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Abstract 

 

Titel: Peer Response in Upper Secondary School: Do Swedish students find it useful 

for improving their English writing skills? 

 

Författare: Josefin Grönkvist 

 Engelska C, 2006 

 

Abstract:  The method of peer response has become an important part in process oriented 

writing classes and is often used at universities, but not in upper secondary 

school. The aim of this paper is to investigate how students in upper secondary 

school react when introduced to peer response, and whether or not they find it a 

beneficial way of working when trying to improve their writing. The aim is also 

to find out if the students’ texts improve as a result of a peer response session. 

 

The results of my investigation show that the majority of the students who 

participated had positive reactions when introduced to peer response. All 

students agreed that the method was beneficial to improving their texts. 

Furthermore, according to the teacher, who read both the first and final versions 

of the texts, many of the students improved their texts enough after peer 

response to raise their grades. This confirms that peer response is, in fact, a good 

method to use when trying to improve students’ writing. However, even though 

the majority of the participants were positive to the idea of using peer response 

again, there were some students who prefer that only the teacher reads their 

assignments. This could be due to a lack of confidence concerning their own 

abilities or the fact that some texts are perceived as too personal and private. 

There will often be students who do not like to share their writing but the 

method could be modified and adapted to the situation of each class. Peer 

response can be combined with teacher response, or the groups can be reduced 

to pairs.  

 

            Nyckelord:   Feedback, peer response, process writing, collaborative writing, supporting  

   feedback, real audience, autonomous learning. 
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1. Introduction and aims 

There are a number different ways of giving feedback to students in order to help them 

improve their writing skills. The majority of them involve only feedback from the teacher. 

However, there is also a method called peer response where students receive feedback 

from other students as well, and not only from the teacher. Despite this method’s 

increasing popularity at universities in Sweden, it is not used as frequently in upper 

secondary schools. Teachers often find it better to give feedback themselves, thus making 

sure the students get the right kind of feedback and feeling more in control of the students’ 

progress in writing. It is also a common opinion that students do not know how to give 

feedback in the proper manner, due to the fact that they do not know what to look for. 

Despite these negative reactions, theories are continuing to spread that both the students 

giving the feedback as well as the students receiving it can benefit greatly from this way 

of working (e.g. Linnarud 2002; Liu & Hansen 2002). 

 

Personally, I first encountered peer response when I started studying at Karlstad 

University. I had no previous experience of the method from upper secondary school, but 

found it a very interesting way of working with texts. Considering that I am studying to 

become a teacher, I was naturally interested in the possibility of using this method also 

with younger students in upper secondary school.  

 

The main aim of this paper is to investigate how first-year students in a Swedish upper 

secondary school react when introduced to this way of working and whether or not they 

find it beneficial when it comes to improving their writing skills. The aim is also to find 

out if the students’ texts improved as a result of the peer response session, i.e. if the 

teacher graded the second version of their texts differently than the first version. 

 

Parts of my results will be compared to the results of a previous, similar study on peer 

response among second-year upper secondary students, carried out by Monforte (2005).  
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2. Background 

2.1 The method of peer response 

In the last decades, it has been much discussed among researchers whether or not group 

work is valuable when trying to improve students’ writing. For a long time, the value that 

group work among students can have and what it can offer had been ignored. This failure 

to see the benefits students’ collaboration can bring about gave way  to extensive research 

in the area, which in turn enabled the creation of the method of peer response (Liu & 

Hansen 2002:1). The focus in teaching writing has shifted from the finished product to the 

writing process itself. Traditionally, in product-centered writing, superficial errors such as 

grammar, sentence structure and punctuation have been the main concern. However, 

writing is no longer seen as a way of testing students, but something that encourages 

critical thinking and develops language skills. It is seen as a tool for the thinking process 

where discovering, communicating, reflecting and learning play important parts (Björk & 

Räisänen 2003:14-15). In process-oriented writing classes, students are thus encouraged to 

brainstorm, write outlines, draft, rewrite and edit. Peer response has become an important 

part in this approach to writing, enabling the students to get multiple feedback from both 

students and teachers and to communicate their ideas with their peers (Liu & Hansen 

2002:3). 

 

2.2 Advantages of peer response 

2.2.1 Real audience 

There are different opinions among researchers and language teachers as to whether peer 

response truly works effectively. One of the advantages of the method is the fact that it 

creates a real audience for the writer (Liu & Hansen 2002:9). According to Hedge 

(2000:307), one characteristic of successful writers is that they are aware that they have 

readers, think about what the readers need to know and adapt to their needs. Through peer 

response, students practice viewing the text through the eyes of another (Liu & Hansen 

2002:8). When not using peer response, the students write with the idea that the only 

reader is the teacher (Flash, Online). 

 

2.2.2 Autonomous learning 

A further advantage of a larger audience is that students receive comments from many 

more readers with possibly different opinions, which encourages them to go back and 

revise the text according to their own knowledge (Flash, Online). In that way, the 
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responsibility to choose the appropriate revisions lies with the students, and they do not 

only make corrections because the teacher says so. A larger audience of readers can 

therefore encourage the students to take responsibility for their own texts and give them a 

sense of ownership. Furthermore, reading a peer’s text can increase students’ confidence 

in writing, since it allows them to see other students’ weaknesses and strengths (Liu & 

Hansen 2002:9). 

 

Also, letting students work more autonomously can greatly benefit the teacher as well, 

considering the fact that students will already have received feedback on their first draft 

and subsequently revised their work. Peer response can thus save valuable time for the 

teacher (Flash, Online). 

 

Furthermore, according to Linnarud (2002:131), one of the most important advantages 

with peer response is the fact that students become aware of their own errors when they 

see them in other students’ texts. When students respond to their peers’ work, it improves 

their skills in analysing and revising their own writing (Liu & Hansen 2002:8). 

 

2.2.3 Communicative skills 

An additional advantage of peer response, according to previous research, is that students 

get the chance to practice their communicative skills in an authentic situation (Liu & 

Hansen 2002:9). Engaging learners in activities where they are negotiating meaning and 

collaborating gives them more practice in the language they are learning (Liu & Hansen 

2002:6). Some researchers believe that producing understandable output is necessary in 

order for language acquisition to take place. Peer response enables students to take part in 

group activities where they need to be able to communicate their ideas to their peers in an 

understandable manner. It creates the opportunity for students to practice giving 

constructive criticism and to specify their suggestions, instead of saying for example 

“good job” or “nice work” (Flash, Online).  

 

Linnarud (2002:129) points out that the classroom is where a student has the best 

opportunity to interact in the target language. In Sweden, for example, there is a great 

amount of input available in English through the media, but not much opportunity to 

produce output. When a teacher uses peer response as a method in the classroom, students 

interact with each other and can reach conclusions collaboratively that would not have 



4 

been reached individually. However accurate or inaccurate these conclusions might be, the 

interaction has at least created an opportunity for the students to produce output.  

