smartphone叫碑cool,stylish and gorgeous, especially iPhone. 

→Smartphone血証cool,stylish and gorgeous, especially iPhone. 

• Tl:血捻kemmeanvwh紅mmJap皿 andI can enjoy an chan炉

encount.er there.→ HI伝皿試er匹 etr曲W注 not畑r,I匹即皿四here

~ and enjoy an change encount.er there. 

• I can feel good in the orchard, but it is not easy to help grandfather 

匹面皿grapes．→ Ican feel good in the orchard, but it誌noteasy to 

help grandfath血

• By using it, people can do a lot of things.→ By using it, people can皿

onlyのmmunicat.e呻 m'§...butdo a lot of things. 

• They enjoy shopping and chatting.→ They enjoy shopping and 

chatting.~出amwithmv 仕年n曲 whenIwasink)be,

• Mobile phone lovers may say that it is very important and it is vital for 

our everyday life.→ Old fashioned people may say that mobile phone 

is unnecessary, because it:fixpeople to network and it causes the bad 

碑ectsfor our communication skill. 

As shown in Table 4, the 25 students in Class I made a total of 187 revisions 

when instructed to revise after receiving the Category B assessment. They made 

112(representing 59%) surface changes and 75 (41 %) meaning changes. They also 

made a total of 248 revisions when instructed to revise after receiving the 

Category A assessment. They made 171 (representing 68%) surface changes and 

77 (32%) meaning changes. Table 5 shows the total revisions in Class II. The 

22 students made a total of 169 revisions when instructed to revise after receiving 

the Category A assessment. They made 104 revisions (61%) for surface changes 

and 65 revisions (39%) for meaning changes. They also made a total of 221 

revisions when instructed to revise after receiving the Catego巧 Bassessment. 

They made 128 revisions (57%) for surface changes and 93 revisions (43%) for 

meaning changes. 
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Figure 1 shows the frequencies of revisions (%) in the four above-mentioned 

subcategories of revisions. Meaning-preserving changes were in the range of 

40・50% in both classes. Formal changes were in the range of 10・20% in both 

classes. It is also to be noticed that microstructure changes were in the range of 

30・40% in both classes, which was higher than the percentage range of formal 

changes. 
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B
 Type of evaluation sheet 

A 

Type of evaluation sheet 

Figure 1. 4 types of revision changes from Class I Oeft panel) and Class II (right 

panel). 

We read each essay carefully, and found that surface changes included 

corrections of spelling and tense, and additions of a sentence and a phrase, which 

did not change meanings. Meaning changes included addition of an example, 

reworking of the structure, and deletions of a sentence or a phrase, which brought 

new information to or discarded some information from a text. Below is an 

example of how a student made meaning revisions. 

First draft 

Today, most of people have mobile phone and use it anytime and anywhere. 

Our daily life was changed by the effects of mobile phone. Many people may say 

that this is a good change, but I don't think so. 

Mobile phone effects our communication skills. Mobile phone enable us to 

talk through the internet, and the changes which we can talk with other people 

directly is decreasing. Therefore, the number of people who are not good at 

talking other person may think increasing today. 
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Second draft 

Today most of people have mobile phone and use it anytime and anywhere. 

Our daily life was changed because of many kinds of advantages of the mobile 

phone. Now, I think mobile phone is become a vital thing for our everyday life. 

Mobile phone enables us to contact with other people as soon as possible 

wherever we are. This is very useful in the situation that we want to tell the 

information quickly for other person. For example, when we want to know 

tod.ay's homework and ask it our friends. 
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Figure 2. Frequencies of surface/meaning chan辟swhich each student made, after 

receiving assessments in Category A and Category B. 
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We also explored the tendency of revision making of each individual student. 

Figure 2 shows the frequencies of surface and meaning changes which each 

individual student made after receiving assessments in Category A and Category 

B. Regardless of the evaluation category, most of the students made only less 

than 10 meaning changes across both classes. With regard to surface changes, 

the results were more variable; there were a few students who made more than 10 

surface changes after assessment in either Category A or Category B. 

4. Discussion 

The current study investigated how peer evaluation influenced the types of 

revision changes made in EFL writing. The results showed that the majority of 

revisions were s匹 facechanges. This corresponds to previous studies (e.g., Hall, 

1990; Paulus, 1999), in which surface changes dominated in English as Second 

Language (ESL) classrooms. Students in these studies typically focused on 

correcting errors. The amount of meaning changes may increase with the 

student'knowledge of English. 

It is also noticed that 30-400んofthe changes were meaning changes, including 

addition of content and reworking of structure. It seems that the category of 

evaluation sheet did not influence the type of revision changes students made. 

The procedure in which the students had to read their peers'essays carefully is 

very likely to have facilitated the students to generate new content for their own 

essays. This needs to be explored systematically. The present small-scale study 

provided some pedagogical implications leading to future studies on EFL writing. 
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船pendix

Example of five-point Likert scale for items in evaluation sheet 

Too many mistakes Average Very few mistakes 

Ineffective Effective 

Very poor Very good 

↓ ↓ ↓ 
2 3 4 5 

1. Overall impression 

1 : 

2 3 4 5 

2.Amount 2 3 4 5 
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