 

2.3 Disadvantages of peer response 

2.3.1 Instructions 

One of the most important things in order for peer response to be effective is that the 

teacher informs the students on how to give as well as receive peer response (Linnarud 

2002:132). It is difficult even for native speakers to give response without some kind of 

special training, and peer response is therefore a method that needs training in order to be 

effective. Students are not always sure about how to give helpful comments and instead 

focus on problems that are not so important. They can often be too kind in their 

comments, in order not to upset anybody and preserve harmony in the group. They might 

therefore avoid the real issues or the problematic parts of the text and instead focus only 

on the positive aspects (Spear 1988:25). 

 

According to Flash (Online), peer response groups do not work automatically. If students 

are not provided with concrete guidelines on what to look for, peer response can be quite a 

waste of time. However, too many guidelines can overwhelm the students in the 

beginning. Flash therefore suggests a plan where more guidelines are added little by little 

as the term progresses, allowing the students to gradually become accustomed to the 

method.  

 

2.3.2 Insecurities 

While receiving feedback from many different peers can give the writer a sense of 

ownership and confidence, it can also lead to lack of enthusiasm vis-à-vis peer response 

(Liu & Hansen 2002:11). This is due to students’ insecurities as to whether their peers’ 

comments are accurate or not. They might also feel insecure of their own abilities to judge 

other students’ work and of the quality of their own writing. Therefore, some students 

might not want to participate in such activities to avoid looking foolish, but prefer when 

the teacher is the only one who reads the texts and makes comments (Spear 1988:24).  

 

Furthermore, whether or not students are willing to share their drafts with their peers 

depends to a large extent on the general classroom climate (Ur 1996:172). Peer response 

can be a very useful and time-saving way of working, but the problems of unwillingness 
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to share and the lack of trust to accept criticism and help from other students remain. Such 

problems can arise when students do not feel comfortable enough in the classroom and 

this cannot be solved by a special teaching technique but depends on the classroom 

climate. In other words, it is the attitudes of the students and of the teacher that determine 

whether peer response will be successful or not. 

 

2.3.3 Time  

Despite the positive effects of peer response, which can be a time saver for the teacher if 

used in the right way, it can be useless and a waste of time if introduced without clear 

instructions (Flash). Whether the peer response in itself takes five minutes or twenty 

minutes, valuable class time is needed for the teacher to give students proper instructions. 

Furthermore, if the students are not given enough time to prepare and discuss their 

comments, all that will come out of their group work are comments such as “Good” or 

“Nice work”. 

 

2.4 Supporting feedback 

According to Spear (1988:141), feedback must meet four criteria in order to be considered 

supporting feedback. The first criterion “feedback is perceived as supporting when the 

writer solicits it” (Spear 1988:141), means that feedback is most supporting when the 

writer asks for it. It is beneficial if the writers begin the feedback process by asking for it. 

Students should know what kind of feedback they wish to receive and know what to ask 

for. Spear even suggests that teachers should encourage students to write questions about 

their own texts before the peer response meeting. Doing so, the student will know which 

suggestions he or she wishes to use when revising the text, which in turn will foster 

ownership. Students might get the wrong idea that they need to incorporate every 

suggestion made by their peers, and teachers therefore need to point out that this is not the 

case. Feedback should be considered as gifts: we say thanks, use some and quietly put 

others away.  

 

The second criterion ”supporting feedback focuses on what the writer can do something 

about” (Spear 1988:142), suggests that a text should be seen as work in progress. If the 

text is viewed as a finished product, it is easy for other students to see the first drafts as 

containing all the writer’s thinking and their mission is to clean it up. A first draft is not 

perfect, and the focus should be on improving the text and on generating ideas. However, 
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the discussion should start on safe grounds with the writer initiating the feedback process, 

which later tends to open the doors to new ideas from the colleagues in the group. 

  

The third criterion “supporting feedback is reinforcing”, represents the idea that it is 

important to focus on what is good in the text (Spear 1988:143). According to Spear, 

feedback which is reinforcing creates more change and motivation than critical feedback. 

Now that a shift has occurred from product to process, feedback should function not as 

punishment for errors but as encouragement for continued thinking. Most students who 

work with peer response tend to forget to give positive comments and jump directly to the 

negative aspects when giving feedback. When students are encouraged to use phrases such 

as ”I really like the way you said that”, or “I understand exactly where you are going”, it 

tends to open up a dialogue and encourages students to pay attention to details.  

 

The fourth criterion “supporting feedback is empathic”, means that students who give peer 

response must have empathy in order to give supporting feedback (Spear 1988:143). 

Empathy is when one tries to see the world through the eyes of another and temporarily 

puts one’s own opinions aside. In other words, when reading another person’s text, one 

should read it as though it were one’s own, thus understanding the writer’s ideas better. 

 

2.5 Results of previous investigations on peer response 

Previous research has shown that students’ opinions differ depending on what their 

experiences of peer response have been (Liu & Hansen 2002:15). However, according to a 

study made by Jun Liu at a university in the United States in 1997, most students found 

peer response a beneficial method when working with writing. Most of them gave the 

reason that it helped them revise and structure their own papers in a better way when they 

commented on other students’ papers. Although they might not have gained much out of 

other students’ comments, their attitudes were still positive since giving peer response 

helped them with their own writing.  

 

A study similar to the present investigation was done by Monforte in 2005. The study, 

which took place in a Swedish upper secondary school, showed that students had different 

opinions of peer response (Monforte 2005:25). During this study, a questionnaire was 

handed out to the students on two separate occasions in connection with two different 

tasks (Monforte 2005:11). The questionnaire contained questions concerning the students’ 
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opinions of peer response and was divided into three parts: Giving peer response, 

Receiving peer response and After revising. The results showed that, in general, the 

students thought peer response was a fun way of working to improve written texts 

(Monforte 2005:25). Some of the students liked it, but thought that it had to be taken 

seriously by all the group members in order for it to be effective. Others thought that they 

learnt a lot about writing from this way of working. On the other hand, there were students 

who disliked the fact that other students read their drafts and did not find it beneficial. 

However, also in this study, a striking majority of the students who participated were 

positive towards peer response and thought that it helped them a great deal.   

 

One of the aims with Monforte’s study was to find out whether the teacher would notice 

improvements in the students’ texts after they revised them on the basis of peer response 

(Monforte 2005:1). The results of demonstrated that peer response can be a useful tool in 

improving students’ writing and that students’ grades can be improved if they have the 

chance to revise their texts after having participated in a peer response session (Monforte 

2005:30). 

 

More detailed results of Monforte's study will be presented, and compared with my own, 

in section 4.  

 

3. Methods 

The aim of this paper was mainly to find out how students react when introduced to the 

method of peer response. To this end, I carried out an investigation based on a 

questionnaire that I handed out to a class in year ten. The questions concerned the 

students’ opinions of peer response and what sort of feedback they gave and received. The 

students answered the same questionnaire on two separate occasions after having had peer 

response sessions in connection with two different writing tasks. In order for me to see 

whether or not the students’ texts had improved after a peer response session, the teacher 

read and graded both the first and the second versions of the texts.  

 

3.1 Subjects  

Peer response is a method seldom used at upper secondary school, but I chose to carry out 

my investigation there with the goal of finding out whether it is a beneficial method to use 

when working with students that have not yet reached a university level. I contacted my 
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co-operating teacher who works at an upper secondary school with approximately 1250 

students in a medium-sized town in central Sweden. I presented my plans for an 

investigation and she chose a class from a theoretical program where she thought the 

students would agree to participate in my investigation.  

 

I began both peer response sessions by introducing myself and the purpose of my 

investigation. Having done that, I asked the students to sign a consent form confirming 

that they agreed to participate in the investigation (see appendix 2). The participants were 

a class of 25 tenth-grade students (ten boys and 15 girls).  

 

For the first peer response session, my teacher trainer and I decided to let the students do 

all the work in class, thus making sure that all of them did what they were supposed to do 

and that they handed in the assignments on time. To be precise, they had one lesson to 

write their assignment, and another lesson to give and receive peer response. However, at 

the time of the second peer response session, which was held at the beginning of May, 

towards the end of the term, the students were busy writing their national exams. Due to 

this, it was difficult to find one lesson where the students could write their texts and 

another lesson where the peer response session would be held. My co-operating teacher 

and I thus decided to give the students a writing assignment for homework, and trust that 

most of them would bring it to class in order for peer response to take place. 

Unfortunately, our hopes were not fulfilled since only a few students had done their 

homework.  

 

3.2 Students’ previous experiences 

The students had never been introduced to the method of peer response before. However, 

the week before I had the first peer response session, the students had been working with 

something similar. Due to the fact that they were soon to have their national tests in 

English, the teacher was practising writing with them by looking at old national tests. The 

assignment the students worked with was to write and hand in a text about music, either 

about a musical memory or about the power of music (see appendix 3). Having done that, 

they looked at some old texts from the same writing assignment written by other students 

a few years ago. The task that followed was to work in groups, read the texts, discuss 

them and guess what grades they had received. To help the students assess and grade the 

texts, the teacher showed them a transparency in Swedish with the goals for writing and 
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the assessment criteria according to the curriculum of the year 2000 (see appendix 1). This 

transparency also included information on what to look for when assessing the text with 

respect to content and language.  

 

3.3 Instructions 

When I first met the students I explained the method of peer response to them, since they 

had not really been exposed to it previously. I also reminded them of the task they had 

worked with the week before, and that this was something similar. However, I explained 

to them that the goal with peer response is not to grade the texts, but to try to improve 

them and that they were supposed to give each other constructive criticism. I also told 

them to remember to give positive feedback and not only to focus on the negative aspects, 

and pointed out the importance of being respectful to others’ texts. Furthermore, I told 

them that the feedback they received should be treated as suggestions and that it was the 

writer’s decision to choose which suggestions to incorporate in the final draft. 

 

After consulting the teacher, I used parts of the same transparency that they had used for 

the earlier assignment to help them when they read each other’s texts.  For the second peer 

response session I gave them another transparency that I thought would be easier to 

comprehend for the students, with other examples of what to look for in their peers’ texts.   

The suggestions I gave the students concerning what to look for in the text were: 

 

• What do you think about the content of the text? Do you have any ideas for what can 

be added or taken away? 

• What is positive about the text? And what is negative? 

• Is there anything you don’t understand in the text, anything that you think should be 

explained in another way?  

• Is the text divided into paragraphs? How are they linked together? 

• Are there any spelling/grammar/punctuation mistakes? 

 

3.4 Questionnaire 

As mentioned in section 2.5, when Monforte did her study on peer response in 2005, she 

divided her questionnaire into three parts: Giving peer response, Receiving peer response 

and After revising (Monforte 2005:34). Because of the fact that I was going to compare 
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my results with the results of the study made by Monforte, I used similar questions to 

those she used (see Appendix 5). The questions concern the students’ opinions of peer 

response and are related to the facts brought up in the background section.  

 

The students answered the same questionnaire after both assignments. Following 

Monforte’s example, I divided my questionnaire into three parts. Since I did not find a 

reason to change the order in which Monforte had distributed the questions in her study 

(Monforte 2005:11), I decided to give the students the three parts of the questionnaire in 

the same order. Thus, they answered the first two parts directly after having given and 

received peer response and the third after they had handed in their revised draft. When 

answering the questions in this order, they had their experiences of peer response fresh in 

mind.  

 

3.5 Procedure 

The students wrote two different texts on which they would later give peer response. For 

the first assignment I used the texts about music the students had written the week before. 

The students had 60 minutes to finish their essays, and in general these were about one 

handwritten page long, which was what I would have expected. At the first peer response 

session, 19 students, ten boys and nine girls, were present. However, two of the girls 

chose not to take part in the investigation due to unwillingness to share their writing, 

which left me with 17 participants.  

 

As these students had never before worked with peer response, the co-operating teacher 

and I decided to let the students choose their own groups in order to feel as comfortable as 

possible. After the students had received instructions on what to do, they started with the 

peer response. The co-operating teacher and I walked around between the groups to 

answer questions and to make sure they understood the task. The students had 90 minutes 

at their disposal during which they should give peer response, answer the questionnaire 

and revise their texts. As mentioned in 3.4, the questionnaire consisted of three parts. In 

spite of the fact that the students had been provided enough time to write their texts, four 

students did not have a text in the end and could therefore not receive response, but only 

give it. One student chose not to answer the questionnaire at all, 16 students answered the 

first part, and 13 students answered the second and the third part. 

 



11 

The second assignment was to write a summary of a text called “My Near-Death 

Experience” (see Appendix 4). The teacher chose the text, which was taken from the 

students’ text book. As explained above, due to lack of time, the assignment was given as 

homework and the students had about a week to complete it. They were instructed that the 

text should be about one handwritten page long.  

 

At the second peer response session, the procedure was the same as the time before: the 

students had 90 minutes to have their discussions, answer the questionnaires and revise 

their texts. As mentioned in 3.3, I did not use the same transparency in the first session as 

in the second because I found it somewhat difficult to comprehend. Therefore, I took 

some time to instruct the students once more on what to do. After that, the teacher and I 

once again walked around between the groups to help the students. This time, there were 

16 students who came to class (eight boys and eight girls), and this time, all students 

chose to participate. However, as the students had been given their assignment as 

homework, only eight of them had done it and had texts with them for the second peer 

response session. Once more, we decided to let the students who had not written a paper 

to at least give peer response. Consequently, 16 students answered the first part of the 

questionnaire, and eight students were able to answer the second and the third part. As for 

the third part, however, only six out of 8 students chose to answer it. 

 

When both versions of the students’ texts were handed in, I also wanted to find out 

whether the texts had improved after the peer response sessions. In order to get a 

professional opinion I let the teacher read and grade all the papers and see if any 

improvement had occurred after peer response. 

 

3.6 Delimitations 

The most obvious delimitation of this investigation is the lack of time. In process-oriented 

writing classes, where peer response is mostly used, writing is seen as a process and 

students are encouraged to brainstorm, write outlines, draft, rewrite and edit (see 2.1). For 

this investigation, there was no time for brainstorming and writing outlines, which would 

have been preferred. Instead, the students more or less had to write what the teacher told 

them to, and were only provided with one chance to revise. Furthermore, the students did 

not get a chance to revise their texts after having received feedback from the teacher. 

Because of these circumstances, the focus of the lessons had to be on the peer response 
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itself and on trying to improve the text before handing it in to the teacher. I also only had 

one lesson at my disposal to carry out the second peer response task. Had there been more 

time, more students would have had a text and thus been in a position to receive, and not 

only give, peer response. However, the main aim of this investigation is to find out how 

students react when introduced to the method of peer response, and therefore none of 

these limitations are expected to affect the results of the study appreciably.   

 

4. Results and analysis 

In this section, the results will be dealt with in the same order as the questions were posed 

in the questionnaires, where they were divided into three parts: Giving feedback, 

Receiving feedback and After revising. The results of both questionnaires will be 

presented and analysed together. Following this, the results showing whether or not the 

students’ texts improved will be presented. Furthermore, in each section, the results of 

Monforte’s study (2005) will be presented and compared to my own. Any differences 

between the first and the second questionnaire of my own study, as well as differences 

between my results and Monforte’s, will be presented and analysed within the same 

section.  

 

The abbreviation Q.1 will be used when referring to the first questionnaire and Q.2 for the 

second questionnaire. V.1 and V.2 refer to the first and the second version of the students’ 

texts, respectively1. Some of the comments students made in the questionnaires will be 

included. However, when I quote their answers in the questionnaires, formal writing errors 

have been eliminated. 

 

4.1 Giving peer response 

As explained above, the results concerning the giving of peer response will be presented 

and analysed first. As mentioned in 3.5, 16 Students answered the first part of both Q.1 

and Q.2.   

 

4.1.1 What kind of peer response did the students give? 

When asked what aspects of the texts the students gave each other feedback on, they were 

offered several choices: grammar, content, word choice, punctuation and spelling. The 

                                                
1 As Monforte used the same system, her questionnaires and students’ texts will also be referred to as Q.1, Q.2, 
V.1, and V.2. However, I will always make it clear whether I discuss my own study or Monforte’s. 
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students were told to circle the ones they had commented on. According to Q.1, spelling 

received the most attention, as nine out of 16 student claimed to have commented on that 

area. Spelling was followed, in order of frequency, by grammar (six), word choice (three), 

content and punctuation (both two) (cf. Figure 1). 

 

Figure1: What students commented on according to Q.1.              
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When it comes to the second assignment and Q.2, 2 students chose not to answer the first 

question. However, what students claimed to have commented most on was, in order of 
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punctuation (four) (cf. Figure 2). 

 

Figure 2: What students commented on according to Q.2. 
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Similar to Monforte’s study, what students commented on most is spelling (2005:14). In 

fact, the results of the Q.1 of her study and of my own, concerning the question what kind 

of response the students gave, are almost identical. The order of frequency in Monforte’s 

study was spelling, grammar, word choice, sentence structure, content, word order and 

punctuation (2005:13). It should be pointed out that sentence structure and word order 

were not used in my own investigation in order not to confuse the students with too many 

options. The results of Monforte’s Q.2 and the Q.2 of this study, however, show slightly 

different results. In both studies, spelling is at the top of the list, but in Monforte’s 

investigation none of the students commented on content and punctuation in connection 

with the second task.  

 

According to my own results, a small change has occurred between the first and the 

second peer response session. Both questionnaires show that students comment most on 

spelling, and least on punctuation, but the second time the students commented more on 

content than the first time. The reason might be that the two tasks were different. The first 

task was free writing, where students wrote a text based on their personal experience. It 

may be due to the fact that the texts are thus rather personal that content has not been 

commented on as much. In contrast, the second task was for all the students to write a 

summary of the same original text, and they might therefore have had stronger ideas as to 

whether anything should be added or omitted.  

 

Another explanation might be that they prioritised to comment on different aspects since 

the students were provided with different instructions the first and the second time. That 

could also explain why the students commented on more aspects in general in the second 

peer response session. An equal number of students commented on grammar in 

connection with the first and the second task. However, more students commented on 

word choice during the first peer response session than the second. The reason for this 

could be that the students had access to the original text and were therefore more secure as 

to which words were appropriate to use and which ones were not.  

 

As for why the results of Q.2 in this study and Q.2 in Monforte’s study differ, there is no 

obvious reason. The tasks used in Monforte’s study were of the same nature as in this one: 

the first task was free writing, and the second one was a summary of a text (2005:10). As 

mentioned above, according to her Q.2, nobody commented on content, whereas eight of 
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16 students claimed to have commented on content in my Q.2. The tentative explanation 

given by Monforte as to why nobody commented on content the second time was that the 

first and the second task were of a different nature (2005:14). Since the second task was to 

write a summary, all texts would have to have more or less the same content. However, 

this explanation obviously does not work with respect to the results of the present study. 

Furthermore, it is not evident from Monforte’s study whether or not the students received 

the same instructions in connection with the second peer response session as with the first. 

Theoretically, if the students did not receive clear instructions the second time, it might be 

the case that they simply forgot to comment on content and punctuation.  

 

However, the results of both mine and Monforte’s studies show that, in general, students 

focus mostly on superficial errors when giving feedback to each other. This indicates that 

students focus on form rather than content, which could be linked with students’ 

proficiency level. It is much easier to comment on, for example, spelling and grammar 

than content. Furthermore, students might experience commenting on form rather than 

content less face-threatening, i.e. less risky on the interpersonal level, and therefore chose 

to focus on those aspects. 

 

4.1.2 Do students find giving peer response difficult? 

Due to the fact that the participants of this investigation had never worked with peer 

response before and that the aim of this paper was to analyse students’ opinions of this 

working method, a natural question to ask was whether students found giving peer 

response difficult, and if yes, how difficult and in what way? The students had four 

alternatives to choose from when answering the question: difficult, quite difficult, quite 

easy and easy. The results of both Q.1 and Q.2 show that the majority of the students 

thought that, in general, peer response was “quite easy”. Relatively few of the students 

answered “difficult” or “quite difficult” (cf. Figure 3).  

 

However, what students did find difficult was to express their thoughts, criticise their 

friends, find negative things about their peers’ texts, trust their own knowledge, etc.  

 

The following are some comments from the students: 

- The girl’s text was difficult because she is better than me at English. (Q.2) 
- It was easy to correct the spelling and grammar. But to comment on the text in general        
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  was a little harder. (Q.1) 
- The difficult thing is that it feels cruel. The easy thing is that you need to find good      
  things. (Q.1) 
- It is difficult to give negative response because I don’t know how the other person is    
  going to react. (Q.1) 
- To have the idea in your mind and express it. (Q.2) 
- It was easy to see the mistakes I don’t make myself, but hard to see the mistakes I am    
  unsure of myself. (Q.1) 
- When I give feedback I become confused because I don’t know who is right. (Q.1) 
 

 

  Figure 3: Whether students found peer response difficult. 
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As the results show, the students did find a few difficult aspects when working with peer 

response, which are mostly related to their own insecurities and to giving negative 

comments to their peers. The latter is connected to the fact that students want to preserve 

harmony in the group and not upset anybody (see 2.3.1). In fact, all of the students 

remembered to give each other positive feedback, according to both Q.1 and Q.2. 

However, when the students were asked whether they found it difficult to say negative 

things about their peers’ texts, half of them answered “no” in the first questionnaire. In the 

second questionnaire, only a quarter of the students answered “no”. An explanation as to 

why the number of students that answered “no” the second time was reduced to half might 

be that the they were becoming used to the idea of correcting their peers and therefore did 

not consider it uncomfortable after the second peer response session. 

 

Monforte’s study led to the same results as this investigation. The students commented on 

some negative aspects of peer response, also mostly related to their insecurities about 

what was right and to fear of criticising their peers. The majority, however, according to 
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both Q.1 and Q.2, thought the method was easy to use (2005:17). This may appear rather 

surprising, considering the fact that the participants in both Monforte’s and in this 

investigation had never before worked with peer response. However, it is possibly 

connected to the fact that the students commented mostly on superficial flaws rather than 

on the content or structure of the texts, which is a bit more complicated.  

  

4.1.3 Do students think that giving peer response on other students’ writing can help 

them in their own writing? 

One of the benefits of peer response is that giving peer response to others helps students to 

analyse their own texts. According to Linnarud (2002:131), the fact that students become 

more aware of their own writing errors when they see them in others’ texts, is one of the 

most prominent advantages. Therefore, two interesting questions to ask the students were 

a) whether they thought that giving peer response made them aware of errors they had 

made themselves in their own text that particular time and b) if they think that giving peer 

response on other students’ writing can help them in their own writing in general.  

 

To the first question, i.e. whether or not peer response made the students aware of errors 

they had made in their own texts, only five out of 16 students answered “yes” in Q.1. 

Three students answered that they did not know, and eight students answered “no”. Due to 

the fact that only eight students had written a text for the second peer response session, 

only eight students were able to answer the question in Q.2 six students answered “no”, 

one student “yes”, and one chose not to answer at all. Even though only a few students 

answered this question in Q.2, there is still a clear majority that did not think that giving 

peer response had made them aware of errors in their own text that particular time.  

 

On the second question, however, i.e. whether they thought that giving response could 

help them in their own writing in general, eleven out of 16 students answered “yes” in the 

first questionnaire. Q.2 shows similar results, as 12 out of 16 students answered “yes” and 

only four answered “no”. Reasons as to why the students consider giving response helpful 

when writing themselves include, according to Q.1 and Q. 2, that it makes them scrutinise 

their text and improve it and that they get to share other students’ knowledge of English.  

The following are some other examples of why students think giving peer response can 

help them in their own writing: 

- It is always good to get both good and negative feedback. (Q.1) 
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- I see how others are writing and maybe I learn from it. (Q.1) 
- It makes you go through the text again and improve it so you won’t lose face. (Q.2) 
- It makes me aware of mistakes I might make. (Q.1) 
- You see the other person’s mistakes and you notice your own. (Q.2) 
- You can see your own errors when you read the text. (Q.2) 

 

When analysing the results, it might seem odd that many students answered “yes” on the 

second question but not the first as the two are, in fact, quite similar and should lead to the 

same results. However, assuming that the students did not misunderstand the questions or 

failed to see the subtle difference between them, it seems as though students think peer 

response can help them detect errors they make in their own texts, just not this particular 

time.  

 

In Monforte’s study, the question whether students thought giving peer response made 

them aware of errors they had made that particular time was not asked. The question 

whether the students felt that giving feedback to other people’s writing could help them in 

their own writing in general, however, was also posed to the participants in Monforte’s 

study (2005:16). The results were similar to mine. In Monforte’s Q.1, 13 out of 16 

students answered “yes”, and in her Q.2, eleven out of 16 students answered “yes”, which 

is almost identical to the results of this investigation. 

 

4.2 Receiving peer response 

Receiving peer response was the topic of the second part of the questionnaire. As 

mentioned in 3.5, there were 17 students present for the first peer response session. 

However, four students did not have a text and were therefore not able to answer the 

questions concerning receiving feedback. At the second peer response session 16 students 

were present. Only eight of them had a text with them and were thus able to answer the 

second part.  

 

4.2.1 Students’ opinions of peers reading their texts 

One of the disadvantages of peer response is that students can feel insecure about their 

own writing, and thus have negative attitudes to letting other students read their papers 

(see 2.3.2). Therefore, it was interesting to find out how students felt when their class 

mates read their texts, and whether they would prefer that only the teacher reads them. 
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The results of Q.1 showed that half of the students preferred that only the teacher read 

their essays. The reasons given were mostly that the text was personal or that they felt 

ashamed. One student mentioned that peer response can be a good and a bad thing. The 

good thing is that they would learn not to make mistakes, and the bad thing is that they 

might feel discouraged when they notice how many errors there are in the text. Also in 

Q.2, half of the students answered that they would prefer that only the teacher read the 

text, for the same reasons as in Q.1. As will be recalled, the first assignment was a text 

where students wrote their personal opinions whereas the second one was a summary of 

another text, and one student pointed out in Q.2 that “with this text it was alright but if 

you write something more personal, you don’t want everyone to read it.” 

 

The following are comments by students concerning other students reading their texts: 

 - It is a little embarrassing when my class mates read my text. (Q.2) 
 - I don’t mind if others read it too. (Q.2) 
 - It is OK if other people read it, as long as it is not very private. (Q.1) 
 - I prefer that only the teacher reads it. (Q.1) 
 - It is better that only the teacher reads it, or you might learn the wrong things.  (Q.1) 
 - I don’t mind if my mates read my text too. (Q.1) 
 - Only the teacher, because I felt quite ashamed. (Q.1) 
 

Monforte’s study does not show the exact same results as my own. In her study, more 

students were positive towards letting other people than the teacher read their papers 

(2005:19). In Q.1, only three students answered that they prefer that only the teacher reads 

their texts, and in Q.2 only two students did not want their peers to read their essays. The 

results of her study indicated that the majority of the students thought it was beneficial to 

let other students read their texts.  

 

The reasons why my investigation did not lead to the same results might be that the group 

dynamics in the classes where the studies were conducted might have been different. 

Students who prefer that only the teacher reads their text often feel ashamed because of 

the nature of the text, or of their lack of knowledge in English. The students in Monforte’s 

study might have known each other better and therefore did not find it problematic to 

share their writing. Her participants were a group of eleventh graders while mine were a 

group of tenth graders. Her students had thus known each other longer and consequently 

most likely knew each other better. Furthermore, the students in Monforte’s investigation 
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might have been at a higher proficiency level, and thus not as insecure of their own 

abilities.  

 

Whatever the explanation might be for the differences between the results, both studies 

show that there are often students who prefer that only the teacher read their texts and do 

not appreciate working with peer response. However, the students participating in both 

investigations had never before worked with peer response and were not used to this 

method. If they were to continue working with peer response, the number of students who 

answer “yes” to the question whether they would prefer if only the teacher read their texts 

might decrease.  

 

4.2.2 Students’ opinions of discussing their writing in groups 

Peer response does not only involve written feedback from peers, but also discussing the 

comments in groups, so that the person who gives feedback can explain and the person 

who receives it can ask questions and thus generate a discussion. When peer response is 

used as a method, students interact with each other and reach conclusions that would not 

have been reached individually (see. 2.2.3). A natural question to ask the students was 

therefore what they thought of discussing their writing in groups, whether they liked it or 

not.  

 

In Q.1 most of the students were positive to discussing their texts in groups: eight out of 

13 gave positive answers. Some students mentioned that they felt safe in the group and 

that the students are in the same boat and nobody is perfect. Some of the students who 

were negative towards discussing in groups simply answered that they did not like it and 

no further explanation was provided. One pointed out, though, that since he/she was not 

very good at English, he/she did not want others to read the essay only to find it worthless. 

In Q.2, on the other hand, the results are quite different as there were only two out of eight 

students who were positive to discussing their own writing in groups. One student simply 

wrote that he/she hated it, and another mentioned that he/she did not like to talk in front of 

people.  

 

The following are comments from Q.1 and Q.2 concerning the discussion of their writing 

in groups: 

- As I discussed it with my friends I felt safe, but if I had not known the persons I   
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  discussed it with it would have been embarrassing. (Q.1) 
- I liked it because it helps me improve my writing. (Q.1) 
- I liked it since the group was good and also the comments. (Q.1) 
- I have no problems with it. (Q.1) 
- It is good because you get a new point of view. (Q.2) 
 

In general, the answers in Q.2 were less detailed, an explanation for which might be that 

the students thought that they had already answered the questionnaire once before and 

therefore did not want to develop the issue further. However, in Q.1 more students liked 

discussing their writing in groups than in Q.2. This could possibly be explained by the fact 

that there were only 8 students who had a text, and thus received peer response, on the 

second occasion. In most discussion groups, there was only one student who had a text 

and could thus receive feedback. Consequently the focus was completely on that student’s 

text, which might not have been appreciated by him or her.  

 

According to Monforte’s results concerning the question whether or not students liked 

discussing their writing in groups, the majority gave positive answers just as in the Q.1 of 

my own study. However, more students liked it in Monforte’s Q.2 than in her Q.1 

(2005:21). These results would seem more likely, as students should feel more 

comfortable with discussing their writing the second time than the first time, considering 

that peer response is a method that takes some getting used to. As explained above, only 8 

students received feedback during the second peer response session in my investigation. 

Had more students done their homework, it would have generated more discussion and the 

focus would not only have been on one student per group. The question might then have 

yielded different results.  

 

4.2.3 How do students react to positive and negative comments, and do they think the 

peer response they received can help them in their writing? 

Receiving comments, especially negative ones, from peers might not always be 

considered easy by students when working with peer response. Having others read their 

text could be embarrassing enough, but actually hearing them discuss the text and 

receiving comments on what was negative might be taken very personally by some 

students. Therefore, I was interested in finding out how students felt when they received 

positive and negative comments.  
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The comments the students wrote in Q.1 and in Q.2 show that most of them did not take 

the comments very personally, and that they seemed to understand the concept of 

constructive criticism. They thought that even though it might feel bad to receive negative 

comments, feedback is what they learn from. The students liked receiving positive 

comments, and realised that when they were negative it was meant in a friendly way. Also 

according to Monforte’s study, students seemed to realise that one cannot take comments 

personally (2005:23). 

 

The following are some comments from Q.1 and Q.2:  

- I felt it was great and not great at the same time. You see your errors and do it right the    
   next time. (Q.1) 
- It felt nice to get positive comments and not so shocking to get negative ones. (Q.1) 
- The negative response feels bad, but you learn more from it. (Q.1) 
- It feels OK, because I learn new things. (Q.1) 
- It was OK, because I know until next time what I need to think about when I write about    
   a topic. (Q.1) 
-  You have to learn to take both negative and positive comments. I did not have any     
   special feelings. (Q.2) 
-  I just think it is positive to get comments. (Q.2) 
-  It felt good and I was OK with getting criticism because it was constructive. (Q.2) 
 

When I gave instructions to the students, I emphasised that the comments from their peers 

were only suggestions, and they only had to incorporate those they found reasonable. 

Another question in the questionnaire was thus whether or not they thought that the 

comments they received could help them in their writing.  

 

The survey demonstrates that the majority of the students think that their peers’ comments 

can help them. In Q.1, only one out of 13 answered “no” with the explanation that he/she 

hardly received any comments. In Q.2, three out of eight students answered “no”, which is 

more than in Q.1. There were no explanations as to why, but the reason could be that the 

students seemed to take the peer response session less seriously the second time than the 

first, most likely because so few had written texts and were able to feel equally involved 

in the discussions. It could also be because the second peer response session was held in 

May at the end of the term, when students generally start to lose their motivation. 

However, even though more students answered “no” in Q.2 than in Q.1, there is still a 

majority that do consider their peers’ comments helpful.  
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Also in Monforte’s study the majority answered “yes” to the same question (2005:23). A 

conclusion from Monforte’s investigation was that the students who did not find their 

peers’ comments helpful were at a higher proficiency level than those who gave the 

comments and therefore did not believe that the latter could help them in their own 

writing. This explanation could also apply to my own study.  

 

4.3 After revising 

The third part of the questionnaire concerned students’ opinions of peer response after 

having revised their texts. As mentioned in 3.5, there were 17 students present at the first 

peer response session, 13 of which had a text and thus could answer the third part. For the 

second peer response session, only eight students had a text and could have answered the 

last part of the questionnaire. However, two of them chose not to.   

 

4.3.1 Did the students incorporate the comments they received? 

As mentioned before, I told the students to decide for themselves which comments to 

incorporate in their final versions, in order to preserve a sense of ownership of the text 

(see. 2.2.2). The majority of the students in both Q.1 and Q.2 thought that the other 

students’ comments were helpful in their own writing (see 4.1.3). I also asked the students 

whether they actually used any of their peers’ comments when they revised their text, and 

if yes, which ones.  

 

The results of both Q.1 and Q.2 show that the majority of the students did incorporate 

some of the comments made by their peers, which correlates with the fact that they 

considered other students’ comments helpful. In Q.1, only two students did not 

incorporate any comments, but did not give any particular explanation as to why not. In 

Q.2, all six students claimed to have incorporated their peers’ comments.  

 

As for which types of comments the students incorporated, they were given the option to 

choose from grammar, content, word choice, spelling and punctuation. Earlier results 

showed that students commented mostly on spelling when giving peer response (see 

4.1.1). The results of Q.1 show that the suggestions students actually incorporated when 

revising their text were, in order of frequency: spelling (five), word choice (four), 

punctuation (three), content and grammar (both two). In Q.2, the order of frequency was: 

Content, grammar, spelling, and word choice (all two), and punctuation (one). 
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The results do not correlate exactly with the results of the question concerning what kind 

of response the students gave, but are quite similar. What students commented on most, 

according to Q.1, was spelling and least punctuation and content (see 4.1.1). In Q.1, 

students also claimed to have incorporated mostly spelling corrections, but the order of 

frequency of the other options differs somewhat. According to Q.2, all types of comments 

except punctuation were incorporated about equally often. What students had actually 

commented on, according to the first part of Q.2, was mostly spelling and least 

punctuation.  

 

The fact that what students commented on and what they incorporated do not correlate 

exactly could indicate that they actually made a choice when revising their texts, which 

was what I encouraged them to do. However, it could also indicate that some students who 

gave peer response perceived the comments they gave differently than the students who 

received them. For example, a student who gave feedback possibly thought he/she 

commented more on word choice than what the student who received the comments 

perceived.  

 

Also Monforte’s study showed that the majority of the students incorporated their peers’ 

suggestions (2005:24), but there as well the results for what students commented on and 

what they incorporated did not correlate exactly. Monforte pointed out that the results are 

based on a questionnaire and that what students claimed to have commented on and what 

they claimed to have incorporated might not be consistent with reality. As indicated 

above, this is of course a possibility also in my own investigation 

 

4.3.2 Did the students double-check their peers’ comments before incorporating 

them? 

As mentioned in 2.3.2 above, students might feel a lack of enthusiasm towards peer 

response due to their being insecure as to whether their peers’ comments are accurate or 

not. It would seem natural, therefore, that the students use a dictionary or a grammar book 

before incorporating the comments. However, when the students were asked whether they 

had double-checked the comments, a striking majority answered “no”. In Q.1, only one 

out of 13 students answered “yes”, i.e. he or she did use a grammar book or a dictionary 

before incorporating the comments. In Q.2, none of the students answered “yes”. Also in 

Monforte’s study, the majority of the students answered “no”.  
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The reason as to why the students did not use a dictionary might be that they trusted their 

peers. It could also indicate that students only incorporated the comments they knew were 

right without looking them up, or that they simply were too lazy and not used to using 

such resources.  

 

4.3.3 Did the students find further ways of improving their texts that their class 

mates did not discover? 

When the students were asked whether giving peer response helped them become aware 

of errors they made in their own text that particular time, the majority of the students 

answered “no” (see 4.1.3). However, rereading their own texts before incorporating their 

peers’ comments might help students discover errors that their peers did not discover, due 

to the fact that they look at their own text more carefully when revising. Results show that 

students actually did find errors that their peers had not found. In Q.1, seven out of 13 

students answered “yes”, which is a slight majority, and in Q.2, two out of six students 

answered “yes”.  

 

Even though there were not many students who answered “yes” in Q.2, it was quite 

common in Q.1. The reasons for the differences might be, as explained before, that the 

students seemed to take the second peer response session less seriously than the first, and 

therefore did not put a lot of effort into revising their texts. Whatever the reasons might 

be, the results still prove that peer response can help students improve texts not only on 

the basis of their peers’ comments, but also due to re-reading and scrutinising their own 

texts before revising. Monforte did not have this question in her study, so there is nothing 

with which to compare my results in this section. 

 

4.3.4 Students’ opinions of peer response in general  

After the students had been introduced to peer response for the first time and worked with 

the method on two separate occasions, I wanted to find out what their opinions of it were 

in general, if they thought it was useful for improving texts, and whether it was something 

they would want to work with again.  

 

When it comes to the question of whether students thought peer response was useful for 

improving texts, the results show that all students who participated in the investigation 

were positive towards peer response in this respect.  
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The following are some comments from the students: 

- Peer response might be the best way to improve texts. (Q.1) 
- It is useful, just like response from the teacher. (Q.1) 
- I think it is useful, you learn how you can improve your text. (Q.1) 
- It is a good way of practising before a test since you can improve your spelling and 

word choice. (Q.1) 
- Yes, because one’s friend might be better at English. (Q.1) 
-  It is useful. I learn from it and also my class mate who gives me response. (Q.2) 
 

Among the students who participated in Monforte’s investigation, the opinion also seems 

to be widespread that peer response is a good way of improving texts (2005:25). However, 

as explained in 2.5, there were some students who mentioned that it had to be taken 

seriously by all members of the group in order to be effective. And even though the 

majority of the students were positive towards peer response, there were still a few who 

disliked other students reading their texts.  

 

Concerning the question whether peer response was something they would like to use 

more often, eight out of 13 students were positive towards the idea in Q.1, three did not 

answer the question and two were not sure. Several students mentioned that peer response 

can be great, but that they would not like to use it too often, and that it also depends on 

what kind of text they have written. One student also pointed out that he/she would like to 

have more comments from the teacher. In Q.2, there were more students who were 

negative to peer response. Two students out of six were positive, three were negative and 

one did not answer.  

 

The following are some answers to the question whether the students would like to use 

peer response again: 

- Yes, it helps me become better at writing. (Q.1) 
- Often, since the essays will be better. (Q.1) 
- Sometimes but not very often, because it will get boring. (Q.1) 
- Yes, because it helps me to discover what I can improve. (Q.1) 
- Yes, it is fun to see what others are writing. (Q.1) 
- No, I do not like to comment on others’ papers. (Q.2) 
 

The reasons as to why more students were negative to using the method the second time 

one can merely speculate about. It could be the writing task itself, i.e. that they did not 

enjoy writing a summary or found it difficult. In fact, several students commented that the 

text was rather difficult to understand. Another reason could be that, as mentioned before, 
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only a few students had texts with them and did not appreciate being in focus. It could 

also be due to the timing of the second peer response session which was at the end of the 

term when students often lose their motivation. The fact that the students who handed in 

their texts did not receive a very high grade on their first version (see 4.4) could indicate 

either that the task was too difficult or that the students had lost their motivation. These, in 

turn, are factors that might have influenced their general appreciation of peer response.  

 

In Monforte’s study, there are no clear results as to how many students would like to use 

the method again, only that the majority were positive towards it (2005:26). However, she 

mentions some students who thought that a combination of peer response and teacher 

assistance would be better and some that liked the method but did not want to use it too 

often. It was also claimed that it had to be taken seriously by all group members, or else it 

would be a waste of time.  

 

My results, as well as Monforte’s, have shown that all students thought that peer response 

was a good way of improving texts, but not all of them wanted to work with this method 

again. This could be explained by the fact that peer response does require more work from 

the students. It is also likely that those students who find it embarrassing to share their 

writing would prefer to use other methods even though they believe peer response can be 

a good way of improving their writing. The results also suggest the importance of 

students’ preparation before using the method of peer response, notably that all students 

have done their writing task, in order to generate discussions.  

 

4.4. Differences between grades on the first and the final version 

As explained above, all students did think peer response was a useful method for 

improving texts. Therefore, in order to find out whether their texts actually had improved, 

I let the teacher read and grade all the versions of the texts. The abbreviations that will be 

used to show which grades the students received are: IG (icke godkänt), meaning ‘fail’, G 

(godkänt), meaning ‘pass’, VG (väl godkänd), meaning ‘pass with distinction’, and MVG 

(mycket väl godkänt), meaning ‘pass with special distinction’.  

 

After the first peer response session, there were 13 students who handed in both their first 

and second version. According to the teacher, six of them improved their results after the 

first peer response session (cf. Table 1). 
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Table 1: The grading of version 1 (V.1) and version 2 (V.2) in the first assignment 

 

 Student V.1 V.2 

1 G G+ 

2 VG+ MVG- 

3 G+ VG- 

4 G+ VG- 

5 G+ VG- 

6 VG VG+ 

7 G+ G+ 

8 G G 

9 VG VG 

            10 G G 

            11 G G 

                  12 VG VG 

  13 MVG MVG 

 

When it comes to the second peer response session, only eight students had texts, as 

mentioned, and could hand in their first and second versions. According to the teacher, 

four of these eight students had improved their texts after having received feedback from 

their peers (cf. Table 2). 

 

Table 2: The grading of V.1 and V.2 in the second assignment 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

         Student V.1 V.2 

1 G VG 

2 G VG 

3 G VG 

4 G VG 

5 G G 

6 G G 

7 G G 

8 G G 
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As the results show, peer response does seem to help students improve their texts 

somewhat. As peer response is a method that requires practice, it is quite possible that the 

students’ results would improve even more if they were given the chance to practice. The 

students themselves claimed to have commented mostly on spelling, which is also where 

their texts improved most, according to the teacher. However, some had also improved 

their texts with respect to content and grammar.  

 

In Monforte’s study, too, some of the students’ grades improved (2005:26). In connection 

with her first assignment, nine out of 15 students’ grades improved, and in connection 

with the second one, six out of 15. Thus, both our studies indicate that peer response can, 

in fact, be instrumental in improving students’ texts. 

 

5. Conclusion 

The aims of this paper were a) to find out how students react when introduced to the 

method of peer response, and b) to investigate whether students’ texts improved as a result 

of a peer response session. To sum up my findings, this study has shown that the majority 

of the students who participated had positive reactions when introduced to peer response. 

All students agreed that this method was beneficial to improving their texts. Even though 

the majority of the participants were positive to the idea of using peer response again, 

there were some students who would prefer that only the teacher reads their assignments. 

This could be due to lack of confidence concerning their own abilities or the fact that 

some texts are perceived as too personal and private.  

 

My research showed that the students commented mostly on superficial errors, such as 

spelling and grammar, when giving feedback to each other’s writing. The results also 

indicate that the students did find their peers’ comments helpful and consequently 

incorporated the comments in their final drafts. Furthermore, many students answered that 

when re-reading their own texts, they identified ways of improvements that their peers had 

not suggested. According to the teacher, who read both the first and final versions of the 

texts, many of the students improved their texts enough to raise their grades. This 

confirms that peer response is, in fact, a good method to use when trying to improve 

students’ writing.  
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The fact that the results of this investigation and the investigation carried out by Monforte 

on the same topic are similar shows that peer response is a method that teachers should 

take into account when planning their teaching. As there will often be students who do not 

like to share their writing or do not want to work with peer response too often, it can be 

modified and adapted to the situation of each class. For example, peer response can be 

combined with teacher response or the groups can be reduced to pairs. In my opinion, the 

core idea of this method, which is students reading and commenting on each other’s 

papers, can be applied in most classes.  
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Appendix 1 
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Appendix 2 

                           Karlstad University  
 

Consent to Act as a Research Subject 
 

 
You are being asked to participate in a research study for a linguistic C paper on peer 
response. Before you decide whether or not to participate, it is important that you read the 
following information and ask as many questions as necessary to make sure you 
understand what you will be asked to do. 
 
Purpose of the study: The purpose of this study is to find out whether or not you as 
students find peer response useful. 
 
Procedure of the study: If you agree to participate, you will be asked to answer two 
questionnaires after your first written assignment, one concerning giving and receiving 
peer response, and the other concerning revising your text. 
 
Confidentiality: The data collected will be treated as strictly confidential. Names and 
numbers are only for comparison with the collected data and will not be used for other 
purposes. Your participation will in no way affect your grade in this class. 
 
Compensation for participation: Subjects will not be compensated for participation in 
this study, since it takes place during normal class time. 
 
 
 
� Yes, I would like to participate in the investigation 
 
� No, I do not want to participate in the investigation 
 
 
 
 
______________________________ 
Name of participant (please print) 
 
 
 
______________________________                                                   ____________ 
Signature of participant                                                                        Date 
  
 
 
______________________________                                                   _____________  
Signature of investigator                                                                        Date 
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Appendix 3 
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Appendix 4 
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Appendix 5 

 

   Questionnaire on peer response 

 
Upper secondary students 

 

Guidelines: Try to answer the questions as truthfully as possible. If you prefer to answer 

in Swedish, that is OK as well. 

 

Giving peer response 
 

1. What kind of peer response did you give?  

Circle the examples you used: 

 

Grammar         Content       Word choice      Punctuation         Spelling 

 

2. Did you give positive feedback? 

 

                Yes                           No 

 

3. In general, did you find it difficult or easy to give peer response? 

 

Difficult            Quite difficult Quite easy           Easy 

 

 

4. What was easy and what was difficult? 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

5. Did you think it was difficult to say negative things about your peers’ texts? 

                      

                      Yes                             No 
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If yes, why? 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

6. Did giving peer response to other students make you aware of errors you made in 

your own text? 

                 

                Yes                            No 

 

If yes, what kind of errors? 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

7. Do you think giving peer response to other students’ writing can help you in your 

own writing? 

                    

                 Yes                            No 

 

Comments: 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Receiving peer response 

 
1. Did you get any positive feedback on your writing? 

 

                 Yes                            No 

      

2. How did you feel when your class mates read your text? Would you prefer that 

only the teacher reads it?  

________________________________________________________________________
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________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________  

 

3. How did you feel when you received positive comments? And how did you feel 

when they were negative? 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

4. How did you feel when you discuss your own writing in groups? Did you like it, 

or not? Explain. 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

5. Do you think that the comments you got from your group can help you in your 

writing? 

 

                   Yes                            No 

Comments: 

________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________ 

 

After revising 

 
1. Did you use any of your peers’ comments when you tried to improve your text? 

                 

                    Yes                            No 

 

2. If yes, which ones?  

 

Grammar            Content           Word choice           Spelling           Punctuation 
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3. If no, why not? 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

4. What changes did you make after receiving response from your classmates? 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

5. When you were working on improving your text, did you find more ways of 

improving it that your class mates did not discover? 

 

                  Yes                             No 

 

 

6. If you used any of your class mates’ suggestions, did you double check them in a 

dictionary or a grammar book? 

                    

                    Yes                              No 

 

 

7. In general, what do you think of peer response? Is it useful to improve texts? 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

  

8. Is it something you would like to use more often? Why/Why not? 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 
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Other comments: 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Thank you very much for your help! 

 


